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1. Glossary and Framework
	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments

	6
	Glossary
	Procedural improvement: The term ‘Completed or COM’ should be in green text because it is used in both the MSATS and B2B procedures

	6
	Glossary
	Procedural improvement: The term ‘Objection’ should make reference to a New Participant being able to raise an objection.

Spelling error: The word “Jurisdiction” has been misspelt in the Definition column for the term “Objection”.
We suggest rewording the definition of Objection to:
“A type of transaction raised in relation to a Change Request whereby a Current or New Participant may object to the Completion of a Change Request on grounds that are permitted by the applicable Jurisdiction.”

	6
	Glossary
	Procedural improvement: The term ‘Pending or PEN’ should be renamed to ‘Pending or PEND’ because PEND is the correct name for the Pending status


2. Metrology Procedure: Part A

	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments

	
	General
	Consultation improvement: We note that AEMO’s intention is to make this procedure effective from 1 December 2017 however the consultation paper suggests that the final determination will be published by 30 November 2017. For this procedure to be effective from 1 December then the final determination must be published 3 months prior as per clause 7.16.3.b of the NER. We suggest that the consultation paper be updated to comply with the NER obligation.

	12.1
	Preliminary Requirements


	Grammar error: The words ‘in order’ should be removed. We suggest rewording clause 12.1 to:

"Before de-commissioning all or any part of an existing metering installation, including any network device, the MC must ensure that directions are provided to the MP undertaking the work that the removed meter or network device is returned to its owner within 10 business days unless otherwise agreed with the asset owner."

	12.2.1
	Deemed Network Devices
	Procedural improvement: Clause 7.86.i.1 of the NER obligates AEMO to “…specify when an existing metering installation that is to be replaced by a Metering Coordinator may be a network device …” The new wording of clause 12.2.1 could be interpreted that  there are no scenarios where a network device will exist. For the avoidance of any doubt the procedure should make it clear that the LNSP has the right to define what devices installed at a metering installation are network devices provided that it aligns with the definition in the NER. We suggest rewording clause 12.2.1 to:
“AEMO does not consider there to be any circumstances where it is necessary for AEMO to deem certain devices on a network to be network devices, for the purposes of clause 7.8.6 of the NER. For the avoidance of any doubt this does not prohibit the LNSP’s right to define what devices installed at a metering installation are network devices provided that it aligns with the definition in the NER.”


3. Service Level Procedure (MDP)
	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments

	2.4
	Specific obligations for MDP - Category D
	Procedural improvement: The removal of the word ‘only’ now means that the scenarios listed are mandatory but in other scenarios the MDP may optionally deactivate the datastream. The status of the datastream has a direct impact on whether metering data is included in settlements or not therefore we suggest that this clause explicitly lists scenarios when the datastream must be deactivated and not allow for any other scenarios.
We suggest that re-instating the word ‘only’ back into the lead in sentence of clause 2.4 to make it clear that the scenarios listed in this clause are the only scenarios when the datastream can be deactivated

	3.12.1
	Validated Metering Data to be Delivered
	Procedural improvement: A number of different metering configurations are starting to appear where metering data is collected from meters that do not form part of a revenue or check metering installation. In these scenarios the metering data should not be sent to market participant unless agreed otherwise. Sending such metering data to market participants without prior agreement causes confusion and billing issues. For example, an additional meter may be installed for the benefit of the customer who wants to know how much energy a particular circuit or appliance is consuming. This additional meter is wired in series to the revenue meter that measures the energy consumed for the whole premises. To avoid double billing, the metering data from the additional meter should not be sent to market participant (unless agreed otherwise).
We suggest rewording clause 3.12.1 to:

“Each MDP must ensure only Validated metering data from metering installations classified as revenue or check is delivered to AEMO, New MDPs, Registered Participants and ENMs, unless otherwise agreed as per section 8.1”


