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10 May 2022

peer SEIERIED]

| refer to your request, received on 17 March 2022, for the following information under the Official
Information Act 1982 (the Act):

¢ Any correspondence including confirmation of decisions and outcomes regarding the audit
dispute referred to in your letter of 17 March 2022 to the Electricity Authority Compliance
Committee.

On 14 April 2022, the Electricity Authority (Authority) released eight documents within the scope of
your request. The Authority notified you of an extension to 17 May 2022 which was necessary to
consult with other parties regarding some documents which are within the scope of your request.

The consultation with other parties is complete and we are releasing 11 items within the scope of
your request. These documents include emails and email attachments. These are attached to this
letter. Some information is being withheld under section 9(2)(a) of the Act to protect the privacy of
natural persons.

A draft version of the Electricity Industry Participation Code Metering Equipment Provider Audit
Report (16 July 2019) is attached. The final version has been published on our website and is
available here: https://www.ea.govt.nz/assets/dms-assets/25/25588Legacy-Metering-Group-LMG-
Limited-Metering-Equipment-Provider-2019-07-16-RD.pdf.

| am satisfied, in terms of section 9(1) of the Act, that the need to withhold the information referred
to above is not outweighed by other considerations that render it desirable, in the public interest, to
make the information available.

The Authority has searched the mailbox of a previous employee and has not found any additional
material within the scope of your request.

You have the right to seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman of this decision.
Information about how to make a complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or

freephone 0800 802 602.

This request and its response will be published on the Electricity Authority website.
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If you wish to discuss this decision with us, please feel free to contact us by emailing
oia@ea.govt.nz.

Yours sincerely

Sarah Gillies
GM Legal, Monitoring, and Compliance
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Sent Wednesday, 13 March 2019 3:46 pm

To: Alex Ehlert: Ron Beatt

Cc:

Subject: Authority Meeting 25/2/2019

Attachments: LMGL DELTA Paper Stat Sample Mar 2019.docx

Hi Alex and Ron,
Please find attached for your preliminary review our (Delta and LMGL) responses to the issues raised as/from.the

meeting in February.
In short:
Project 1 — we still believe that the population should be held “intact”

Three phase analysis included

Project 2 — yes, we accept that 116 (not 100) meters should be included
0.5lag analysis included (as only 2 x 3p meters tested in sample)

Inspections — mea culpa! Explanation of how we are addressing this
We have also included a short discussion / proposal re 3 x multiplier sites.fyi.

Feel free to suggest any changes. We’d be keen to discuss this_prior to us submitting to the wider group (if you feel
that would be appropriate and helpful).

Regards,

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited

P. 0. Box 16 185 | 16/35 Riccarten'Road | Christchurch
DDI:

Mobile

wWWwWw.legacymetering.nz
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LEGACY METERING GROUP

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.



From:

Sent: Wednesday, 27 February 2019 10:55 am

To: i

Cc: Grant Benvenuti; Ron Beatty; Alex Ehlert; Rob Mitchell

Subject: RE: Actions from meeting with Veritek / Legacy Metering / Delta
Thanks Jonathon,

These are the steps | have noted from the meeting too.

Regards,

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited
DDI:
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the Iatehded recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this messagé. /Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We aresnotresponsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defectin this*email or any attachments.

From: Jonathon Staite
Sent: Wednesday, 27 February 2019 10:45 AM

Cc: Grant Benvenuti

; Rob Mitchell

Subject: Actions from meeting with Veritek / Legacy Metering / Delta

Hello

Thank you for taking the time to meet to discuss the Legacy Metering Groups projects to recertify its metering stock
via statistical samplingand AS/NZS 1284 standard.

From the discussion-the following actions were taken away:

Project 1 Statistical sampling recertification for a population that included both Contact Energy MEP and LMGL MEP
meters.(at the time the sampling was conducted).
Next Steps: LMGL to analyse the statistics as to how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if the

Contact Energy or the LMGL population of meters can be recertified. This can be used to inform an alternative to
1284 certification.

Project 2: 116 meters were sampled but only the first 100 were used to recertify the population. To avoid making
the certification process potentially statistically invalid (as only taking the first’ can introduce selection bias) all of
the meters selected and returned need to be used in the sample.

Next Steps: LMGL / Delta to re-evaluate the certification based on the full sample of 116 meters returned and
tested.



Inspections: There was a lack of clarity regarding sample size selection for inspections and if this can be done
outside of 1 Jan — 31 Dec window.
Next Steps: LMGL to provide an inspection report to Grant Benvenuti by 1 April 2019

Please let me know if there is any actions | have missed or if any of the actions need to change.

Thank you and kind regards

. > Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

DDI:
Email: I

Electricity Authority - Te Mana Hiko
Level 7, Harbour Tower, 2 Hunter Street
PO Box 10041
Wellington 6143

New Zealand
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"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.

It is intended for the named addressee only.

If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or
take any action in reliance upon this transmission."




From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Ron Beatty

Tuesday, 2 July 2019 5:24 pm

Jonathon Staite

RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Hi Jonathon, | have been pondering this one for some time, as you know, so apologies again for the delay.
It is not an easy and straight forward case, it was appropriate for the auditor to raise a query and to query
LMGL/DELT on the process.

1)

3)

On the negative side -

a)
b)

LMGL will benefit from using a sample size reduced from 116 to 100

Most ATHs will select a greater number than required for stat sampling as there will be properties where
the customer refuses access, or a replacement meter cannot be fitted for any one ofa, variety of reasons.
In that case, the ATH carrying out the replacement just moves on to the next metering installation and
stops when they have reached the end of the sample size, and not stop once thexminimum number
required was attained

There is an appearance that the stat sample was not random, as the last 16 of 116 meters tested had a
significantly higher failure rate. Inclusion of these last 16 meters in the results change the outcome of the
sampling and testing process significantly

We do not know what % of the total meter population were comprised of the worst failing meters. We
would expect for a random sample that the Sangamo S200 meters'would have comprised about 44% or
thereabouts of the total installed meters.

On the positive side

The ATH, and not the MEP, is the participant that has the obligation to select a random sample size for
stat sampling recertification (Clause 16(2) of Schedule 10.7)
If the stat sampling had stopped at 100, without testing the additional 16 meters, no one would have been
any the wiser
Meters do not get sent for testing in the same,‘randomised’ order they were selected by the Test House
when it generated the sample. There are variances in all metering stat sampling processes caused by the
amount of time it takes the

a. ATH to make staff available within certain areas (some areas will be dealt with before others)

b. retailer to respond to a SR

c. customer to respondito a . request for access

d. ATH carrying out thewreplacement certifications to batch up and send the replaced meters for

testing

It is likely that rural meters may perform better under test than urban meters. This is because the amount
of electricity conveyed by a rural meter may be less than conveyed by an urban meter. As general rule of
thumb
The worst failing' meters of the additional 16 tested were the S200’s. However the sample size of 100
tested comprised 44% of S200 meters, it would be good to know how this compares to the total
The testingtATH provided documentation stating that the results were in testing order, and had not been
re-ordered:

On balance, | think that

a)

b)

c)

the test results indicate significant problems with the S200 brand of meter and given what is now known,
there should be priority given to S200 replacement. A longer certification period may not achieve this
objective.

we need advice from someone with good stats knowledge on the methodology to determine if the sample
and the process followed was representative

we also need advice on how sampling is applied in other areas using this methodology, ie are all items
selected for sample actually tested, or does the sampling stop when the required minimum sample size is
reached. Ray Kaplan at AEMO may be able to give advice on how it is treated in Australia. | think you met
Ray Kaplan?

If the answer to 3b) and 3c) is affirmative, then we need to let the sample results of 100 stand. If not of course then
the sample results of 116 must be used.

Thanks



}Ron Beatty
Principal Adviser Market Services
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From: Jonathon Staite

Sent: Monday, 24 June 2019 10:09 AM

To: Ron Beatty

Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

JJonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

Sent: Friday, une :

To: Jonathon Staite; Grant Benvenuti; Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty; Rob Mitchell

Subject: RE: Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Hi Jonathan

Further to the below, we have been in touch with the Delta Testhouse follewing our updates last week and worked
through the email trail with them.

In addition, Delta advised that their auditor_, Veritek) has been onsite recently to undertake their MEP
audit, but enquired of the Testhouse the processes followed'in‘relation to stat sampling for another MEP. Delta
advised that when questioned in relation to the processes:around the LMGL stat sampling, that nothing different
from the approved process had been followed.

Delta have reiterated the previous information they have provided. They are wondering what other documents and
processes over and above have been provided and viewed on site by the EA Auditor you may be referring to help
with any further review.

With regard to the information provided to date, Delta confirmed;

1. One population of combined meter types and phases was then ‘randomly selected’ following their normal
processes and use of random selection tools:

e Testing occurring in the sequence stated, and they stand by the statement made by way of confirmation

e Delta had sought and received confirmation that the population of could be created from a number of
different meter types and phases (also described in the audit report)

2. Thepopulation of returned meters were analysed relative to the model breakdown of those meter models
tested:

¢/ They were confident that the models tested were representative of the population and they stand by the
statement made by way of confirmation

e Delta observed that the representativeness of the models returned was consistent with that seen in stat
sample programmes for other MEPs

Regards,

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited



DDI:
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.

From:
Sent: Friday, 14 June 2019 12:03 PM
To: Jonathon Staite

Grant Benvenuti

; Alex Ehlert

Mitchell

Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Thanks Jonathon,
Thanks for following up and your comments below.

We have contacted the Testhouse to ask if they have any further documentation as described below — we haven’t
yet received anything as yet, but we’ll follow up today.

| note that both of their statements (attached) appear to cover the issues that you are querying — namely
representativeness of the samples and the order in which the testing'was undertaken and reported. The
commentary seems clear that the Testhouse has analysed the mixture of returned meters and tested meters as
compared also to what is known about the overall population

| have also attached the Audit Document of Delta Testhouse in relation to Statistical Sampling methodology. The
audit seems clear that the Delta processes and decumentation are compliant and that the Catl meters can be all
considered as one population. (ref audit commentary p.52 and 53). We had no indication that the Delta
methodology of selection and certification wasianything other than compliant.

We selected Delta primarily on the basis of'their demonstrated compliance and experience.

Regarding the finalised audit report; our concern is that as these become “public” documents and we have a
fundamental issue with the findings in relation to the statistical sampling results we are reluctant to have these
published (unless of course these sections can be redacted)

Regards,

Legacy-Metering Group (LMG) Limited
Dbft:
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.



From: Jonathon Staite

Sent: Tuesday, 11 June 2019 11:30 AM
To
Cc: Grant Benvenuti

; Ron Beatty ; Alex Ehlert

; Mike Bickers
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

; Rob Mitchell
Thanks for working with us on this one- it looks like there is a difference of view in if a sample can be both
representative and random.

Use of techniques such as stratification can ensure that the sample is both representative and random.
Taking the first 100 results from a larger sample does not mean the sample will be random or representative

We would expect the documentation provided by the ATH to show how AS/NZS 1284 is being met, including how
the random sample is representative of the population (paragraph 8.4 in the standard).

Do you know when this information will be available?

It is possible that the information from the ATH will be sufficient to address the sticking point of ““is the random
sample representative of the population”.

If we get this information we can make a better informed decision on if this issue needs to be escalated further.

Also do you have an ETA on when a finalised audit report from LMGL will be provided?

Kind regards

»Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

Sent: Friday, / June :

To: Jonathon Staite

Cc: Grant Benvenuti; Ron Beatty; Alex EhIert;F

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Fe

Hi Jonathan

See my notes in amongst yours as highlighted.

| previously provided the rawsinfermation of returned meters vs the tested meters for their relative ‘percentage
tested’ to overall ‘returnedipopulation’ to be considered. Which was one of the key parts of the reason why the Test

Lab was happy to issue thewcertification and the statements.

Overall we are confident that we have complied with the wording of the AS1284 Code and more importantly the
ATH has complied

Regards

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited

DDI:
Mobile:



This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.

From: Jonathon Staite
Sent: Tuesday, 4 June 2019 1:58 PM

Cc: Grant Benvenuti ; Ron Beatty ; Alex Ehlert

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

il

Thanks for your quick reply and for improving some of the readability and grammar of your response. below.

| have taken a look and | think there may be some misunderstandings that need to be clea @d up.

Specifically:
1. Sample Size — Advice has always been given to treat the sample size as thé minimum sample size, and to

increase the sample size to account for UTls. If Legacy Metering Group.were to use the results of the “first

100’ installations, this would not be random and would not be representative of the population.

2. Date Return Bias — We were asking this to help improve,our understanding of the data. There was no
inference or thought that Legacy Metering Group or Delta were attempting to hide or alter the results.

3. Test Lab Statements — The test lab-has-made statements about how the data is random and representative
of the population. We would be'keen to see the documentation to support these statements.

This is covered in more detail below.

Sample Size
In terms of the sample size it would be disappointing to find that Legacy Metering Group has decided to recertify a
population of meters by taking the first 100 of the 116 results available.

AS/NZS 1284 requires each meter in the sample to be tested, and we expect this will be done regardless of if the
same is,greaser than the sample size set in AS/NZS 1284.

Consistent with previous guidance (https://ea.govt.nz/operations/retail/metering/metering-events/approved-test-
house-forum-28augl4/) we have set expectations that the sample size is a minimum and the number of installations
selected should exceed the required sample size to allow for damaged meters and no access.

We expect all MEPs to be following this guidance and requirements of the Code.

|



—

8.3 Sample size and pass/fail criteria (Step 1)
Sample size and pass/fail criteria shall be in accordance with Tables 1, 2 o1 6.

AS/NZS 1284 has been written on the expectation that the only reason for not testing a meter is because it is
damaged. It relies of the sample being random, and for all meters within the sample to be tested (except for
damaged meters).

Other issues such as UTI are not considered valid reasons and no leeway is given in the standard to account for ?-NL
Applying your logic below, if Legacy Metering Group only consider the first 100 meters (of 116 tested) f %
sample have then this means they have not been randomly selected, and do not represent the pop Iati%f meters

being tested (8.4 below).
This is because there will be selection bias. Those meters which are easier to get back to the | Et)e tested first
and influence the results.

For example: For a minimum sample size of 100 meters,

of these are in the same city the test lab and tes re located (urban), and the remaining 75 are scattered
across NZ, including rural locations (rural). (Let’s@ne this also accurately represents the split of meters in the
population).

The test house (which is keen to comm testing while the lab is available) retrieves 70 of the 75 urban
meters and tests them within 1 month mprocess starting. It then takes another 2 months to get back 70 of the
75 rural meters for testing.

Rather than having the 50/50 s '@t the random sampling had selected, there is now a 70 / 30 split, with a strong
bias for the installations that in urban locations.

This means that the rural ers are underrepresented, and assuming there is diversity in the meters by location (as
you have suggested is th e below) the results of the ‘first 100" meters tested do not represent the accuracy of
the population.




| can an issue when AS/NZS 1284 sets absolute thresholds for failures, so if a test exceeds the minimum sample size
this will make it more likely these absolute thresholds will be exceeded.

When there are absolute thresholds for failures the sampling process should include mechanisms for ensuring'that
the sample remains random and representative of the population. This may include randomly selecting meters from
within the full sample of meters tested to meet the sample size and ensuring there are records of every site selected
being visited (and meter returned) prior to completion of the recertification programme.

Date of return bias

I am sorry if you feel that we are inferring that Legacy Metering or Delta have been |éss'than above board. This was
not the case and we appreciate the level of engagement you have had. You have been open with us and willing to
provide this information and help us understand the process outside of any formaldnvestigation or audit process.
In order to better understand the results we engaged a statistician in our market monitoring team. They noted that
a significant proportion of the failures were at the tail of the dataset, and.anecdotally we understand the meters
were reported in the order they were tested. To better understand thednfluence the time between removal and
testing may have on the results, they were keen to perform a “survivaltest”. This test involves adding ‘time’ (how
long it took to test the meter) as an additional variable in the analysis.

We were asking to help our understanding of the situation andvdata provided. We are happy to take ‘no’ for an
answer if Legacy Metering Group does not want to provide this.information.

Test Lab Statements

In the closing remarks you describe how the test lab has provided statements that they are comfortable with their
findings and processes.

As requested previously we would be keen,to'get the ATH’s records documenting the factors considered in the
design of the statistical sample and how it'is representative of the population.

Additionally it sounds like the Test'Lab'(and by implication the ATH responsible for the recertification activities) may
have processes that mean the sampling and results are not truly random and representative of the population being
sampled.

We would expect MEPs to be managing their ATH, and for the ATH to be meeting the requirements of the Code.

Kind regards

$QdoTrathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

Sent: Tuesday, ay :

To: Jonathon Staite; Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty;F ; Grant Benvenuti
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Fe



...l have just re-read this improved the readability as grammar and other exist in the below. where appropriate |
have struck out the original wording so you can see differences and changed the font colour of any new wording.
The changes are minor but important.

Regards

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited
DDI:
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then,do no%disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in #lis message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changessmade to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments

From:
Sent: Tuesday, 21 May 2019 12:41 PM

To: Jonathon Staite
>; Ron Beatty
Benvenuti

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

'Alex Ehlert'

>; Grant

Hi Jonathan

- had raised a concern that he thought the tested meters (the percentage of models tested) may not have been
representative of the population. He then made comments to this effect in one of his versions of his audit report. He
asked for the model breakdown so this €ould be investigated.

When this was finally received we(sent’him the attached email showing the tables in question vs the meters
returned. So you could see the:

1. models as a percentage of the total meters tested, compared to

2.the models of meters returned as a total of returned meters

He then, by the new,version of his Audit report, seemed happy that those tested were representative of the
percentages comcerned.

Now grouping-your comments in to categories:

The “Under Review’ Comments

This is because we understand that Ron has said that he is looking at it all now. le: he was going to look at the direct
wording of the code and the information we have provided. This is why we had not responded to your last email.
We had hoped that Ron was going to reply on the email trail that he was looking in to it all now.

Sample Size

It is Table 2 that sets the sample size. Yes there is a recommendation to grab more only for reasons of replacement
(see the screenshot below) should (obviously having been removed) it is found that any of the meters are damaged
and can be substituted for those (100 in our case) that are needed for testing of the Table 2 Sample number. (for our
population).



If you think about it, all MEPs select far more than their Table 1 or Table 2 (Test) Sample size as they need to allow
for more than just ‘damage’. UTls being the biggest reason.

We know for a fact that all MEPs have selected far more than the 10% to allow for damage and UTIs. Overall the
rationale here is illogical if it is for substitution reasons. The standard requires just the Table 1 and 2 totals to be
tested.

Supporting information to the points raised above:
Sample sizes are determined by Table 2. Table 2 does not state ‘the number plus 10%.’
7.1.2 Sampling accuracy by variables

Each meter 1n a sample shall be tested for aceuracy in accordance with Clause §.4. Sampla
sizes and pass and fail levels shall be mn accordance with Table 2 or in accordance with

Side point:

There is no mention of the words:
1. ‘minimum’
2. ‘at least’
3.’no less than’

Or any other wording that suggests that the Table 1 and Table 2 amounts aré just the least that
should be tested
8.4 that is referred to contains the word ‘recommended’ ........... but, as replacements.only.\Not for additional testing.

3.4 Selection of samples (Step 3)
Samples shall be randomly selected to be representative of the selected meter population.

Maeaters should be assessed for signs of tampenng or damage. Meters that have been
tampered with or damaged mav be omitted from a population.

It 15 recommended that the pumber of meters selected should be 10% more than the required
sample size to allow for the replacements 1f some meters are damaged.

Even in the standards own example (Example 2, Page 8 — 6.2 2{for ‘Inservice Compliance Test Results of existing
populations’) it says that Sample sizes are determined:by ‘using Table 2

ASNES 1284.13:2002 g

Example 2
Thiz Standard 15 implemented 1 2002,
A population of general purpose meters was manufactured 1 1990,

Because these meters are existing at the time of implementation of this Standard. the
population 15 deemed to have,a compliance penied of 15 years. Therefore the meters ame
deemed to comply until 20035

The meter populaton must baitested i 2006 to ensure ongoing compliance.

6.2.2 New mesters

The population of\any new pattern or type (or vanant of an existing pattern or type) of
meter placed inte service shall undergo compliance testing within one to three years of
bemng placed Intogzervice. Applving the results of this testing to Table 4 wll determine the
compliancé period for that meter population. This period 15 known as the Imtial In-Service
Complisnce Period

In-semiee’ compliance test results of existing meter populations should be applied to
Table # (Ongoing In-Service Compliance Period) to determine the compliance period.

Ini brief. the steps to be followed for compliance testing are:

(a) Grouping the meters info representative populations.

(b} Testing a sample of a meter population for accuracy. The sample number of meters
(size) will be determined using either the attnbutes or vamables sampling Tables
{Tables 1 or 2).

Date of Return Bias

As has been explained before, meters do not get returned in the same ‘randomised’ order they were selected by the
Test House. Certainly, the first allotment is issued first as ‘SR requests’ to the Retailer (ie: that they ultimately send
LMGL a Service Request or other ‘go’ request) but timing of when an actual field Service Request is sent out for the
change is ultimately determined by [in this order]:



1. Retailer
a. Starting the process
b. Communicating with the Customer
c. Sending us the ‘go’ signal that it is ok to issue the Service Request
2. Field
a. When the techs can make an appointment
b. Access (in all its various forms and definitions)
3. Logistics
a. The sending from the field tech to the ‘collection’ party (individually or in bulk, tagged accordingly)
b. The work by the ATH logistics managers to group, treat and deliver to the Test Lab (in bulk lots over
time)
c. Receiptinwards by the Lab
4. Llab
a. When enough arrive to perform test runs

Inference being taken by LMGL re Date Variable

It is once again being inferred, by these new questions about return dates of meters, that {MGL or Delta or both,
have been less than above board in the Stat Sample process. In this latest ‘date variable” you are obviously looking
to see whether meters of ercertain models were being ‘waited for’ until there was enough that a pass could be
more easily obtained for the full 100. If you look closely at the table of meter models)(in the email attachment) vs
those returned you will see that the s200 appears as 44% of those meters tested. As shown to Alex and Ron in our
Christchurch office when | analysed all Stat Sample programmes performedbyVircom-EMS and Delta, which was
10,886 meters, the S200 was the model that performed the worst in réspec) of passes and failures.

If we were trying to manipulate the results that then we would have “waited” until they represented a far smaller
percentage of the 100 tested. [Note the particular nature of the'population and the returned meters shows that for
the networks concerned and the population in question that there are a large number of s200s as this was the
meter of choice for a few of the networks in question. it was)a point in time when NZ was ordering this meter type
in bulk; just like in more modern times the Actaris SMO, Qls and Holly meters were the predominant meter of
choice in the years leading up to smart meters]

In supporting all of the above are the two statéments from the Test Lab that they are comfortable with the findings

and their process; and importantly that ngitherthey or their Test Lab have changed their process or approach. le: it
is the same as for previous programmesfortother MEPs.

Regards

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited
DD
Mgbile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.
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From: Jonathon Staite
Sent: Tuesday, 21 May 2019 11:08 AM
To:

Ron Beatty
; Grant Benvenuti

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

i

Following up on last week’s e-mail can you please send through the ATH’s records documenting the factors
considered in the design of the statistical sample and how it is representative of the population.

We are also performing some statistical analysis on the results for the 116 meters in ‘project 2’.
Can you please also provide the records of when each meter was removed and when it was tested. We are keen to
see if there is any time-variable that may be biasing the results.

In terms of your comments in the document:

GN1: The conditions for cancellation have either been met, or the installation remains,certified. It is not clear how
this is still ‘under review’.

GN2: Can you please clarify how this is still ‘under review’. The information in the audit is not sufficient to
understand which issue this relates to. If this relates to the CTCT / LMGL grouping multiple MEPs into one
population, then the meters are not certified and the auditors statement'is correct. If the issues relates to the
statistical inspection of meters, then certification may not be cancelled. This is because the wording of the Code is
considered ambiguous.

Clause 45(1) of Schedule 10.7 can be interpreted two ways:

1. The selection and inspection must be performed within the 12 month period — this is the interpretation that
has been taken historically

2. The 12 month period is a discrete period, and the selection of a sample and the resultant inspections can
happen at any time as long as they relate to that 12 month period. — this is an alternative interpretation
that fits with the wording of the Code and makes it difficult to enforce the interpretation (1) above.

The intention of the Clause was to'ensure the inspections were completed within the 12 month window, and there is
a proposed Code amendmentto address this.

In this can certification is not cancelled, as long as the inspections are being completed.

GN3: This appears to be a discussion between yourself and the auditor.

GN4: As,pér.previous comment. | am not aware of anything that is still under review.

GNS5:-As discussed in the meeting earlier this year and covered in earlier e-mails. The full sample (116 meters) needs
to be considered. AS/NZS 1284 specifies a minimum sample size, but the full sample must be used if larger than the
minimum sample size. We are still waiting on LMGL to provide the factors considered in the design of the statistical
sample and how it is representative of the population, particularly given the number of ‘under-represented’ strata in

the sample.

Kind regards

»Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations
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From: Jonathon Staite

Sent: Tuesday, 14 May 2019 3:53 PM

To: ; Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti
Cc: Alex Ehler

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Thanks-,

| can see that a key issue here is the question of if the sample taken is representative of the population. Before we
get into the detail of this can you please send through the ATH’s records documenting the factors it considered
when forming the view that the sample was representative of the population.

| would expect this documentation to cover both the types (make and model) of meters as well as the functionality
(3 phase vs 1 phase) and how the diversity in the sample is sufficient to form a statistically robust conelusion about
the accuracy of the population the sample was taken from.

Kind regards

»Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

Sent: Tuesday, ay :

To: Jonathon Staite; _; Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti
Cc: Alex Ehlert

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Hi Jonathon,

The audit has been undertaken and we have commented.on the points and completed the compliance plan portion
too.

We have a couple of concerns, however, in relation to some of the issues raised as we have been informed that the
Stat Sample Compliance Projects are still underreview (although the auditor states that certification is cancelled)
therefore to a reader they would think that.a formal determination has already been made by the Electricity
Authority.

We are therefore seeking further review and describe in the document the basis of that review and consequently
are concerned it will be misleading to the market when it becomes public upon lodgement.

| have attached the document (draft) for your review. | have also attached the statements from the Delta Testhouse
in relation to Project 2:

Regards,

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited

DDI
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.
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From: Jonathon Staite
Sent: Friday, 10 May 2019 2:34 PM
To:

; Ron Beatty

; Grant Benvenuti
Cc: Alex Ehlert
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Just following up on the finalisation of the LMGL MEP audit. Do you know when it will be uploaded to the audit
portal?

Kind regards

»Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

From: Jonathon Staite
Sent: Tuesday, 23 April 2019 2:14 PM

Cc: Alex Ehler

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Hello Mike,

Thank you for your update. Some of the actions don’t quite align with'what was agreed at the 25 February 2019
meeting.

Project 1: Statistical sampling recertification for a population that included both Contact Energy MEP and LMGL MEP
meters (at the time the sampling was conducted).

Next Steps: LMGL to analyse the statistics as to how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if the
Contact Energy or the LMGL population of meters'ecan be recertified. This can be used to inform an alternative to
1284 certification.

Update: LMGL have requested the Authotity considers the group of CTCT and LMGL MEP meters as one population.
LMGL have not analysed how many-meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if either population can be
recertified.

The Code allows for the transferof metering assets (MEO) without the agreement of the trader, however Contact
Energy (the MEP) cannot contract out of the MEP obligations.

Clarification: The statist'cal sampling is invalid as it is one population for two different MEPs. No information has
been provided to support an alternative to AS/NZS 1284 to recertify these installations.

Action: Legacy Metering Group need to update the registry to record that all of their meters are not certified and
LMGL need.to arrange for recertification to occur.

Project 2: 116 meters were sampled but only the first 100 were used to recertify the population. To avoid making
the certification process potentially statistically invalid (as only taking the ‘first’ can introduce selection bias) all of
the meters selected and returned need to be used in the sample.

Next Steps: LMGL / Delta to re-evaluate the certification based on the full sample of 116 meters returned and
tested.

Update: LMGL have performed some analysis and believe that the correct certification period if 2 years.
Taking a quick look at the results we note there are two ‘outliers’ (SN#41910031 and SN#40912025, 5 full load
‘failures’ and 3 light load ‘failures’. The AQL for full load is 4% (4 out of the 114 remaining meters, once outliers are
excluded), so the AQL at full load may not have been met.

13



There is also some uncertainty regarding the results due to the inclusion of 3-phase meters in the population. It
appears there are two 3-phase meters, both of which appear to have failed at least one test. This may make
certification invalid and LMGL may need to split the population into 3-phase meters and single phase meters. If
LMGL does not have sufficient records to know which meters are 3-phase, the distributor should be able to help
identify 3-phase connections to its network.

Additionally the sampling assumes there is a homogenous population. Looking at the serial numbers of the two
‘outliers’ (both with approx. 7-8% error), both appear to be similar and may be the same make and model of meter.
No other meters with a similar serial number have been sampled and it may be that there are specific types of
meters that have errors that could be materially affecting consumers.

Action: We recommend that LGML ensures that this recertification of 2 years is reviewed by your auditér to.confirm
this certification period is correct.

Inspections: There was a lack of clarity regarding sample size selection for inspections and if this can be done
outside of 1 Jan —31 Dec window.
Next Steps: LMGL to provide an inspection report to Grant Benvenuti by 1 April 2019

Update: LMGL has completed some additional inspections. This approach has been/stratified’, with 51 ICPs
inspected from a population of 467 10yr+ old meters. A further 67 meters have.been inspection from a population
of 619 7-10yr old meters. There are 17 outstanding service requests.

LMGL requests that this stratified approach be accepted by the Autho(ity

Stratification of sampling is a valid approach (assuming they have randomly selected a number of ICPs from each
strata that is representative of the population).

Based on my reading of the Code, | believe this random stratified,approach is permitted.

Clause 45(1) of Schedule 10.7 can be interpreted two ways:

1. The selection and inspection must be pe/formed within the 12 month period — this is the interpretation that
has been taken historically

2. The 12 month period is a discrete(period, and the selection of a sample and the resultant inspections can
happen at any time as long as they relate to that 12 month period. — this is an alternative interpretation
that fits with the wording of the Code and makes it difficult to enforce the interpretation (1) above.

The intention of the Clause was\to ensure the inspections were completed within the 12 month window, and there
is a proposed Code amendment'to address this.

Action: We recommend,LMGL ensures that these inspections are reviewed by your auditor and included in the audit
report.

In addition/to the above agreed actions, Legacy Metering Group has provided some technical results of testing,
particularly around the use of a 1 phase meter on sites that require a 3-phase supply.

The meter board is not the only place a meter can be installed (and there is no obligation under the Code to install
the meter on the meter board if it is not practical to do so). The LMGL proposal would require a Code amendment.
Action: We recommend LMGL arranges for accurate metering to be installed. LMGL may also wish to propose a
Code amendment similar to what has been proposed in the paper, this can be considered by the Authority though
LMGL must still continue to meet its Code obligations.

| hope this clears up the outstanding actions so LMGL can finalise and submit its audit. | will be passing a copy of this
e-mail (without attachments) to your auditor to keep them in the loop.

Kind regards
14



»Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

Sent: Wednesday, arc :

To: Grant Benvenuti; Alex Ehlert
Subject: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Hi Grant,
Apologies for taking a bit longer to get back to you on this — we wanted to get some more testing done and gather
more information to make our answers as complete as we possibly can.

The attached paper responds to the three issues that came out of our meeting on 25/2. Namely:
e Proj 1 numbers (incl 3phase)
e Proj2 116 results (incl 0.5lag)
e 2018 Inspection discussion

We've also reflected the x 3 multiplier discussion for your review too.

We are trying our very best to get everything right, and believed that we had been doing so. We’re keen to discuss
this before we go any further. We'll give you a call this afternoon.

Regards,

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited

P. O. Box 16 185 | 16/35 Riccarton Road | Christchurch
Mobile:

www.legacymetering.nz

LEGACY METERING GROUP

This electronic mailfffieSsage together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sendergaj’d may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachmenpts after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.

"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.

It is intended for the named addressee only.

If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or
take any action in reliance upon this transmission."

"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.
It is intended for the named addressee only.
If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or
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take any action in reliance upon this transmission."

"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.

It is intended for the named addressee only.

If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or
take any action in reliance upon this transmission."

"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.

It is intended for the named addressee only.

If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or
take any action in reliance upon this transmission."

16



From: Jonathon Staite

Sent: Thursday, 21 March 2019 10:26 am

To: Grant Benvenuti

Cc: Ron Beatty; Alex Ehlert

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Attachments: RE: Actions from meeting with Veritek / Legacy Metering / Delta; FINAL PAPER LMGL Meeting
25022019.docx

Hi Grant / Ron
| have had a read-through of the LMGL action points and they do not align to the agreed actions (attached).

Project 1: Statistical sampling recertification for a population that included both Contact Energy MEP and LMGL MEP
meters (at the time the sampling was conducted).

Next Steps: LMGL to analyse the statistics as to how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if the
Contact Energy or the LMGL population of meters can be recertified. This can be used to inform an alternative to
1284 certification.

Update: LMGL have requested the Authority considers the group of CTCT and'tMGL MEP meters as one population.
LMGL have not analysed how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if either population can be
recertified.

The Code allows for the transfer of metering assets (MEQO) without'the agreement of the trader, however Contact
Energy (the MEP) cannot contract out of the MEP obligations.

| believe the statistical sampling remains invalid (as it is notfor’one MEP)

Project 2: 116 meters were sampled but only the first 100.were used to recertify the population. To avoid making
the certification process potentially statistically invalid (as only taking the “first’ can introduce selection bias) all of
the meters selected and returned need to be used.in'the sample.