4. Service Level Procedure (MP)
	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments

	4.3.b
	MSATS updates and notifications following Metering Installation Commissioning
	Procedural improvement: This obligation should be updated to make it mandatory for the Metering Provider to notify the LNSP of metering work using the NOMW transaction as per the B2B procedure. This new B2B transaction was created with the support of the MC/MP representatives on the B2B Working Group because they wanted a national electronic format. We suggest rewording clause 4.3.b to:
“Provide a Notification of Metering Work transaction as per the B2B procedure to the LNSP within 2 business days of completing any works on a metering installation unless agreed otherwise with the LNSP”


5. MDFF Specification NEM 12 NEM 13

	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments

	Appendix A
	TRANSACTION CODE FLAGS
	Typo error: The comments for TransCode ‘C’ incorrectly misspelt the word ‘Controlled’ 


6. MSATS Procedures: CATS

Use NMI master table

8.8: badmeter
	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments

	
	General
	Procedural improvement: Blank cells and rows within tables in this procedure should be deleted for better readability.

	4.11.1
	NMI Status Codes
	Procedural improvement: The extra description for the code ‘X’ should have the word 'or' instead of ‘and’. We suggest rewording to: 
"when the connection point has been moved from an LNSP’s network to an embedded network or vice versa."

	4.18 (c)
	Embedded Network Codes and Rules
	Procedural improvement: The LNSP should be obligated to provide the Parent NMI instead of the DLF and TNI. This will allow AEMO to identify the DLF and TNI and later allow for easier identification of when the DLF or TNI requires updating due to changes on the parent NMI.  We note that AEMO stated that the intent of providing the DLF and TNI is to “… allow the ENM to get this information from the C1 report”. We suggest that a better option would be for the C1 report to obtain this information directly from the Parent NMI.

	8.8
	Objection Rules
	Procedural improvement: We note that it is now mandatory for the Read Type Code to be populated in  CR 1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 1027, 1028 and 1029, therefore we suggest that the Current and New MDP should be allowed to object using BADMETER for these change requests.

	14.4.h
	ENM Requirements
	Procedural improvement: For consistency the word ‘charge’ should be deleted for Demand Value 1. We suggest rewording to:

” Demand value 1, if the Network Tariff includes a demand component”

	17.4.d
	MPB requirements
	Procedural improvement:  This clause is about obligations related to the meter record, therefore the field called ‘Meter Register Status Code’ should be ‘Meter Status Code’.

	18.6
	Timeframe Rules
	Procedural improvement: Under table 18-A it should state ‘CR 3080’ instead of ‘CR 80’

	42
	Access to CATS Standing Data
	Procedural improvement: Details of the C7 report is not documented in any current AEMO documents. To assist participants with a better understanding of the C7 report we suggest that this section defines what data will be provided in a C7 report, who can request a C7 report and any other conditions or rules associated with a C7 report.


7. MSATS Procedures: WIGS

	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments

	
	General
	Procedural improvement: Blank cells and rows within tables in this procedure should be deleted for better readability.


8. Qualification Procedure (MP, MDP, ENM)
	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments


9. Other Issues Related to Consultation Subject Matter
	Document
	Clause
	Heading
	Participant Comments

	All documents
	
	
	Consultation improvement: We note that AEMO’s intention is to make the procedure effective from 1 December 2017 however the consultation paper suggests that the final determination will be published by 30 November 2017. This introduces a risk to the Power of Choice program because there would be insufficient time from the date of final determination to the effective start date of the procedures for participants to review, redesign, build and test changes to participant’s systems and processes, or updating of contracts. We note that in past consultations there has been significant difference between the draft and final determination therefore to rely on the draft determination may not be an effective mitigation control. We suggest that AEMO carefully consider the impact of any changes that they make so that they do  not inadvertently impact on a participant’s readiness for 1 December 2017 by either making the changes effective on a date after 1 December 2017 or publishing the final determination much earlier to allow time for participants to make any necessary changes to comply from 1 December 2017.

	All documents
	
	
	Consultation improvement: We note that AEMO published the procedures in zip files on their website on the 19/05/2017 but later replaced the zip files with updated versions of the procedures on their website without any notice to participants. This has caused confusion when reviewing and collating feedback on the procedures because of the different versions that were published without any notice. We suggest that in future AEMO informs participants of any changes or updates to published documents during a consultation period.   