Next Steps: LMGL / Delta to re-evaluate the'certification based on the full sample of 116 meters returned and
tested.

Update: LMGL have performed some‘analysis and believe that the correct certification period if 2 years.
Ron: Can you review these results(Appendix 4), as there are some meters with very high low load error that are
sitting in the “pass” column.

Inspections: There was a‘lack of clarity regarding sample size selection for inspections and if this can be done
outside of 1 Jan —31/Dec window.
Next Steps: LMGL to.provide an inspection report to Grant Benvenuti by 1 April 2019

Update: LMGL has completed some additional inspections. This approach has been ‘stratified’, with 51 ICPs
inspected from a population of 467 10yr+ old meters. A further 67 meters have been inspection from a population
of 619°7-20yr old meters. There are 17 outstanding service requests.

KMGL requests that this stratified approach be accepted by the Authority.

Talking to Julia Hall (who has a statistics background), stratification of sampling is valid and is still a random
approach (assuming they have selected a number of ICPs from each strata that is representative of the population).
Based on my reading of the Code, | believe this random stratified approach is permitted.

However internal discussions with legal have found no record of any opinion or view that inspections can go outside
of the calendar year window.

| remain of the view that inspections need to be conducted within the 12 month window, which has led to
automatic cancellation of certification.



LMGL has also provided some technical information on the results of testing, particularly around the use of a 1
phase meter on sites that require a 3-phase supply.

| believe that the meter board is not the only place a meter can be installed (and there is no obligation under the
Code to install the meter on the meter board if it is not practical to do so), and the LMGL proposals would require
Code amendments.

Ron: Can you please look at the technical aspects of the attached paper to confirm if the analysis and conclusions
are correct.

Thanks

) Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

From: Grant Benvenuti

Sent: Thursday, 21 March 2019 9:46 AM

To: Jonathon Staite

Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

) Grant Benvenuti
Manager Market Operations

Mob:
DDI:
Sent: Wednesday, arc :

To: Grant Benvenuti; Alex Ehlert
Subject: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Hi Grant,
Apologies for taking a bit longer to get back te you on this — we wanted to get some more testing done and gather
more information to make our answers'as complete as we possibly can.

The attached paper responds to the three issues that came out of our meeting on 25/2. Namely:
e Proj 1 numbers (incl 3phase)
e Proj 2 116 results (incl 0 5lag)
e 2018 Inspection discussion

We've also reflected the x 3 multiplier discussion for your review too.

We are trying ourvery best to get everything right, and believed that we had been doing so. We’re keen to discuss
this before we go any further. We'll give you a call this afternoon.

Regards,

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited

P. 0. Box 16 185 | 16/35 Riccarton Road | Christchurch
DDI:
Mobile:




www.legacymetering.nz

LEGACY METERING GROUP

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use, the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of t{e
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this messageé ‘and/o
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.



From:

Sent: Tuesday, 23 April 2019 3:56 pm

To: Alex Ehlert;

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Attachments: FINAL PAPER LMGL Meeting 25022019.docx; Contact-Energy-Metering-Equipment-
Provider-2018-10-05-RD.pdf; Contact-Energy-Metering-Equipment-Provider-05-10-17-RD.pdf

Hi Alex

Thanks for taking the call just now.

Page 3 of the submission we made mentions the Contact Energy as MEP Audit conducted by Steve whereby of
course the ICPs in question still in their name but with LMGL were discussed.

The 2017 and 2018 Contact Energy MEP audit reports are also attached. 2017 notesthat LMGL is doing the Stat
Sample for these and the Audit. There is also the note in 2018 that it has been concluded and will be transitioned to

LMGL.

In our various Auditor reports Steve makes comments that he knows about‘thesother ICPs that TRUS had not
nominated us for but that they are all in the same single population programme.

To now raise this post our work when the Authority knew at the very moment we started out and all along about
the situation (as did the auditor) leaves us feeling more than justa little frustrated. Why now?

We could argue for some time on Project 2 but are willing toowork with the EA.

Can you please read all of the below and the rest’of aur word document attached that we submitted. Also
important to read 10.21.

Regards

Legacy Metering Group,(LM@G) Limited
DDI:
Mobile:

This electreniesmail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents ih,any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the

ipd viduaksender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
Ay attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.



From:
Sent: Wednesday, 24 April 2019 10:44 am
To: Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty
Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Attachments: Delta Test House Statement.pdf; FINAL PAPER LMGL Meeting 25022019.docx

Hi Alex and Ron,
Please find attached the response to- in relation to his request for the information.

Regards,

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited
DDI
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message.‘Any, views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are naisieSponsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in thistemail or any attachments.

From:
Sent: Wednesday, 24 April 2019 10:43 AM
To:
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Hi

’

Please find below the breakdown of the'metering in P2 compared to the meters returned. As you can see there’s
also a little bit of variability in the description of the returned devices.

A couple of points to note:

e Asstated in the paper Project 2 was not a typical population. It was a 1ph population, hence we would
expect only 1ph meters to appear

e The successful'change out (rate of removal) from different areas meant that due to the predominance of
those metertypes in those areas that there was greater proportion of that type of meter over the others
when the.lab staff went out to grab meters for testing (remember discussions relating to v v high UTI rates
and logistics failures from Vircom vs those from other installers)

e . There was timing pressure from the EA and Retailers and of course ourselves being placed on the Delta Test
House and Lab and once they saw from the returns they had enough returned they began the lab testing
process. As discussed before this may not be congruent with the exact order of the selection. The earliest
Service Requests should though have seen the earlier list entries being returned before the later ones. This
is in keeping with the approach of the ATHs for all other random sample processes. le: they have not done
anything different for LMG over and above for the other programmes they have run for others. Artificial
manipulation of this approach introduces delays and potentially interferes with the randomness of the
sample.

e The testhouse has also advised, that taking all the above in to account and the percentage of those tested vs
returned that they are happy with the “representativeness” of the meters tested as it relates to the
population. This note is also attached as well as included in the paper



| have attached the paper we prepared for Grant and Jonathon.
In so far as P1 goes, | did provide the analysis Jonathon was after — specifically 16% of the metering was the
TRUS_CTCT sites — this equates to 24 meters in the tested population. Breaking the two subsets out means that 126

meters were tested from the LMGL only subset.

Project 2 Models as Tested vs Returned Meters

Number
Model Types Returned meters | tested % tested
S200 33.0% 56 44%
S29 11.6% 12 14%
E89 11.1% 20 17%
F2K 10.8% 0 0%
5 Dial 1 reg MUNO21 4.0% 9 8%
CL27-2 4.0% 1 1%
iph2w 3.3% 0 0%
C11B2 3.0% 5 4%
B31B 2.6% 5 4%
S200-7 1.9% 1 1%
FNE12Q 1.4% 3 3%
fm 1.2% 0 0%
fnn2q 1.1% 2 2%
GE24 1.1% 1 1%
Unknown 1.0% 1 1%
CE 0.8%
s3 0.8%
FL 0.7%
iph 0.6%
M3i 0.6%
CL147 0.4%
CL27 0.3%
f4k100 0.3%
fna 0.3%
FNAA 0.3%
fnaa34 0.3%
fnab34q 0.3%
fnea340 0.3%
fnea34q 0.3%
j19 0.3%
K320NXEP 0.3%
k33 0.3%
K420INS 0.3%
M4F5 0.3%
S301.1 0.3%
zfb 0.3%
C11B3A 0.1%
CM143xf6 0.1%
e43 0.1%
FMM 0.1%
M2XL4 0.1%
Grand Total 100.0% 100%

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited



DDI:
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.

From:

Sent: Tuesday, 23 April 2019 4:36 PM
To:
Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Could you please send me the attachments referred to by Jonathon so | can finalise the draft report?

| also need the meter make and model for the 116 meters in the project 2 sample.

Thanks and regards

Managing Director
Veritek Ltd

Ph:
Mob:
Email:
Postal: PO Box 8143, Cherrywoo

, Tauranga, 3245

Gary Nightingale
>; Grant Benvenuti

From: Jonathon Staite
Sent: Tuesday, 23 April 2019 2:14 PM

Cc: Alex Ehlert

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points. Meeting 25 Feb

Hello-

Thank you for your update. Some of the actions don’t quite align with what was agreed at the 25 February 2019
meeting.

Project 1: Statistical sampling recertification for a population that included both Contact Energy MEP and LMGL MEP
meters (at the time the sampling was conducted).

Next Steps: LMGL to analyse the statistics as to how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if the
Contact Energy or the LMGL population of meters can be recertified. This can be used to inform an alternative to
1284 certification.

Update: LMGL have requested the Authority considers the group of CTCT and LMGL MEP meters as one population.
LMGL have not analysed how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if either population can be
recertified.

The Code allows for the transfer of metering assets (MEO) without the agreement of the trader, however Contact
Energy (the MEP) cannot contract out of the MEP obligations.



Clarification: The statistical sampling is invalid as it is one population for two different MEPs. No information has
been provided to support an alternative to AS/NZS 1284 to recertify these installations.

Action: Legacy Metering Group need to update the registry to record that all of their meters are not certified and
LMGL need to arrange for recertification to occur.

Project 2: 116 meters were sampled but only the first 100 were used to recertify the population. To avoid making
the certification process potentially statistically invalid (as only taking the “first’ can introduce selection bias) all of
the meters selected and returned need to be used in the sample.

Next Steps: LMGL / Delta to re-evaluate the certification based on the full sample of 116 meters returned and
tested.

Update: LMGL have performed some analysis and believe that the correct certification period if 2 years

Taking a quick look at the results we note there are two ‘outliers’ (SN#41910031 and SN#40912025,,5 full lead
‘failures’ and 3 light load ‘failures’. The AQL for full load is 4% (4 out of the 114 remaining meters, ence,outliers are
excluded), so the AQL at full load may not have been met.

There is also some uncertainty regarding the results due to the inclusion of 3-phase meters inithe population. It
appears there are two 3-phase meters, both of which appear to have failed at least oneltest. This may make
certification invalid and LMGL may need to split the population into 3-phase meters‘and,single phase meters. If
LMGL does not have sufficient records to know which meters are 3-phase, the distributor should be able to help
identify 3-phase connections to its network.

Additionally the sampling assumes there is a homogenous population{Looking at the serial numbers of the two
‘outliers’ (both with approx. 7-8% error), both appear to be similar apd,may be the same make and model of meter.
No other meters with a similar serial number have been sampled and\it may be that there are specific types of
meters that have errors that could be materially affecting consumers.

Action: We recommend that LGML ensures that this recertification of 2 years is reviewed by your auditor to confirm
this certification period is correct.

Inspections: There was a lack of clarity regarding sample size selection for inspections and if this can be done
outside of 1 Jan — 31 Dec window.
Next Steps: LMGL to provide an inspection‘report to Grant Benvenuti by 1 April 2019

Update: LMGL has completed some additional inspections. This approach has been ‘stratified’, with 51 ICPs
inspected from a population of 467 10yr+ old meters. A further 67 meters have been inspection from a population
of 619 7-10yr old meters. There are 17 outstanding service requests.

LMGL requests that this stratified approach be accepted by the Authority.

Stratification of sampling is a valid approach (assuming they have randomly selected a number of ICPs from each
strata that is representative of the population).

Based on my reading of the Code, | believe this random stratified approach is permitted.

Clause«45(1)of Schedule 10.7 can be interpreted two ways:

1)The selection and inspection must be performed within the 12 month period — this is the interpretation that
has been taken historically

2) The 12 month period is a discrete period, and the selection of a sample and the resultant inspections can
happen at any time as long as they relate to that 12 month period. — this is an alternative interpretation
that fits with the wording of the Code and makes it difficult to enforce the interpretation (1) above.

The intention of the Clause was to ensure the inspections were completed within the 12 month window, and there
is a proposed Code amendment to address this.



Action: We recommend LMGL ensures that these inspections are reviewed by your auditor and included in the
audit report.

In addition to the above agreed actions, Legacy Metering Group has provided some technical results of testing,
particularly around the use of a 1 phase meter on sites that require a 3-phase supply.

The meter board is not the only place a meter can be installed (and there is no obligation under the Code to install
the meter on the meter board if it is not practical to do so). The LMGL proposal would require a Code amendment.
Action: We recommend LMGL arranges for accurate metering to be installed. LMGL may also wish to propose a
Code amendment similar to what has been proposed in the paper, this can be considered by the Authority though
LMGL must still continue to meet its Code obligations.

| hope this clears up the outstanding actions so LMGL can finalise and submit its audit. | will be passing a.copy of this
e-mail (without attachments) to your auditor to keep them in the loop.

Kind regards

? Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations

Sent: Wednesday, arc :

To: Grant Benvenuti; Alex Ehlert
Subject: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Hi Grant,
Apologies for taking a bit longer to get back to you on this — we wanted to get some more testing done and gather
more information to make our answers as complete as we possibly can.

The attached paper responds to the three issues that.came out of our meeting on 25/2. Namely:
e Proj 1 numbers (incl 3phase)
e Proj 2 116 results (incl 0.5lag)
e 2018 Inspection discussion

We've also reflected the x 3 multiplier discussion for your review too.

We are trying our very best to get “verything right, and believed that we had been doing so. We’re keen to discuss
this before we go any further.We'll give you a call this afternoon.

Regards,

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited

P. O. Box 16 185 | 16/35 Riccarton Road | Christchurch
pDI

Mabile:

Wwww.legacymetering.nz




LEGACY METERING GROUP
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individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
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From: Jonathon Staite

Sent: Tuesday, 4 June 2019 1:58 pm

To:

Cc: Grant Benvenuti; Ron Beatty; Alex Ehlert;

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Attachments: RE: Actions from meeting with Veritek / Legacy Metering / Delta

-
Thanks for your quick reply and for improving some of the readability and grammar of your response below.

I have taken a look and | think there may be some misunderstandings that need to be cleared up

Specifically:
1. Sample Size — Advice has always been given to treat the sample size as the minimum sample size, and to
increase the sample size to account for UTls. If Legacy Metering Group were to'use the results of the ‘first
100’ installations, this would not be random and would not be representative of the population.

2. Date Return Bias — We were asking this to help improve our understanding of the data. There was no
inference or thought that Legacy Metering Group or Delta were attempting to hide or alter the results.

3. Test Lab Statements — The test lab has made statements about how the data is random and representative
of the population. We would be keen to see the documentation to support these statements.

This is covered in more detail below.

Sample Size

In terms of the sample size it would be disappointing to find that Legacy Metering Group has decided to recertify a
population of meters by taking the first 100 of the 116 results available.

AS/NZS 1284 requires each meter in the sample to be tested, and we expect this will be done regardless of if the
same is greater than the sample size set in"fAS/NZS 1284.

Consistent with previous guidance (https://ea.govt.nz/operations/retail/metering/metering-events/approved-test-
house-forum-28aug14/) we have-set expectations that the sample size is a minimum and the number of installations
selected should exceed therequired sample size to allow for damaged meters and no access.

We expect all MEPs to be following this guidance and requirements of the Code.

AS/NZS 1284 has been written on the expectation that the only reason for not testing a meter is because it is
damaged. It relies of the sample being random, and for all meters within the sample to be tested (except for
damaged meters).

Other issues'such as UTI are not considered valid reasons and no leeway is given in the standard to account for this.

Applying your logic below, if Legacy Metering Group only consider the first 100 meters (of 116 tested) for the
sample have then this means they have not been randomly selected, and do not represent the population of meters
being tested (8.4 below).

This is because there will be selection bias. Those meters which are easier to get back to the lab will be tested first
and influence the results.

For example: For a minimum sample size of 100 meters, an MEP randomly selects 150 meters to be tested. 75 of
these are in the same city the test lab and test house are located (urban), and the remaining 75 are scattered across
NZ, including rural locations (rural). (Let’s assume this also accurately represents the split of meters in the
population).



The test house (which is keen to commence the testing while the lab is available) retrieves 70 of the 75 urban
meters and tests them within 1 month of the process starting. It then takes another 2 months to get back 70 of the
75 rural meters for testing.

Rather than having the 50/50 split that the random sampling had selected, there is now a 70 / 30 split, with a strong
bias for the installations that were in urban locations.

This means that the rural meters are underrepresented, and assuming there is diversity in the meters by location (as
you have suggested is the case below) the results of the ‘“first 100" meters tested do not represent the accuracy of
the population.

| can an issue when AS/NZS 1284 sets absolute thresholds for failures, so if a test exceeds the minimum sample size
this will make it more likely these absolute thresholds will be exceeded.

When there are absolute thresholds for failures the sampling process should include mechanisms for ensuring that
the sample remains random and representative of the population. This may include randomly selectingimete’s from
within the full sample of meters tested to meet the sample size and ensuring there are records of every site selected
being visited (and meter returned) prior to completion of the recertification programme.

Date of return bias

I am sorry if you feel that we are inferring that Legacy Metering or Delta have been |éssithan above board. This was
not the case and we appreciate the level of engagement you have had. You have been open with us and willing to
provide this information and help us understand the process outside of any formaldnvestigation or audit process.

In order to better understand the results we engaged a statistician in our market monitoring team. They noted that
a significant proportion of the failures were at the tail of the dataset, and.anecdotally we understand the meters
were reported in the order they were tested. To better understand the influence the time between removal and
testing may have on the results, they were keen to perform a “survivaltest”. This test involves adding ‘time’ (how
long it took to test the meter) as an additional variable in the analysis.

We were asking to help our understanding of the situation andvdata provided. We are happy to take ‘no’ for an
answer if Legacy Metering Group does not want to provide this.information.

Test Lab Statements

In the closing remarks you describe how the test lab has provided statements that they are comfortable with their
findings and processes.

As requested previously we would be keen,to'get the ATH’s records documenting the factors considered in the
design of the statistical sample and how it'is representative of the population.

Additionally it sounds like the Test'Lab'(and by implication the ATH responsible for the recertification activities) may
have processes that mean the sampling and results are not truly random and representative of the population being
sampled.

We would expect MEPs to be managing their ATH, and for the ATH to be meeting the requirements of the Code.

Kind regards

»  JonathomStaite
AdviserMarKet Operations



From:

Sent: Monday, 15 July 2019 2:06 pm

To: Jonathon Staite; Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti; Rob Mitchell;_
Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Attachments: LMG 2019 Audit - FINAL.docx

Hi Jonathan,

Thanks for this.

Yes — LMGL has finalised the report and sent it to Veritek for review. | have attached the copy we.have sent to
Veritek. Pretty much unchanged from the version we sent through a couple of weeks ago.

Please note (with regard to your comment about LMGL choosing to use 100) — LMGL+has not chosen to use the 100.
This “choice” (or decision) is by the ATH. We do not have an ATH (unlike other MEPs).and rely solely on the 3™ Party
analysis, experience, and advice. We understand that the ATH’s “choice” is based ‘on the rules, codes and standards
and the ATH has assessed the results also on the basis of its observation and experience, as evidenced by their
statements that they have provided. Just to re-iterate — this is not LMGL choosing the results — this is the reported
results from the Testhouse. For clarity, LMGL has no financial or otherfassoc ation with the ATH (in this case, Delta)
other than a commercial, contractual relationship.

We note your advice regarding the audit report below, thank you, As noted above, we will submit the audit report
asis.

Regarding your questions in relation to the dynamics of.the project — | have provided summary detail below. This
was particularly challenging due to the active rollouts happening in the networks concurrently.

In the initial phase of the project, there were'very low numbers were returned to Delta from the field. There were
three main causes of this

a. High UTl rates

b. Techs not returning.meters to the designated return points in a timely manner

c. Third party logis.ic/ failures

Consequently we needed to issue more ICPs to the Retailers than was ideal just so that we could increase the
chances of getting the required number of meters returned in a timely fashion.

We have provided atable below of the meters returned vs those tested. We understand that it was from this
analysis that the-Test House prepared the statement as to their contentment that both the returned meters and the

tested meters'reflected the nature of the population:

Project 2 Models as Tested vs Returned Meters

Number
Model Types Returned meters | tested % tested
S200 33.0% 56 44%
S29 11.6% 12 14%
E89 11.1% 20 17%
F2K 10.8% 0 0%
5 Dial 1 reg MUNO21 4.0% 9 8%
CL27-2 4.0% 1 1%
iph2w 3.3% 0 0%
C11B2 3.0% 5 4%




B31B 2.6% 5 4%
S200-7 1.9% 1 1%
FNE12Q 1.4% 3 3%
fm 1.2% 0 0%
fnn2q 1.1% 2 2%
GE24 1.1% 1 1%
Unknown 1.0% 1 1%
CE 0.8%
s3 0.8%
FL 0.7%
iph 0.6%
M3i 0.6%
CL147 0.4%
CL27 0.3%
f4k100 0.3%
fna 0.3%
FNAA 0.3%
fnaa34 0.3%
fnab34q 0.3%
fnea340 0.3%
fnea34q 0.3%
j19 0.3%
K320NXEP 0.3%
k33 0.3%
K420INS 0.3%
MA4F5 0.3%
S301.1 0.3%
zfb 0.3%
C11B3A 0.1%
CM143xf6 0.1%
e43 0.1%
FMM 0.1%
M2XL4 0.1%
Grand Total 100.0% 100%

We have passed your request for other documentation back to the testhouse although we understand that Veritek
has already reviewed documentation both from us and at Delta? We have been advised by the Testhouse that
Veritek has recently reviewed Test House documentation in relation to the LMGL Stat Sample Project during a
recent visit to Delta for another purpose. We been advised that both Godfrey (Testhouse Manager) and Harrison
Orme are currently away from the office — on leave and on a training programme respectively. Hopefully we'll hear

back soon.

In brief answertoyour list of questions:

hoew many installations were in the sample

325 installation made up the original sample to co

was the sample extended (if so by how much and how many times)

Extended twice. First by 89 sites, then by another

how many were visited

134 sites were visited in total

how many were returned from the field

318 sites eventually returned meters from the fiels

how many were unable to be accessed

116 sites couldn’t be accessed (27% UTI’s)

how many were not visited

24 sites were not visited

Regards,



Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited
DDI:
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message apd{or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.

From: Jonathon Staite
Sent: Wednesday, 3 July 2019 10:00 AM

; Ron Beatty

Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

et SRR

Thank you for this information.

Grant Benvenuti Alex Ehlert

; Rob Mitchell

More information needed to understand if sampling was random,and representative of the population
We are still stuck on the LMGL decision to use the first 100 installations sampled rather than the 116 installations
tested. This appears to materially affect the outcome of the certification process.

The Authority would like copies of the documents and processes, including the analysis the test house performed to
conclude that the results (used to certify the population)'were both random and representative of the population.
We are also keen to get a breakdown of the sampling process.

e how many installations were in the sample

e was the sample extended (if so by/how-much and how many times)

e how many were visited

e how many were returned from the field

e how many were unableito belaccessed

e how many were not visited

In terms of the Delta ATHaudit, you will want to talk to your auditor about how relevant the assessment is to your
specific circumstance: ‘hsuspect the auditor has looked at the “testing by attributes” approach in AS/NZS 1284 and
these statements maynot hold true for the “testing by variables” approach.

Delivery of final audit report should not be delayed further due to this review
| don’tsee any benefit in delaying the delivery of the final audit report. | think it is best if this issue is transparent in
theaudit and it is clear that the Authority is aware of the issue and is looking into it.

With regards to the final audit report, if there is something that Legacy Metering Group does not want to see in the
audit report there are several options:

1. Request the information be withed because not withholding this information would (a) would disclose a
trade secret; or (b) would be likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of the person who
supplied or is the subject of the information.

We follow the same guidelines as the Official Information Act (OIA) when assessing if something should be
withheld from publication.



The guidelines can be found here:
http://www.ombudsman.parliament.nz/system/paperclip/document files/document files/1265/original/p
art 2c  other reasons for refusing official information - commercial information.pdf?1450331887

This guideline should help you provide the information we require in order to make an informed decision
regarding redacting information for the audit report.

We would need you to provide information to help us understand why not withholding this information (a)
would disclose a trade secret; or (b) would be likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of
the person who supplied or is the subject of the information. This is a legal decision and we would get our
legal team involved in ensuring the OIA test is met and decision is robust.

2. Convince the auditor to amend the audit report
If the information is related to specific issues, but not to compliance of the participant then-itis.possible the
auditor can word it in a way that addresses the issue. For example if an audit identified"ICPs-with incorrect
information, it is possible to report that the ICPs exist but not report the ICP numbers in the audit report.
If the issue is that you do not want an alleged non-compliance reported then you would need to convince
the auditor that the non-compliance does not exist. Auditors are expected to be independent from the
organisation they are auditing and to audit to the wording and requirements ofithe Code.

3. Get another audit
If you do not agree with the auditors findings, you can always arrange for a different auditor to perform the
audit (at your own cost).

Kind regards

? Jonathon Staite
Adviser Market Operations



From:
Sent: Tuesday, 16 July 2019 10:28 am

To: ; Jonathon Staite; Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti; Rob Mitchell
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Attachments: Audit received

Hi All

The completed audit documents have been received by Veritek in PDF form and | have loaded them to the
portal. The confirmation automatic email is attached.

The only difference to the Word document that was with the email below is that the side comfents-have been

deleted prior to receipt by return from Veritek.

Regards

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited
DDI:
Mobile:

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail tReasdestroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the viewsyf Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments.









Project 1 Statistical Sampling

Population Determination
LMGL purchased (approximately) 63,000 interim certified meters across 34,000 ICPs.

Feb-17 Sep-18 Feb-19

ICP Count LMGL Interim 27578 20724

CTCT TRUS 7039 5072

Subtotal 34617 25796 25710
Meter Count LMGL Interim 50358 38728

CTCT TRUS 13404 9612

Subtotal 63762 48340 48127

LMGL contracted with Contact Energy to undertake all MEP obligations of the “in.scope” metering (i.e.
those meters that were purchased as part of the sale and purchase agreement dated 20 May 2016).

Trustpower, however, declined to nominate LMGL as MEP on the registry although LMGL had
purchase the metering and Contact Energy was exiting as MEP for those sites.

LMGL commenced a statistical sampling programme for all of the metering that it had purchased
based on Table 2 of AS1284.13. That is, selection of 150 meters to cover a population of 35,000 —
150,000.

LMGL discussed the approach with the Authority during a compliance fact-finding investigation in
2016. The non-nomination by Trustpower was understood to be an administrative issue (or similar) as
the meters had been purchased and obligat ons transferred from Contact Energy in 2016 and the
parties understood that 10.21(2) would be applicable in this special case.

The uncertified devices were identified separately in the Contact Energy MEP audits in 2017 and 2018.
Contact Energy responded in these audits that:

Issue 1: 6,409 interim certified installations not re-certified, these assets have been sold to LMGL (which
was inferred we cou d do as per our EA settlement agreement conditions) but a retailer has refused to
make the update to the registry to nominate LMGL as the new MEP. LMGL have taken on all rights as
the MEP (centractually with CTCT) and CTCT remains the MEP on the registry in name only.

The ATH and the MEP agreed that these meters represented a population as they were all subject to
the saleand purchase transaction.

LMGL requested the selection of the meters be undertaken by Delta ATH and this was provided in Feb
2017. The recovery of the metering assets to be tested commenced at the end of the month.

Of the total number of SR’s issued 16% were to Trustpower, the remainder to other retailers.
Trustpower regularly issued SR and customer contact details in support of the statistical sampling
programme.
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Proposal for Addressing
LMGL and Network Tasman have been working for some time reviewing and visiting these sites. There
have also been a number of site visits as attempted AMI deployments undertaken on these sites.

A summary of the access / turndown / site visit responses is shown in the table below.

Turndown Reason Count
Asbestos 2
Board unsafe 3
Cancelled 3
Customer rejection 11
No access 11
No SR Issued 57
No visit

Possible OK 1
Unknown 12
x3 45
x3 and Board issue 5
x3 Space 1
Grand Total 157

The cost of rectification sits with the retailer/customer and in most cases is considerable. It is
proposed, therefore, that where a x3 site cannot be rec ified through reason of space for the meter,
or because there is no wiring to support the metering of all three phases, that a single-phase meter
be installed once a tech has established that there are no unbalanced or single phase loads connected
to the unmetered phases. The site is certified for the 15 years and there is a requirement for 100%
inspection after 7 years.

Recommendation
Where wiring or space issues preclude the installation of a three-phase meter on a x3 site:

e Install 1-phase meteras multiplier = 3 (where no other loads connected).

e Certify site for 15 years

e 100% inspection regime at 7 years

e Inspectionto include visual confirmation that no single phase load has been added to
unmete ed phases

Discussion
Whilst this does not address the accuracy concerns per se, it is reasonable to surmise that the loads
are largely balanced due to the predominant load types.

By replacing the metering and recertifying the sites, they can have the assets updated and bought into
the certified management programme including inspection.

Currently, as these sites cannot be certified, there is no inspection of these sites and no ability for the
MEP or ATH to update, repair or manage the metering.

I ———
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Appendix 1 Project 1, 3-phase 0.5 lag Results (Variable
Method)
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Appendix 2
Method)

Project 2, 0.5 lag additional tests Results (Variable

=~a ™A
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Appendix 3

Meter Test Results Analysis

Project 2: 116 Tests

Print Results

Meters were tested In accodance with the requ rements of AS/NZS 1284.13 2002.
This spread sheet Is desiged to determine sampie compliance for C ass 2 In-senice
meters In accordance with Table 5 of AS/NZS 1264.13
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Appendix 4: ATH Statement Regarding Project 2
Received 13 March 2019
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ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY PARTICIPATION CODE
METERING EQUIPMENT PROVIDER AUDIT REPORT

LEGACY METERING GROUP

Prepared by:_ — Veritek Limited

Date audit commenced: 11 February 2019

Date audit report completed: 24-February-264924 April 2019
Audit report due date: 28-Feb-19
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Legacy Metering Group Limited (LMGL) is a Metering Equipment Provider (MEP) and is required to review.

undergo an audit by 28 February 2019, in accordance with clause 1(1)(b) of schedule 10.5.
The audit identified nine non-compliances.

The main issue found is that the statistical sampling processes for two populations of meters at 29,353
ICPs do not comply with the Code or with AS/NZS 1284.13. This audit concludes that certification for
these metering installations is not valid. Fhree-issueswerefoundwhich-aretisted-balowThe issue has

three main points as follows:

1. Populations with different MEPs were combined into one population.
2. The additional three phase test point was originally excluded from the pass/fail calculation.
3. 16of a sample of 116 meters were excluded from the pass/fail calculation. Seven of the 16 meters
excluded had errors greater than 3%. The last two meters on the list were three phase and both
had errors greater than 3%.
Additional information was provided by the Authority on 23/04/19 and LMGL on 24/04/19s This

information was considered and further comment is included in Sections 6.4 7.13 and 8.1. .There are
minor changes to some findings but the main issues are still present particularly in rélation o non-

compliant statistical sampling processes.

Several issues were found with certification practices, as follows:
1. Some certification reports did not have prevailing load or register advance results recorded.

2. Some Category 2 installations were certified using the comparative.method, but the uncertainty
calculations did not take temperature into account.

3. Some Category 2 installations were certified without low burden being addressed.
Registry information accuracy and timeliness of updates has a high le el of compliance,aleagwith-the-

The date of the next audit is determined by the Electricity Authority and is dependent on the level of
compliance during this audit. The table below provides some guidance on this matter and recommends
an audit frequency of three months. | recommend the Authority considers a longer period of six months
to allow sufficient time to resolve the issues surrou' ding statistical sampling and Category 2 installations
where recertification may be required.



AUDIT SUMMARY

NON-COMPLIANCES

registry was not
updated within 10
business days:

5 ICPs with low
burden

29,353 ICPs with
incorrect statistical
sampling certification
applied

e e
— e

Subject Section | Clause Non-Compliance Controls | Audit | Breach Remedial
Risk Risk Action
Rating | Rating
Provision of 2.5 11.2 and | Invalid certification Moderate | Low 2
accurate Clause for two ICPs due to
information 10.6 uncertainty being
greater than 0.6%
certification not
corrected since the
last audit
Registry updates | 3.2 2 of 185 registry updates | Moderate | Low 2
Schedule | later than 15 business
11.4 days.
Metering 43 4(1) of Delta ATH not Weak Low 3
Installation Schedule | calculating
Design & 10.7 uncertainty in
Accuracy accordance with the
Code.
Total uncertainty
greater than 0.6% for
ICPs
0000004050DE261
and
0000004057DEFAB.
Changes to 4.10 3 of Some records Strong Low 1
registry records Schedule | updated on the
114 registry later.th. .1
business d . .
Provision of 6.2 7(1),(2) | Some reg stry records | Strong Low 1
Registry and (3) of | incomp e e or
Information Schedule |.ncorrec .
11.4
Cancellation of 6.4 20 of Certification Weak Medium 6
certification Schedue | cancelled for
107 following ICPs and the
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-Aspectens-were
B
Certification of 7.1 10.38 (a), | Certification expired | Weak Medium 6
metering clause1 | orcancelled for
installations and 38,48229 358 ICPs
clause 15
of
Schedule
10.7
Certification 7.2 10.38(b) | Register advance and | Moderate | Low 2
tests and prevailing load tests
clause9 | not conducted for
of four installations
Schedule
10.6
Inspections 8.1 45 of Incorrect Category 1 | Moderate | Low 2
Schedule | sample —speete—
10.7 szeselection
-
Future Risk Rating 25
Indicative Audit Frequency 3 months
Future risk rating 1-2 3-6 7-9 10-19 20-24
Indicative audit frequency 36 months 24 months 18 months 12 months 6 months
RECOMMENDATIONS
Subject Section Recommendation Description
Ensure future statistical sampling
icti ; R ]
Statistical samplin 713 egard.ng Clauses 16(1) and separates single and three phase
(5) of:Scuedule 10.7 z :
meters into separate populations.
ISSUES
Subject Section Recommendation Description

Nil

o ——{ Formatted Table




1. ADMINISTRATIVE

1.1. Exemptions from Obligations to Comply With Code (Section 11)
Code reference

Section 11 of Electricity Industry Act 2010.

Code related audit information

Section 11 of the Electricity Industry Act provides for the Electricity Authority to exempt any participant
from compliance with all or any of the clauses.

Audit observation
| checked the Electricity Authority website and | confirm there are no exemptions in place.
Audit commentary

| checked the Electricity Authority website and | confirm there are no exemptions in place.

1.2. Structure of Organisation

LMGL is operated by the two directors,_

1.3. Persons involved in this audit

Veritek Limited

Electricity Authority Approved Auditor

LMGL personnel assisting in this audit were:

Name Title
59(2)(@) | Director
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1.4. Use of Agents (Clause 10.3)
Code reference

Clause 10.3

Code related audit information

A participant who uses a contractor

remains responsible for the contractor’s fulfillment of the participants Code obligations
cannot assert that it is not responsible or liable for the obligation due to the action of a
contractor

® must ensure that the contractor has at least the specified level of skill, expertise, experience, or
qualification that the participant would be required to have if it were performing the obligation
itself.

Audit observation

LMGL engages with ATHs to conduct certification activities. LMGL relies on these ATHs to act as agents
for the management and storage of certification records. | requested certification reports for 50 ICPs to
confirm their compliance and availability.

Audit commentary

Complete certification records were provided for all 50 installations

1.5. Hardware and Software
LMGL has a spreadsheet which is used as the master list containing all re evant metering fields.

They also have a workflow system. Backup is in accordance with standard industry protocols.

1.6. Breaches or Breach Allegations

LMGL confirmed there are no breach allegations related to the scope of this audit.

1.7. ICP Data
Metering Category Number of ICPs .
a L 37,220
.4 307
3 6
4 0
5 0
9 3

1.8. Authorisation Received

A letter f authorisation was not required or requested.
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1.9. Scope of Audit

This audit was conducted in accordance with the Guideline for Metering Equipment Provider Audits V2 2,
which was published by the Electricity Authority.

The boundaries of this audit are shown below for greater clarity.

D G D GED GED GED GED SIS D D D D S aE e GED TED IR EES .- \
l . 3 Covered by ATH audit
| LMGL Audit Boundary | : st |

LMGL Metering
| I :
| — LMGL MEP F | l’ ATHs
| NHH ' l '
] I ' '
——.-——————-1————J t——-----J
Registry

‘ Reconciliation

[ Participant Functions |

! Y !

i |

g NN PRS- 1l

i |

| |
Reconciliation
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1.10. Summary of previous audit

The previous audit was conducted in July 2018 by Steve Woods of Veritek Limited. The table below

shows the status of the issues raised.

Table of Non-Compliance

Subject Section | Clause Non-compliance Status

2 . S e sy Cleared
Provision of accurate 2.5 11.2 and Invalid alternative certification not
information Clause corrected since the last audit.

10.6
s : Still existing
Registry updates 3.2 2 of 145 registry updates later than 15
Schedule business days.
11.4
]
Metering Installation Design & | 4.3 4(1) of Delta ATH not calculating uncertainty S e
Accuracy Schedule in accordance with the Code.
0.7 Total uncertainty greater than 0. %
for ICPs 0000004050DE261and
0000004057DEFAB.
5 X Still existing
Changes to registry records 4.10 3 of Some records updated on the registry
Schedule later than 10 | usine s days.
114

5 T ] < N/A
Notification of 4.12 11.18B(3) | Tradernot netified to carry out a final
decommissioning interrogation for three ICPs.

Provision of Registry 6.2 7(1), (2) Some registry records incomplete or Slifexicting
Information and (3)of |.incorrect.

Schedule

11.4

. n— . Cleared

Registry validation 6.3 6 of Registry records not compared to
Schedule LMGL’s records.
114
Cancellation of certificaton 6.4 20 of Certification cancelled for six ICPs and Bl exEng
Schedule the registry was not updated within
10.7 10 business days.

o 4 T i Still existing
Certificatio’ o etering 71 10.38 (a), l(:ertrflwtlon expired for 23,226 ICPsI ¥ 2
installatons clause 1 el

number
and clause
15 of
Schedule
10.7
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Subject Section | Clause Non-compliance Status
Insufficient load 7.7 14(3)and | ICP 0000130696ENBSS certified for | €'€3™d
(4) of insufficient load but monitoring not
Schedule conducted.
10.7
Alternative certification 7.9 32(2), (3) Invalid alternative certification e
and (4) of | applied.
Schedule
10.7
Table of Recommendations
Subject Section | Clause Recommendation for improvement Status‘c\ \
Nil “

1.11. Audit approach f;}\

This audit involved considerable discussion and debate about whether compliancé had been achieved or
not in relation to a number of clauses in the Code. Most of this discussion centéred around the statistical
sampling regime, where the report records non-compliance.

In this section | have clarified the responsibilities on auditors#6 audit.in accordance with the wording of
the Code regardless of information available from other sou'ces. The Terms and Conditions for approval
as an auditor has the following clause:

Duty of care
3. You acknowledge that the Authority relies gn the reports you produce to determine the

compliance of the relevant electricity inddstry participant (Participant) with its

obligations under the Code.

4. In conducting the audits and prepating audit reports you must:

(a) maintain a detailed knowledge'of the relevant clauses in the Code and any

relevant changes to the/Code;
(b) act honestly, faifly independently and objectively;

(c) exercise a standard of skill care and diligence that would be reasonably

expected of'adperson who is skilled and who has experience in the provision of

serviees of asimilar nature to those you are providing; and
m@ay_with the relevant clauses of the Code concerning an audit at the time of

the.audit.

5. The Authority may publish material (including guidelines for auditors) to assist auditors

——{ Formatted Table
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from time to time. You acknowledge that any such material is intended to be for

guidance only and does not relieve you from your obligation to comply with the Code.

6. You will conduct audits in accordance with any guidelines (e.g. in relation to the form of

audit report) set by the Authority. However, in the event of inconsistency between the

Code and any guidelines or other material the Code will prevail.

Auditors are required to comply with the “Auditor Protocol”. The auditor protocol contains a section on
professional and ethical requirements. The details are as follows:

3 Professional and ethical requirements

Fundamental principles of audit best practice

3.1 Auditors must comply with the following five fundamental principles of audit best

practice:

(a) integrity: to be straightforward and honest

(b) objectivity: to not allow bias, conflict of interest, or undue influence override

professional judgement

(c) professional competence and due care: to maintain knowledge and skill at adevél

necessary to competently undertake the relevant audit

(d) confidentiality: to respect confidentiality of information acquired inithe course of

audits and not disclose such information to third parties without propér authority

(unless there is a legal/regulatory reason to do so)

(e) professional behaviour: to be compliant with relevantdaws and regulations and not

act in a manner that discredits the auditor’s professien.

Point “b” is important in the context of this audit. The audit findings are based on my professional
judgement and the other information avaitabléhas been considered but has not affected objectivity.
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2. OPERATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE

2.1. MEP responsibility for services access interface (Clause 10.9(2))

Code reference

Clause 10.9(2)

Code related audit information

The MEP is responsible for providing and maintaining the services access interface.
Audit observation

| checked certification records for 50 metering installations, covering all relevant ATHs.
Audit commentary

The Code places responsibility for maintaining the services access interface on the MEP and places k

responsibility for determining and recording it with ATHs. | checked the certification records for all \ '

relevant ATHs and the services access interface was recorded correctly in all cases.
Audit outcome

Compliant

2.2. Dispute Resolution (Clause 10.50(1) to (3)) \ x\
Code reference

Clause 10.50(1) to (3)

Code related audit information

Participants must in good faith use its best endeavours to resolve any.disputes related to Part 10 of the
Code.

Disputes that are unable to be resolved may be referred to the Authority for determination.

Complaints that are not resolved by the parties or.the Au hority may be referred to the Rulings Panel by
the Authority or participant.

Audit observation

I checked whether any disputes had been dealt with during the audit period.

Audit commentary

LMGL has not been required to resolve any disputes in accordance with this clause.
Audit outcome

Compliant
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2.3. MEP Identifier (Clause 7(1) of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 7(1) of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure it has a unique participant identifier and must use this participant identifier (if
required) to correctly identify its information.

Audit observation

| checked the registry data to ensure the correct MEP identifier was used.
Audit commentary

LMGL uses the LMGL identifier in all cases.

Audit outcome

Compliant

2.4. Communication Equipment Compatibility (Clause 40 Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 40 Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that the use of its communication equipment complies with the compatibility and
connection requirements of any communication network operator the MEP-has equipment connected to.

Audit observation

| checked whether there were any installations where communication equipment was present and
whether the type test reports confirmed compliance.

Audit commentary

LMGL is the MEP for some metering installation 'where communication equipment is present, and this
equipment complies with the telecommunications requirements.

Audit outcome

Compliant
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2.5. Participants to Provide Accurate Information (Clause 11.2 and Clause 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 11.2 and Clause 10.6

Code related audit information

The MEP must take all practicable steps to ensure that information that the MEP is required to provide to
any person under Parts 10 and 11 is complete and accurate, not misleading or deceptive and not likely to
mislead or deceive.

If the MEP becomes aware that in providing information under Parts 10 and 11, the MEP has not complied
with that obligation, the MEP must, as soon as practicable, provide such further information as is necessary
to ensure that the MEP does comply.

Audit observation

The content of this audit report was reviewed to determine whether all practicable steps had been taken
to provide accurate information.

Audit commentary

The content of this audit report indicates that LMGL has taken all practicable steps to.ensure that
information is complete and accurate in most instances, except for the matter raised in Section 6.4, where
two metering installations were incorrectly certified, and recertification has not yet occurred, and the
registry has not been updated.

Audit outcome

Non-compliant
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Non-compliance Descrip ion', +— Formatted Table

Audit Ref: 2.5 Invalid certification for two ICPs due to unce tainty being greater than 0.6%
Wi s 19 certification not corrected since the last - dit.
Clause 10.6 Potential impact: Medium

Actual impact: Low
From: 12-Jun-18 Audit history: Once
To: 30-Jan-19 Controls: Modera

Breach risk ra .ng.2

Audit risk rating o N ) Rationale for audit risk rating

Low The co ' rols are recorded as moderate because they mitigate risk most of the time

but t ere is room for improvement.

T e two installations in question had total errors within the allowable 2 5%. | have

recorded the impact as minor and the audit risk rating as low.

{Ac'ions taken to resolve the issue Completion Remedial action status
A 4 date
Our adv ce from the ATH was that the certification still stands. 1/3/2019 Choose an item. - { Formatted Table
Othe' notes below on this point. The data provided to the
regis ry (so far as we continue to be advised) is that it is correct.
- Preventative actions taken to ensure no further issues will Completion
occur date



The MEP will continue to monitor data received to the best of its | 1/3/2019 4—{ Formatted Table

technical knowledge and follow up directly with ATHs if there is
anything that looks incorrect. The MEP will also undertake
desktop audits (documentation, photographs etc) to ensure to
the best of its technical ability that the data received is robust.

3. PROCESS FOR A CHANGE OF MEP

3.1. Payment of Costs to Losing MEP (Clause 10.22)
Code reference

Clause 10.22

Code related audit information

The MEP for a metering installation may change only if the responsible participant enters into an
arrangement with another person to become the MEP for the metering installation.. and if certain
notification requirements are met (in relation to the registry and the reconciliation manager)

The gaining MEP must pay the losing MEP a proportion of the costs within 20 business days of assuming
responsibility.

The costs are those directly and solely attributable to the certification and calibration tests of the metering
installation or its components from the date of switch until the end of the cur ent certification period.

Audit observation

LMGL has not sent or received any invoices in relation to this clause.
Audit commentary

LMGL has not sent or received any invoices in relation to this clause.
Audit outcome

Compliant

3.2. Registry Notification of Meterin?*kg‘g)fés (Clause 2 of Schedule 11.4)

] -

Code reference
Clause 2 of Schedule 11.4
Code related audit infopmation

The gaining MEP must advise the registry of the registry metering records for the metering installation
within 15 days of be oming the MEP for the metering installation.

Audit obseryation

| checked the event detail for the period 01/08/18 to 01/12/18 for all records where LMGL became the
MEP to evaluate the timeliness of updates.

Audit commentary
Thetable below shows there were 185 late updates to the registry out of 459 events. All but three of the

late updates were due to late nomination by traders.
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During the previous audit, | recorded that many of the late nominations were due to late notification by
LMGL to the relevant traders that a nomination was required. This was for ICPs where there was a trader
change from Trustpower to another trader. Contact Energy was still the MEP for some ICPs where LMGL
is the meter owner and once the switch occurred, LMGL notified the gaining trader that a nomination was
required. This process occurred approximately every two months. | recommended it occurred more
frequently to allow both the trader and LMGL to achieve compliance. LMGL is now the MEP for all of the
ICPs where they were previously the meter owner but not the MEP.

«—{ Formatted Table

Year Total Over 15 days % compliance Average Late nomination
Dec 2016 10,501 843 92% 323
Oct 2017 4,928 345 93% 49 326
June 2018 548 145 74% 20 145
Feb 2019 459 185 60% 27 182

Audit outcome

Non-compliant

soonas it has access to the nominations and metering
infermation. Reminders and follow-ups in place with retailers and

Non-compliance Description '—{ Formatted Table

Audit Ref: 3.2 185 registry updates later than 15 business days.
With: Clause 2 of Potential impact: Medium
Schedule 114 Actual impact: Low

Audit history: Multiple times
F : 01-Aug-

o G AE R Controls: Moderate
Jo-01-Dec-18 Breach risk rating: 2
Audit risk rating Rationale for audit risk rating

Low Controls are in place to.ensure the timeliness of updates, but LMGL is often

prevented from updating the registry due to late nomination or late field

notification

The impact on other participants is minor; therefore, the audit risk rating is low.

Actions taken to resolve the issue Completion Remedial action status
date
Reminders to Retaile.s a. per previous Audit reports has little X 2 - ‘—[ Formatted Table
. K Ongoing Choose an item.
impact. Usually th offénders are only a couple of Retailers.
Preventative actions taken to ensure no further issues will occur A
Completion
date

LMG will'continue to monitor and update all metering data as 1/3/2019 '—{ Formatted Table

ATHs. Routine reports from all ATHs in place.
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3.3. Provision of Metering Records to Gaining MEP (Clause 5 of Schedule 10.6)

Code reference

Clause 5 of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

During an MEP switch, a gaining MEP may request access to the losing MEP’s metering records.

On receipt of a request from the gaining MEP, the losing MEP has 10 business days to provide the gaining
MEP with the metering records or the facilities to enable the gaining MEP to access the metering records.

The losing MEP must ensure that the metering records are only received by the gaining MEP or its
contractor, the security of the metering records is maintained, and only the specific metering records
required for the purposes of the gaining MEP exercising its rights and performing its obligations are
provided.

Audit observation

| checked with LMGL to confirm whether there had been any requests from other MEPs.
Audit commentary

There have not been any requests in relation to this clause during the audit period.
Audit outcome

Compliant

3.4. Termination of MEP Responsibility (Clause 10.23)
Code reference

Clause 10.23

Code related audit information

Even if the MEP ceases to be responsible for an installation, the MEP must either comply with its
continuing obligations; or before its continuing obligations terminate, enter into an arrangement with a
participant to assume those obligations.

The MEP is responsible if it:

- isidentified in the registry as the primary metering LMGL or

- is the participant who owns the meter for the POC or to the grid or

- has accepted responsibility under clause 1(1)(a)(ii) of schedule 11.4 or

- has contracted with a participant responsible for providing the metering installation.

MEPs obligations come into effect on the date recorded in the registry as being the date on which the
metering installation equipment is installed or, for an NSP the effective date set out in the NSP table on
the Authority’s website.

An MEPs obliga ions terminate only when;

- . the’ICP changes under clause 10.22(1)(a);

-~ . the NSP changes under clause 10.22(1)(b), in which case the MEPs obligations terminate from
the date on which the gaining MEP assumes responsibility;

- the metering installation is no longer required for the purposes of Part 15; or

- the load associated with an ICP is converted to be used solely for unmetered load.
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Audit observation

| confirmed that LMGL has ceased to be responsible for some metering installations by checking the event
detail report.

Audit commentary

LMGL continues with their responsibilities, mainly in relation to the storage of records, which are kept
indefinitely. | requested the records for five installations where LMGL had ceased to be responsible and
these were all available and checked.

Audit outcome

Compliant
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4. INSTALLATION AND MODIFICATION OF METERING INSTALLATIONS

4.1. Design Reports for Metering Installations (Clause 2 of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 2 of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must obtain a design report for each proposed new metering installation or a modification to
an existing metering installation, before it installs the new metering installation or before the
modification commences.

Clause 2(2) and (3)—The design report must be prepared by a person with the appropriate level of skills,
expertise, experience and qualifications and must include a schematic drawing, details of the
configuration scheme that programmable metering components are to include, confirmation that the
configuration scheme has been approved by an approved test laboratory, maximum interrogation cycle,
any compensation factor arrangements, method of certification required, and name and signature of the
person who prepared the report and the date it was signed.

Clause 2(4)—The MEP must provide the design report to the certifying ATH before the ATH ins alls or
modifies the metering installation (or a metering component in the metering installation)

Audit observation

LMGL has engaged several ATHs for certification activities. All ATHs have provided design reports for this
work which | have checked.

Audit commentary

The design reports used by ATHs include all relevant details required by the Code. The design report was
not recorded by Delta for two ICPs, which is raised as non-compliance in Section 4.3.

Audit outcome

Compliant

4.2. Contracting with ATH (Clause 9 of Schedu ¢ 1“(1_@)“
Code reference

Clause 9 of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

The MEP must, when contracting with'.an ATH in relation to the certification of a metering installation,
ensure that the ATH has the appropriate scope of approval for the required certification activities.

Audit observation

| confirmed that LMGL has used the VEMS, Delta, Vector, Wells, Accucal, Metrix and IndeServe ATHs
during the audit period. These were then checked against the Authority’s website for scope of approval.

Audit commentany

I have checked the Authority’s website and confirm that all ATHs have current and appropriate scopes of
approva

Audit gutcome

Compliant
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4.3. Metering Installation Design & Accuracy (Clause 4(1) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 4(1) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure:

- that the sum of the measured error and uncertainty does not exceed the maximum permitted
error set out in Table 1 of Schedule 10.1 for the category of the metering installation

- the design of the metering installation (including data storage device and interrogation system)
will ensure the sum of the measured error and the smallest possible increment of the energy
value of the raw meter data does not exceed the maximum permitted error set out in Table 1 of
Schedule 10.1 for the category of installation

- the metering installation complies with the design report and the requirements of Part 10.

Audit observation

| checked the processes used by LMGL to ensure compliance with the design and with the error thresholds
stipulated in Table 1. 1 also checked the certification records for 29 CT metered metering installat ons.

Audit commentary

For Category 2 comparative certification, Delta’s error and uncertainty calculation does not consider the
temperature coefficient of the working standard. This matter has been present for several years. Delta
certified one metering installation at ICP 0000004099DEBDF during the audit period. The temperature
was 22° Celsius so the uncertainty is likely to remain within 0.6%. During the previous audit, | requested
copies of certification records for six metering installations. Uncertainty calculations were not conducted
in a compliant manner for any of the six. Two of the installations will have uncertainty figures greater
than 0.6% when temperature is taken into consideration. Certification.is therefore cancelled. The ICPs
are 0000004050DE261 and 0000004057DEFAB. Certification is not yet cancelled on the registry, which is
recorded as non-compliance in Section 6.4.

With regard to the design of the installation (including data storage device and interrogation system),
LMGL ensures the sum of the measured error and the smallest possible increment of the energy value of
the raw meter data does not exceed the maximum permitted error set out in Table 1 of Schedule 10.1 for
the category of installation. There are no components installed where “coarse” rounding is in place for
the data, or where meters with a low pulse rate are connected to separate data storage devices.

LMGL has a process to ensure the me ering installation complies with the design report and the
requirements of Part 10 by requiring ATH s to confirm the installations match the design, or by requiring
updates to be provided if the installation does not match the design.

| checked 50 recent certification records and found that the design report was populated in 48 cases but
there were two Delta certificates here the design report was not recorded.

Audit outcome

Non-compliant
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Non-compliance

Description

— Formatted Table

Audit Ref: 4.3

With: Clause 4(1) of

Delta ATH not calculating uncertainty in accordance with the Code.

Total uncertainty greater than 0.6% for ICPs 0000004050DE261 and

Schedule 10.7 0000004057DEFAB.

Two design reports no recorded
From: 01-Aug-18 Potential impact: Medium

To: 30-Jan-19 Actual impact: Low

Audit history: Multiple times
Controls: Weak

Breach risk rating: 3

Audit risk rating Rationale for audit risk rating

The impact is minor; therefore the audit risk rating is low.

Low 1 have recorded the control effectiveness as weak because this matter has been
present and not resolved for several years.

Actions taken to resolve the issue

Completion
date

Remeqialactlon status

The main point is that the ATH has advised that their calculations
are correct. MEPs (like LMG) rely on technical advice of the ATH
and the certificates they issue. The controls are strong as we
review the certification and records provided by the ATH. IF there
is a breach — this is consequential.

Complete

Preventative actions taken to ensure no further issues will occur

Completion
date

The MEP will continue to monitor data received to the best of its
technical knowledge and follow up directly with ATH. if there is
anything that looks incorrect. The MEP will also undertake
desktop audits (documentation, photograph-.ete) to ensure to
the best of its technical ability that the'data rece ved is robust.

1/3/2019

€hopse an item.

[~ Formatted Table

| Formatted Table

4.4. Subtractive Metering (Clause 4(2)(a) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference
Clause 4(2)(a) of Schedule 10.7

Code related augdit ‘ifo/'mation

For metering installations for ICPs that are not also NSPs, the MEP must ensure that the metering

installation doe ' not use subtraction to determine submission information used for the purposes of Part

15.

Auditobservation

asked LMGL to confirm whether subtraction was used for any metering installations where they were

the MEP.
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Audit commentary
LMGL does not have any metering installations where subtractive metering is used.
Audit outcome

Not applicable

4.5. HHR Metering (Clause 4(2)(b) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 4(2)(b) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

For metering installations for ICPs that are not also NSPs, the MEP must ensure that all category 3 or
higher metering installations must be half-hour metering installations.

Audit observation

LMGL is the MEP for six metering installations above Category 2. | checked the registry fields te confirm
compliance.

Audit commentary
All six installations have HHR metering.
Audit outcome

Compliant

4.6. NSP Metering (Clause 4(3) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 4(3) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that the metering installati-'n for each NSP that is not connected to the grid does
not use subtraction to determine submission information used for the purposes of Part 15 and is a half-
hour metering installation.

Audit observation

LMGL is not the MEP for any NSP metering installations.
Audit commentary

LMGL is not responsible for any'NSP metering.

Audit outcome

Not applicable
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4.7. Responsibility for Metering Installations (Clause 10.26(10))
Code reference

Clause 10.26(10)

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that each point of connection to the grid for which there is a metering installation
that it is responsible for has a half hour metering installation.

Audit observation

LMGL is not responsible for any grid metering.
Audit commentary

LMGL is not responsible for any grid metering.
Audit outcome

Not applicable

4.8. Suitability of Metering Installations (Clause 4(4) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 4(4) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must, for each metering installation for which it is responsible, ensure that it is appropriate
having regard to the physical and electrical characteristics of the POC

Audit observation
| checked the ATH processes for the management of this area
Audit commentary

The VEMS design report contains reference to workmanship; ensuring access cannot be gained to live
conductors; earthing arrangements and complia ce with AS/NZS 3000. | have checked the Delta process
and confirmed that the MR-002 quality manual/operating instructions ensure compliance with relevant
electrical legislation. Indeserve has appropriate instructions regarding this matter. The other ATHs also
have appropriate instructions and proces es to achieve compliance with this clause.

Audit outcome

Compliant
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4.9. Installation & Modification of Metering Installations (Clauses 10.34(2), (2A) and (3))
Code reference

Clauses 10.34(2), (2A) and (3)

Code related audit information

If a metering installation is proposed to be installed or modified at a POC, other than a POC to the grid,
the MEP must consult with and use its best endeavours, to agree with the distributor and the trader for
that POC, before the design is finalised, on the metering installations:

- required functionality

- terms of use

- required interface format

- integration of the ripple receiver and the meter
- functionality for controllable load.

Each participant involved in the consultations must use its best endeavours to reach agreement and act
reasonably and in good faith.

Audit observation

The Authority determined that MEPs are not required to consult with distributors and traders.unless the
design of an installation is altered. Some ICPs had design changes from NHH to HHR during the audit
period, which is a change of design. | checked whether agreement was sought from the relevant
participants.

Audit commentary

LMGL notified all relevant participants with a blanket communication notifying of design intentions,
therefore compliance is achieved.

Audit outcome

Compliant

4.10. Changes to Registry Records (Clause 3 of Sphgadlé.li;‘i)
Code reference

Clause 3 of Schedule 11.4

Code related audit information

The MEP must advise the registry of the registry metering records or any change to the registry metering
records for a metering installation for which it is responsible, no later than 10 business days following:

a) the electrical connection.of an ICP that is not also an NSP
b) any subsequent change in any matter covered by the metering records.

Audit observation

| checked the event detail report for the period 01/08/18 to 01/12/18 to evaluate the timeliness of registry
updates.

Audit cammentary

The table below shows that 89% of new connection updates and 96% of corrections were within 10
bus ness days. 14 of the 23 late new connection updates were caused by late nomination by the trader.
The other main issue was late field notification.
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Event Year Total ICPs ICPs Notified | ICPs Notified Average Percentage
Within 10 Greater Than | Notification Days | Compliant
Days 10 Days
New Connection 2016 436 351 85 87 80% '—( Formatted Table
2017 535 493 42 53 92%
2018 452 418 34 53 93%
2019 214 23 191 6 89%
Updates 2016 32,112 31,178 934 17 97%
2017 18,200 17,599 601 105 97%
2018 4,501 4,154 347 128 92%
2019 2231 2,132 99 9.9 96%.
Audit outcome
Non-compliant
- Sy (
Non-compliance Description | Formatted Table
Audit Ref: 4.10 Some records updated on the registry later t' an'10'business days.
With: Clause 3 of Potential impact: Low
Sehevle 1l Actual impact: Low
Audit history: Multiple times
From: 01-Aug-18 Controls: Strong
To:30-Jan-19 Breach risk rating: 1
Audit risk rating Rationale for audit risk rating
Low I have recorded he controls as strong in this area.
The late new co nection updates have a minor impact on participants, customers
and set lement, therefore the audit risk rating is low.
Actions taken to resolve the issue Completion Remedial action status
date
So far as is known any eutstanding updates have been completed as ! Formatted Table
Completed Choose an item. .
Preventative acti ns taken to ensure no further issues will occur z
Completion
date
LMG will continue to monitor and update all metering data as 1/3/2019 *——{ Formatted Table
soonas it has access to the nominations and metering
infermation. Reminders and follow-ups in place with retailers and
ATHs. Routine reports from all ATHs in place.
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4.11. Metering Infrastructure (Clause 10.39(1))

Code reference

Clause 10.39(1)

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that for each metering installation:

- an appropriately designed metering infrastructure is in place

- each metering component is compatible with, and will not interfere with any other component in
the installation

- collectively, all metering components integrate to provide a functioning system

- each metering installation is correctly and accurately integrated within the associated metering
infrastructure.

Audit observation

LMGL has some HHR metering. | checked the meter type to confirm whether the type test repo t recorded
compatibility with regard to telecommunication standards and whether the overall infrastructure
operated as intended.

Audit commentary

Type test reports confirm compatibility and the output to host test confirms the appropriate functionality
of the system.

Audit outcome

Compliant

4.12. Responsibility for Metering at ICP (Clause 10.23A)
Code reference

Clause 10.23A

Code related audit information

If a metering installation at an ICP is to be decommissioned, but the ICP is not being decommissioned,
the metering equipment provider that is responsible for decommissioning the metering installation
must,—

(a) if the metering equipment provider is responsible for interrogating the metering installation—
(i) arrange for a final interrogation to take place before the metering installation is decommissioned; and

(i) provide the raw meter data from the interrogation to the trader that is recorded in the registry as
being responsible forthe ICP; or

(b) if another participant is responsible for interrogating the metering installation, advise the other
participant not | 'ss than three business days before the decommissioning—

(i) of the date and time of the decommissioning; and
(i) that the participant must carry out a final interrogation.

(2).To avoid doubt, if a metering installation at an ICP is to be decommissioned because the ICP is being
decommissioned—
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(a) the metering equipment provider is not responsible for arranging a final interrogation of the metering
installation; and

(b) the trader that is recorded in the registry as being responsible for the ICP must arrange for a final
interrogation of the metering installation under clause 11.18(3).

Audit observation

| checked whether LMGL was the MEP at any decommissioned metering installations and whether
notification had been provided to relevant traders.

Audit commentary

There were no examples of decommissioned metering installations where the ICP was not
decommissioned.

Audit outcome

Compliant

4.13. Measuring Transformer Burden and Compensation Requirements (Clause 31(4) and'(S)‘of :
Schedule 10.7) S '

Code reference
Clause 31(4) and (5) of Schedule 10.7
Code related audit information

The MEP must, before approving the addition of, or change to, the burden.or compensation factor of a
measuring transformer in a metering installation, consult with the ATH.who certified the metering
installation.

If the MEP approves the addition of, or change to, the burden or compensation factor, it must ensure the
metering installation is recertified by an ATH before the addition or change becomes effective.

Audit observation
| asked LMGL whether they had approved any burden changes during the audit period.
Audit commentary

LMGL'’s processes show that any action leading to a change in burden results in recertification. A check
of certification records confirmed compliance

Audit outcome

Compliant
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4.14. Changes to Software ROM or Firmware (Clause 39(1) and 39(2) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 39(1) and 39(2) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must, if it proposes to change the software, ROM or firmware of a data storage device installed
in a metering installation, ensure that, before the change is carried out, an approved test laboratory:

- tests and confirms that the integrity of the measurement and logging of the data storage device
would be unaffected

- documents the methodology and conditions necessary to implement the change

- advises the ATH that certified the metering installation of any change that might affect the
accuracy of the data storage device.

The MEP must, when implementing a change to the software, ROM or firmware of a data storage device
installed in a metering installation:

- carry out the change in accordance with the methodology and conditions identified by the
approved test laboratory under clause 39(1)(b)

- keep a list of the data storage devices that were changed

- update the metering records for each installation affected with the details of the change and the
methodology used.

Audit observation

LMGL is not the MEP for any installations where changes to ROM, software or f rmware have occurred.
Audit commentary

LMGL is not the MEP for any installations where changes to ROM software or firmware have occurred.
Audit outcome

Not applicable

4.15. Temporary Electrical connection (Clause 1028(6))
Code reference

Clause 10.28(6)

Code related audit information

An MEP must not request the temporary electrical connection of a new POC unless authorised to do so by
the reconciliation participant.responsible for that POC and has an arrangement with that reconciliation
participant to provide metering services.

Audit observation

I checked whether there were any examples of temporary electrical connection.
Audit commentarty,

No examples of temporary electrical connection were identified.

Audijt autedme

Not applicable
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5. METERING RECORDS

5.1. Accurate and Complete Records (Clause 4(1)(a) and (b) of Schedule 10.6, and Table 1, Schedule
11.4)

Code reference
Clause 4(1)(a) and (b) of Schedule 10.6, and Table 1, Schedule 11.4
Code related audit information

The MEP must, for each metering installation for which it is responsible, keep accurate and complete
records of the attributes set out in Table 1 of Schedule 11.4. These include:

a) the certification expiry date of each metering component in the metering installation

b) all equipment used in relation to the metering installation, including serial numbers and details
of the equipment's manufacturer

c) the manufacturer’s or (if different) most recent test certificate for each metering component in
the metering installation

d) the metering installation category and any metering installations certified at a lower category

e) all certification reports and calibration reports showing dates tested, tests carried out' and test
results for all metering components in the metering installation

f) the contractor who installed each metering component in the metering installation

g) the certification sticker, or equivalent details, for each metering component that is certified
under Schedule 10.8 in the metering installation:

h) any variations or use of the ‘alternate certification’ process

i) seal identification information

j) any applicable compensation factors

k) the owner of each metering component within the metering installation

I) any applications installed within each metering component

m) the signed inspection report confirming that the metering installation complies with the
requirements of Part 10.

Audit observation
| requested certification records for 50 metering installations to evaluate compliance with this clause.
Audit commentary

LMGL engages with several ATHs to conduct certification activities. LMGL relies on these ATHs to act as
agents for the management and storage of ce tification records.

| checked LMGL’s records and | confirm that all the records listed above are available. | requested

certification records for 50 installations to confirm they were available and all 50 were provided.

Audit outcome

Compliant
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5.2. Inspection Reports (Clause 4(2) of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 4(2) of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

The MEP must, within 10 business days of receiving a request from a participant for a signed inspection
report prepared under clause 44 of Schedule 10.7, make a copy of the report available to the participant.

Audit observation
| asked LMGL whether any requests had been made for copies of inspection reports.
Audit commentary

LMGL has not been requested to supply any inspection reports, but these are available and can be
supplied on request.

Audit outcome

Compliant

5.3. Retention of Metering Records (Clause 4(3) of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 4(3) of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

The MEP must keep metering installation records for 48 months after any.metering component is removed,
or any metering installation is decommissioned.

Audit observation
| checked LMGL’s processes in relation to this clause.
Audit commentary

LMGL relies on ATHs to store certification records  ndtheir audit reports confirm compliance. The registry
is used as the main database and it contains an appropriate audit trail with all history.

Audit outcome

Compliant

5.4. Provision of Records to A'Ti;ji‘(cléﬁse 6 Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 6 Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

If the MEP contracts with an ATH to recertify a metering installation and the ATH did not previously
certify the-metering installation, the MEP must provide the ATH with a copy of all relevant metering
records not later than 10 business days after the contract comes into effect.

Audit'observation
LMGL has provided information to ATH’s in the past and this may occur in future. There are no current

examples to examine.
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Audit commentary

LMGL has provided information to ATH’s in the past and this may occur in future. There are no current
examples to examine.

Audit outcome

Not applicable
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6. MAINTENANCE OF REGISTRY INFORMATION

6.1. MEP Response to Switch Notification (Clause 1(1) of Schedule 11.4)
Code reference

Clause 1(1) of Schedule 11.4

Code related audit information

Within 10 business days of being advised by the registry that it is the gaining MEP for the metering
installation for the ICP, the MEP must enter into an arrangement with the trader and advise the registry
it accepts responsibility for the ICP and of the proposed date on which it will assume responsibility.

Audit observation

| checked the switch breach history detail report to confirm whether all responses were within 10 business
days.

Audit commentary
All MN files were sent within 10 business days.
Audit outcome

Compliant

6.2. Provision of Registry Information (Clause 7 (1), (2) and (3) of Schedule 1}4;{;&&
Code reference

Clause 7 (1), (2) and (3) of Schedule 11.4

Code related audit information

The MEP must provide the information indicated as being ‘required in Table 1 of clause 7 of Schedule
11.4 to the registry, in the prescribed form for each metering installation for which the MEP is
responsible.

From 1 April 2015, a MEP is required to ensure that.all the registry metering records of its category 1
metering installations are complete, accurate, not misleading or deceptive, and not likely to mislead or
deceive.

The information the MEP provides to the registry must derive from the metering equipment provider’s
records or the metering records contained within the current trader’s system.

Audit observation

| checked the list file for 100% of records and | checked the Category 1 inspection records to identify
discrepancies.

Audit commentary

| examined the records for 58 metering installations where LMGL had conducted inspections during 2018.
The only data rela ed issues were where the on-site certification date for three installations was
unreadable because the sticker was faded, unreadable or missing.

| checked al. of LMGL's records to identify discrepancies with their data. The table below shows the
results.
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| Formatted Table

Date of analysis Issue Resolved
Dec May October | Dec
2018 2018 2017 2016
0 0 0 82 Blank metering records on the registry. N/A
0 5 0 0 Category 2 on the registry but with interim N/A
certification.
0 1 11 0 Incorrect certification duration. N/A
0 0 2 2 Category 2 installations without CTs recorded on the N/A
registry.
8 423 2,067 53 ICPs with controlled load and no load control device
recorded on the registry.
0 59 1,318 3 IN register content code but no control device on the N/A
registry.
0 8 9 16 ICPs with a register content code of CN only and a N/A
residential ANZSIC code
0 0 2 2 Day without night. N/A
4 10 20 16 Night without day.
49 75 701 1,061 Controlled profiles without certifed control device.
Note that some of the e ma be controlled by pilot,
which does not have a r gistry field.
232 248 259 311 Compensation facto of 3 Yes
All were ce  ied after August 2013. Certification is
now cancel ed
0 0 0 0 HHR. ubmission, Install is NHH N/A
0 0 57 37 IN24 N/A
0 0 1 2 UN not 24 N/A
7 1 3 3 Incorrect certification dates
0 1 48 3,311 | Incorrect maximum interrogation cycle of zero N/A
0 511 840 - Certification and expiry dates 01/04/00 N/A
0 3 - Incorrect ATH recorded N/A
75 128 148 - UN only with load control device
0 1 0 0 Compensation factor on Cat 1 N/A
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0 0 0 0 Active no metering

16 - - - Metering installations incorrectly recorded as AMI Yes

Audit outcome

Non-compliant

Non-compliance Description ‘—( Formatted Table

Audit Ref: 6.2 Some registry records incomplete or incorrect.
With: Clause 7 (1), (2) Potential impact: Medium
and (3) of Schedule . :
11.4 Actual impact: Low

Audit history: Multiple times
From: 01-Oct-17 Controls: Strong
To: 31-May-18 Breach risk rating: 1

Audit risk rating Rationale for audit risk rating

Low | have recorded the controls as strong in this area. LMGL is identifying errors and

investigating them as soon as practicable.

Very few of the discrepancies have an impact on participa ts .customers or

settlement. The only relevant ones in this regard a.eta ffrelated and there were

only a small number. The audit risk rating is low

Actions taken to resolve the issue Completion Remedial action status
date
Ongoing process of follow ups with retailer (esp) and ATHs to Now Choose an item. '——{Formatted Table
determine the veracity of the data.
Preventative actions taken to ensure no further i sue will occur :
Completion
date

Ongoing process of follow ups with retailer (ésp and ATHs to Ongoing *-—‘( Formatted Table
determine the veracity of the data.
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6.3. Correction of Errors in Registry (Clause 6 of Schedule 11.4)
Code reference

Clause 6 of Schedule 11.4

Code related audit information

By 0900 hours on the 13th business day of each reconciliation period, the MEP must obtain from the
registry:

- alist of ICPs for the metering installations the MEP is responsible for
- the registry metering records for each ICP on that list.

No later than five business days following collection of data from the registry, the MEP must compare
the information obtained from the registry with the MEP’s own records.

Within five business days of becoming aware of any discrepancy between the MEP's records and the
information obtained from the registry, the MEP must correct the records that are in error and advise the
registry of any necessary changes to the registry metering records.

Audit observation
| checked LMGL's registry validation processes and reporting by conducting a walkthrough.
Audit commentary

LMGL compares their master spreadsheet of metering fields against the registry in accordance with this
clause. Errors are resolved immediately upon identification.

Audit outcome

Compliant

6.4. Cancellation of Certification (Clause 20 of Schedule 10'5)
Code reference

Clause 20 of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The certification of a metering installation is automatically cancelled on the date on which one of the
following events takes place:

a) the metering installation is modified otherwise than under sub clause 19(3) or 19(6)

b) the metering installation is classed as outside the applicable accuracy tolerances set out in Table
1 of Schedule 10.1, defective or not fit for purpose under this Part or any audit

¢) an ATH advises the meter ng equipment provider responsible for the metering installation of a
reference standa d or working standard used to certify the metering installation not being
compliant with this art at the time it was used to certify the metering installation, or the failure
of a group of meters in the statistical sampling recertification process for the metering
installation. orthe failure of a certification test for the metering installation

d) the manufacturer of a metering component in the metering installation determines that the
mete ing component does not comply with the standards to which the metering component was
tested

e) “aninspection of the metering installation, that is required under this Part, is not carried out in
accordance with the relevant clauses of this Part
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f) if the metering installation has been determined to be a lower category under clause 6 and the
maximum current conveyed through the metering installation at any time exceeds the current
rating of its metering installation category as set out in Table 1 of Schedule 10.1

g) the metering installation is certified under clause 14 and sufficient load is available for full
certification testing and has not been retested under clause 14(4)

h) a control device in the metering installation certification is, and remains for a period of at least
10 business days, bridged out under clause 35(1)

i) the metering equipment provider responsible for the metering installation is advised by an ATH
under clause 48(6)(b) that a seal has been removed or broken and the accuracy and continued
integrity of the metering installation has been affected.

A metering equipment provider must, within 10 business days of becoming aware that one of the events
above has occurred in relation to a metering installation for which it is responsible, update the metering
installation’s certification expiry date in the registry.

Audit observation

| checked for examples of all of the points listed above, and checked whether certification had ‘been
cancelled, and whether the registry had been updated within 10 business days.

Audit commentary

| checked for examples of bridged control devices and | confirmed that they were resolved within 10
business days for a sample of ten.

During the previous audit, | recorded that ICP 0001501996ENBOC has 1200/5.CTs and was certified as
Category 2 on 12/05/17. There was no information confirming that protection i ‘rated at 500A or less
and it has a S00kVA transformer. Monitoring had not occurred; therefore, certification was cancelled
from the date the first monitoring report was not obtained, which was.June 2017. The registry has been
updated with the correct certification expiry. Recertification has not yet occurred.

During the previous audit, | recorded that two ICPs were certified b Delta using the comparative method
and the temperature coefficient of the working standard was not considered in the uncertainty
calculations. With the coefficient included the uncertainty will be greater than the allowable 0.6%,
therefore certification is cancelled. The registry was not updated within 10 business days and has still not
been updated.

During the previous audit, | recorded that alternative certification had been applied to ICPs
0000100223UN118 and 0103992006LCF3F but both had comparative certification conducted and
alternative certification was applied.. Comparative certification reports have since been produced by
VEMS, but ICP 0103992006LCF3F has low.burden and there is no evidence burden resistors were installed,
therefore certification is cancelled,and the registry has not been updated within 10 business days.

During the previous audit | recorded that ICP 0000130696ENB89 was certified in accordance with the
insufficient load provisions of the Code, but the installation is NHH and monitoring had therefore not been
conducted, therefore certification is cancelled. This installation has been correctly recertified.

There are 264 instal ations incorrectly certified by the statistical sampling method since 29/08/13, which
are also three phase with one phase metered. Certification has been cancelled because the installations
are not fit for purpose and not all electricity conveyed is quantified in accordance with the Code. LMGL
updated the registry within 10 business days of becoming aware of this issue.

LMGL’s process for selecting a [Getegeﬂ-l—iﬁspeeﬁeﬁ-sample h’\as been approved but the process does not

stipulate how the population will be determined. The methodology for selecting the population is not
compliant because it selects ICPs based on a date range of 114 to 126 months since certification rather
han by including all ICPs other than those certified or physically inspected in the last 84 months.
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Using the registry data from July 2018, the population would be 1,603 and if the population was identified
in December 2018 the population would be 1,105, therefore the population as at January 2018 would
have been over 500 and possibly over 1,200, so the sample size should have been 80 or 125, not 50. Fhe

LMGL provided an update on 24/04/19, confirming that additional sample was drawn from the population
of meters with a date range of 84 to 114 months since certification. Inspections were conducted of a
sample of this population and a report was provided to the Authority by 01/04/19. Whilst the original
sample was incorrectly selected, it appears this matter is now resolved because the Authority has agreed
that stratification of sampling is a valid approach.

| originally reported that the Code is clear that certification is cancelled for the population due for sample
inspection. That quantity is-eurrentlywas 1,105 ICPs._My finding was based on the following wording of
the Code:

“..for each 12 month period commencing 1 January and ending 31 December, a sample, selected under
subclause (2), of the category 1 metering installations for which it is responsible has been inspected by an
ATH within the period set out in Table 1 of Schedule 10.1 starting from the date of the earliest certification
date of a metering installation in the group.”

Clause 20(1) of Schedule 10.7 goes on to say:

“The certification of a metering installation is automatically cancelled on the date on whichhany”1 of the
following events takes place ... an inspection of the metering installation, that is required under this Part,
is not carried out in accordance with the relevant clauses of this Part.”

On 23/04/19 the Authority provided clarification that: “The Code requirements fer inspections of category
1 metering installations undertaken using statistical sampling are insufficiéntly glear as to when and how
the sample inspections must be performed and completed.” Which mveans that certification is not
cancelled even though the inspections were not completed within the @eriod' 01/01/18 to 31/12/18.

The next issue relates to low burden on CT metered installations. . The Authority provided a memo on
04/04/16 clarifying that:

The memo also states:
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The Authority confirmed on 01/03/18 that certification is cancelled for installations where low burden is
not addressed.

Analysis of the certification records for 29 Category 2 metering installations found that four had been
certified with burden lower than the lowest test point, without a Class A ATH confirming that the
measuring transformers will not be adversely affected. Therefore, in accordance with the Authority’s
memo, these metering installations are considered “not fit for purpose”. This means certification is
cancelled. The ICPs are 0000101086EN7AE, 0000551859HBDBA, 0001812940HB92C and
0005001070CNA16.

As recorded in Section 7.13, the statistical sampling methodology is non-compliant for 4,826 ICPs in
Project 1 and 24,527 ICPs in project 2, therefore certification is cancelled.

Audit outcome

Non-compliant

Non-compliance Description

) *——{ Formatted Table

Audit Ref: 6.4 Certification cancelled for following ICPs and the registry was not updated within 10
business days:

With: Clause 20 of
Schedule 10.7 5 ICPs with low burden

29,353 ICPs with incorrect statistical sampling certificationapplied
From: 15-Jun-17 +HBSHERTwRere—As e e SERPIe RSP e oaT e reterd—etes
To: 13-Feb-19 Potential impact: High

Actual impact: Medium

Audit history: Twice

Controls: Weak

Breach risk rating: 6

Audit risk rating ~ Rationale for audit risk rating
Medium | have recorded the contr.Is a. weak because some issues identified in the last

audit have not been addressed and more issues have arisen.

The impact could be significant, particularly the ICPs certified for 57 years where
the results sh.w' he population is not accurate when the entire sample is
considered' Cer fied metering can end up with a lower priority for replacement
than uncer. fied metering. The audit risk rating is medium.

'—-{ Formatted Table

Actions taken to resolve the issue Completion Remedial action status
date

This is disputed and MGL does not accept that the certification is | Now Choose an item.
cancelled.

e statist¢al sampling has been undertaken correctly. (As
adv.sed by the ATH’s and certification and further

doc.mentation has been supplied

e i;’iT. ‘ere is no requirement in the Code to burden CTs (as
advised by the ATH's)

‘—{ Formatted Table
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6.5. Registry Metering Records (Clause 11.8A)
Code reference

Clause 11.8A

Code related audit information

The MEP must provide the registry with the required metering information for each metering installation
the MEP is responsible for and update the registry metering records in accordance with Schedule 11.4.

Audit observation

This clause refers to schedule 11.4 which is discussed in Section 6.2, apart from the requirement to
provide information in the “prescribed form”. | checked for examples of LMGL not using the prescribed
form.

Audit commentary

This clause refers to schedule 11.4 which is discussed in Section 6.2, apart from the requirement to
provide information in the “prescribed form”. | checked for examples of LMGL not using the pre cribed
form and did not find any examples.

Audit outcome

Compliant



7. CERTIFICATION OF METERING INSTALLATIONS

74 S

Code reference

Certification and Maintenance (Clause 10.38 (a), clause 1 and clause 15 of Schedule 10.7)

Clause 10.38 (a), clause 1 and clause 15 of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must obtain and maintain certification for all installations and metering components for which
it is responsible. The MEP must ensure it:

- performs regular maintenance, battery replacement, repair/replacement of components of the
metering installations

- updates the metering records at the time of the maintenance

- has a recertification programme that will ensure that all installations are recertified prior to

expiry.

Audit observation

| conducted the following checks to identify metering installations with expired, cancelled or late

certification:

e the registry PR255 report was checked to identify ICPs with expired certification

® the new connections process was checked by using the event detail report, PR255 and the list
file to identify ICPs where the certification was not conducted within five business days of
energisation

e | checked ICPs where certification was cancelled to ensure the registry was updated
accordingly.

Audit commentary

The table below summarises ICPs with expired or cancelled certification.

'—{ Formatted Table

(

here misleads whilst this is still being reviewed.

/LCommented [GN4]: Refer earlier comments. Leaving this in

]

Quantity 2019 Quantity 2018 Quantity 2017 D?’?;If o
1 19,445 21,943 P eviously interim certified Category 1
3 2,929 3,305 Expired statistical certification
2 334 259 Expired full certification Category 1
11 8 20 Expired full certification Category 2
0 510 840 Cert date and cert expiry dates of 01/04/00
7 - - Cancelled Category 2, registry not updated
[29,353 - - Cancelled due to non-compliant statistical samplinL
FEvat-y - - o e e e S st
2848229 377 23,226 26,367 Total uncertified

[~ Formatted Table

Certification had expired for 11 Category 2 metering installations at the time the analysis was conducted.
The status of the 11 is shown in the table below.
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Non-compliance

Description

‘—{ Formatted Table

Audit Ref: 7.1

With: Clause 10.38 (a),
clause 1 and clause 15
of Schedule 10.7

From: 01-Oct-17

Certification expired or cancelled for 30,482 ICPs.
Potential impact: High

Actual impact: Medium

Audit history: Multiple times

Controls: Weak

Breach risk rating: 6

To: 13-Feb-19
Audit risk rating Rationale for audit risk rating

Medium Whilst a considerable amount of effort has gone into the certification program the
statistical sampling process has some non-compliant steps, therefore | have
recorded the control effectiveness as weak in this area. There are also some
expired Category 2 installations where the non-compliant practices have been
present for several years.
The accuracy of the 4,826 installations cancelled due to incorrect stat stical
sampling is poor based on the sample results. This has an impact on setlement
accuracy. There is also a settlement impact from those ICPs w. ere low burden is
present and not addressed. There is further impact on participan.s whenever one
of these ICPs is reconnected; because the trader is then non compliant for not
ensuring certification occurs within five days of electrical'connection.

Actions taken to resolve the issue Completion Remedial action status
date

Project 1: This is across two MEP identifiers in the registry. See Déne Choose an iter: | Formatted Table

later comments.

Project 2: 100 meters tested as required. Refer later notes.

Preventative actions taken to ensure no further issues wil occur 4

Completion
date
Cat 2 sites are regularly monitored and SR’s issued and updated '—{ Formatted Table

proactively. Non completions are monitored-.ndreissued if

appropriate.

Ongoing from
2017
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7.2. Certification Tests (Clause 10.38(b) and clause 9 of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 10.38(b) and clause 9 of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

For each metering component and metering installation an MEP is responsible for, the MEP must ensure
that:

- an ATH performs the appropriate certification and recertification tests
- the ATH has the appropriate scope of approval to certify and recertify the metering installation.

Audit observation

| checked the Authority’s website to confirm ATH approvals.

| checked the certification records for 50 metering installations to confirm compliance.
Audit commentary

All ATHs have appropriate scopes of approval.

There are four Category 2 installations where the Landis + Gyr EM3050 meter register does not have
decimal places, therefore the register advance and prevailing load tests have not been conducted. One
certification record states that load tests have not been conducted and others do n'.t have the results
recorded, therefore certification should not have been applied.

The ICPs are 0000101517EN109, 0000551859HBDBA, 0001812940HB92Cand 0060059625HB21B. The
results of one of the reports is shown below.

It’s possible testing was conducted but not recorded; however | only have the certification reports to work
with.

1 Prévailing Load Test

Prevaiiing Load Test s required to certify ail CT sites
NZ 8TD Time _Main Wo Std DA
Test Finish Time #/-§o - OOOEL - 56.( Site DA
Test Start Time _|__/7-20 OOOG0 - 4S5l Administrator
Difference Between Stan and Finish— *4qoF Date Called
Site Multiplier | %<& 4o Time Called

lated 76 28 £l | DAResult

% difference of Working Std vs Main Meter | % diffe of Working Std vs DA Reading

Audit outcome

Non-compliant



Non-compliance Description <+— Formatted Table

Audit Ref: 7.2 Register advance and prevailing load tests not conducted for four installations.

With: Clause 10.38(b) Potential impact: Low
dcl 9 of

T Actual impact: Low

Schedule 10.6

Audit history: None

From: 07-Aug-18 Controls: Moderate

Breach risk rating: 2

To: 30-Jan-19
Audit risk rating Rationale for audit risk rating

Low The controls are recorded as moderate because they mitigate risk most of the time

but there is room for improvement.

The impact on settlement and participants is minor; therefore, the audit risk rating

is low.

Actions taken to resolve the issue Completion Remedial ad.ion status
date Al S

The ATH advises that the certification for 0000101517EN109 is Complete Chgose ah item. <~ Formatted Table

still valid. ICP: 0060059625HB21B (revisited and completed
10/4/2019) and 0001812940HB92C (revisited and completed
4/4/2019)

Preventative actions taken to ensure no further issues will
occur

MEP continues to monitor certificates and query ATH where Ongoing - —,’ Formatted Table

unsure of any information received.

7.3. Active and Reactive Capability (Clause 10.37(1) and 10.37(2)(a))
Code reference

Clause 10.37(1) and 10.37(2)(a)

Code related audit information

For any category 2 or higher half-hour metering installation that is certified after 29 August 2013, the
MEP must ensure that theinstallation has active and reactive measuring and recording capability.

Consumption only installations that is a category 3 metering installation or above must measure and
separately record:

a) importactive energy
b) import reactive energy
¢). ‘export reactive energy.

Consumption only installations that are a category 2 metering installation must measure and separately
record import active energy.

All other installations must measure and separately record:
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a) import active energy
b) export active energy
c) import reactive energy
d) export reactive energy.

All grid connected POCs with metering installations which are certified after 29 August 2013 should

measure and separately record:

a) import active energy
b) export active energy
c) import reactive energy
d) export reactive energy

Audit observation

| checked the meter types on HHR installations to confirm compliance.
Audit commentary

All relevant metering components are compliant with this clause.
Audit outcome

Compliant

7.4. Local Service Metering (Clause 10.37(2)(b))
Code reference
Clause 10.37(2)(b)

Code related audit information

The accuracy of each local service metering installation in gri’ substations must be within the tolerances

set out in Table 1 of Schedule 10.1.

Audit observation

This clause relates to Transpower as an MEP.
Audit commentary

This clause relates to Transpower as an MEP.
Audit outcome

Not applicable

50



7.5. Measuring Transformer Burden (Clause 30(1) and 31(2) of Schedule 10.7)

Code reference
Clause 30(1) and 31(2) of Schedule 10.7
Code related audit information

The MEP must not permit a measuring transformer to be connected to equipment used for a purpose other
than metering, unless it is not practical for the equipment to have a separate measuring transformer.

The MEP must ensure that a change to, or addition of, a measuring transformer burden or a
compensation factor related to a measuring transformer is carried out only by:

a) the ATH who most recently certified the metering installation
b) for a POC to the grid, by a suitably qualified person approved by both the MEP and the ATH who
most recently certified the metering installation.

Audit observation

| asked LMGL if there were any examples of burden changes or the addition of non-metering equ pment
being connected to metering CTs.

Audit commentary
There are no examples of burden changes having occurred.
Audit outcome

Not applicable

7.6. Certification as a Lower Category (Clauses 6(1)(b) and (d), and 6(2)(b)-of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clauses 6(1)(b) and (d), and 6(2)(b) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

A category 2 or higher metering installation may be certified by an ATH at a lower category than would
be indicated solely on the primary rating of the current if the MEP, based on historical metering data,
reasonably believes that:

- the maximum current will at all times during the intended certification period be lower than the
current setting of the protection device for the category for which the metering installation is
certified, or is required to be certified by the Code; or

- the metering installation'will use less than 0.5 GWh in any 12-month period.

If a metering installation is categorised under clause 6(1)(b), the ATH may, if it considers appropriate,
and, at the MEP's request, determine the metering installation's category according to the metering
installation's expected maximum current.

If a meter is certified in this manner:

- the MEP must, each month, obtain a report from the participant interrogating the metering
instal at on, which details the maximum current from raw meter data from the metering
installation by either calculation from the kVA by trading period, if available, or from a maximum
current indicator if fitted in the metering installation conveyed through the point of connection
for the prior month; and
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- if the MEP does not receive a report, or the report demonstrates that the maximum current
conveyed through the POC was higher than permitted for the metering installation category it is
certified for, then the certification for the metering installation is automatically cancelled.

Audit observation

I checked all ICPs for examples where the CT ratio was above the threshold to confirm that protection was
appropriate or that monitoring was in place.

Audit commentary

ICP 0001501996ENBOC has 1200/5 CTs and was certified as Category 2 on 12/05/17. There is no
information confirming that protection is rated at S00A or less and it has a 500kVA transformer.
Monitoring has not occurred; therefore, certification is cancelled from the date the first monitoring report
was not obtained, which is June 2017. The registry has been updated with the correct certification expiry.
This is the second time this installation has had cancelled certification for lack of monitoring, it was
cancelled for the previous MEP. This installation has not yet been recertified.

There are three other examples where compensation factors are over 100, all of these have prote tion
devices limiting current to under 500 amps.

Audit outcome

Compliant

7.7. Insufficient Load for Certification Tests (Clauses 14(3) and (4) of Schedulre, 10.2)
Code reference

Clauses 14(3) and (4) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

If there is insufficient electricity conveyed through a POC to a low the ATH to complete a prevailing load
test for a metering installation that is being certified as a half hou” meter and the ATH certifies the
metering installation the MEP must:

- obtain and monitor raw meter data from the metering installation at least once each calendar
month to determine if load during the month is sufficient for a prevailing load test to be
completed:

- if there is sufficient load, arrange for.an ATH to complete the tests (within 20 business days).

Audit observation
I checked if there were any examples of Insufficient load certifications.
Audit commentary

During the previous audi. ICP 0000130696ENB89 was certified in accordance with the insufficient load
provisions of the Code, but the installation is NHH and monitoring had therefore not been conducted.
Certification is cancelled because monitoring was not conducted. This installation has been recertified.

There were no othe. examples of insufficient load certification.
Audit outcomé

Compliant
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7.8. Insufficient Load for Certification — Cancellation of Certification (Clause 14(6) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 14(6) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

If the tests conducted under clause 14(4) of Schedule 10.7 demonstrate that the metering installation is
not within the relevant maximum permitted error:

- the metering installation certification is automatically revoked:

- the certifying ATH must advise the MEP of the cancellation within one business day:

- the MEP must follow the procedure for handling faulty metering installations (clause 10.43 -
10.48).

Audit observation

There were no examples of insufficient load certification.
Audit commentary

There were no examples of insufficient load certification.
Audit outcome

Compliant

7.9. Alternative Certification Requirements (Clauses 32(2), (3) and (4) of'S_x;he,d:u}Ie' 10.7)
Code reference

Clauses 32(2), (3) and (4) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

If an ATH cannot comply with the requirements to certify a metering installation due to measuring
transformer access issues, and therefore certifies the me ering installation in accordance with clause
32(1) of Schedule 10.7, the MEP must:

- advise the market administrator, by no later than 10 business days after the date of certification
of the metering installation, of the details in clause 32(2)(a) of Schedule 10.7

- respond, within five business days.to any requests from the market administrator for additional
information

- ensure that all of the details are recorded in the metering installation certification report

- take all steps to ensure that the'metering installation is certified before the certification expiry
date.

If the market administrator determines the ATH could have obtained access the metering installation is
deemed to be defective and the MEP must follow the process of handling faults metering installations in
clauses 10.43 to 10 48.

Audit observatifn

| checked the registry records to confirm whether alternative certification had been applied and | checked
the records forall three installations.

Audit sementary

Du ing the previous audit, alternative certification had been applied to three installations. The metering
forICP 0006593950RN692 is located up a pole and access could not be gained to the CTs to conduct
certification testing. This is now recertified.
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ICPs 0000100223UN118 and 0103992006LCF3F both had comparative certification conducted but
alternative certification was applied. These are both now recertified.

There were no additional examples of alternative certification.
Audit outcome

Compliant

7.10. Timekeeping Requirements (Clause 23 of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 23 of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

If a time keeping device that is not remotely monitored and corrected controls the switching of a meter.
register in a metering installation, the MEP must ensure that the time keeping device:

a) has a time keeping error of not greater than an average of two seconds per day over a period of
12 months
b) is monitored and corrected at least once every 12 months.

Audit observation

| asked LMGL whether there were any metering installations with timeclocks.
Audit commentary

LMGL confirmed there are no installations with timeclocks.

Audit outcome

Not applicable

7.11. Control Device Bridged Out (Clause 35 of Schedule10.7)
Code reference

Clause 35 of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The participant must, within 10 busines. days of bridging out a control device or becoming aware of a
control device being bridged out, notify the following parties:

- the relevant reconciliation participant
- the relevant metering equipment provider.

If the control device is used for reconciliation, the metering installation is considered defective in
accordance with 10.43

Audit observation

| checked the process for the management of bridged control devices, and | checked whether any
notifications were required to other parties.

Audit'eomntentary

LMGL has a process for dealing with control devices which have been bridged out. If any are bridged out
or.more than 10 business days, they notify as required by this clause. | checked the most recent ten
examples and the appropriate notification was provided.
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Audit outcome

Compliant

7.12. Control Device Reliability Requirements (Clause 34(5) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 34(5) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

If the MEP is advised by an ATH that the likelihood of a control device not receiving signals would affect
the accuracy or completeness of the information for the purposes of Part 15, the MEP must, within three
business days inform the following parties of the ATH's determination (including all relevant details):

a) the reconciliation participant for the POC for the metering installation
b) the control signal provider.

Audit observation

| checked the steps LMGL had taken to identify regions with signal propagation issues.
Audit commentary

LMGL has not been advised of any areas by the ATHs.

Audit outcome

Compliant

7.13. Statistical Sampling (Clauses 16(1) and (5) of Schedule 10.7) ‘\i\1 Nt
Code reference

Clauses 16(1) and (5) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP may arrange for an ATH to recertify a group of category 1 metering installations for which the
MEP is responsible using a statistical sampling proeess.

The MEP must update the registry in accordance with Part 11 on the advice of an ATH as to whether the
group meets the recertification requirements.

Audit observation

LMGL engaged the Delta ATH to.conduct two statistical sampling projects. Project 1 was for 40,196 meters
and Project 2 was for 20,942 meters. | checked the process and results to determine compliance.

Audit commentary

Project 1 was conducted using the “relative light load” accuracy rather than actual light load accuracy.
Clause 8.5 of AS/NZS 1284.13 allows this to occur and states the following:

“The accuracy at light load may be taken as either the measured value or the relative value. Relative light
load accuracy is calculated as the measured accuracy at light load minus the measured accuracy at full
load.”

The justification for using relative light load accuracy is that light load errors have a lower impact on total
measured kWh than the full load errors.

Project 1 achieved a 5-year certification period.
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| originally reported the following in relation to Project 1:

The sample contained eight three phase meters, which require testing at an additional test point. Testing*——‘{

was conducted at the additional test point; however, the results have not been used in the overall pass/fail
calculation. The ATH stated the three phase meters were excluded from the calculation because they
were accurate. The standard does not appear to allow these results to be excluded. The standard states
that all test points have equal weight, therefore the 0.5 power factor test point must be considered. The
extract from the standard is shown below.

For in-service compliance, the Standard requires testing for errors at 2 points for direct-
connected single-phase meters. 3 points for direct-connected polyphase meters and 4 points
for CT-operated meters. The errors measured at these points are not averaged (each has
equal weight): accordingly there is a greater chance of rejecting a meter sample (and
ultimately the population that it represents) at one point of the 2 (3 or 4) test points even
though the sample might conform at the other test points. This is consistent with the fact
that the rate of consumption will vary in individual installations, both between installations
and over time.

Furthermore, | question whether it’s appropriate to combine single and three phase results when using
the “variables” method. The analysis process should have two full load calculations (power facto of 1.0
and power factor of 0.5) and one light load calculation. This means three phase mete s'should be in a
separate population for testing by variables. Due to the fact that the additional th ee phase test point
has not been used in the calculation, | believe the certification is invalid. The wording ofthe clause is that
the MEP “...may arrange for for an ATH to recertify a group of category 1 metering installations for which
the metering equipment provider is responsible using a statistical sampling process set out in subclause
(2)”. The process does not comply with subclause (2), therefore the ATH is.non-compliant but LMGL
cannot be non-compliant with this clause. However, certification is not valid, which means certification
is cancelled, which is recorded in Section 6.4.

On 24/04/19 LMGL provided results including the additional three phase test point which indicated a
pass. | still strongly recommend three phase and single phase meters be dealt with as separate
populations in future statistical sampling exercises.

Recommendation Description [ "\ Atdited party comment | Remedial action
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Regarding Clauses

Ensure future statistical

16(1) and (5) of

sampling separates single

Schedule 10.7

and three phase meters

into separate populations.

Stat Sampling — Project 1:

This is across two “MEP” identifiers
as shown in the registry.

As known, LMG purchased one
population of meters from Contact
Energy and commenced as MEP at
that point. Trustpower failed /
refused to update LMGL as MEP at
that point despite requests from
LMGL and Contact Energy to do so.
LMG requests a determination that
either:

a. This was an administrative
oversite and the Authority
can determine that LMGL
was the MEP in fact under
10 21 or that

b. Trustpower failed to
update the registry with
the correct information at
the time and therefore
breached 11.2

So far as three-phase meters.a
concerned. The test:points were
undertaken as per he
requirements. They simply weren’t
included in‘the in tial calculation as
there is no methodology described
in AS1284 for the inclusion of
0.5lag testpoints in the calculation
of var ables. Subsequent, separate,
calculation have demonstrated

hat should these meters be
analysed separately, they would
pass variables criteria with a
seven-year category pass.

The ATH advises that the testing is
robust and valid.

Project 2

The testhouse has provided
documentation that the
representativeness of the
population is acceptable and have
confirmed that the order of
reporting in the analysis is the
same as the order in which the
meters were tested — there has not
been any alteration of the order of
testing.

auditor comment
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The ATH advises that the
certification as originally issued
should stand.

Suggesting that the observation of
errors in the next 16 is an
indication of an issue is not
consistent with AS1284. The Test
House needed the 1* 100 in order
to comply with the Standard and
that they considered the
appropriateness of the sample
when issuing the certification.

LMGL included meters in heirthe Project 1 population where Contact Energy was the MEP. LMGL was:

the MEO but not the MEP at the time. They are now the MEP from the date certification was applied but
were not the MEP when the sampling was conducted. The Code wording is shown below and does not
seem to allow a population to be made up of metering installations from more than one MEP. There are
approx. 5,400 ICPs included in the population where LMGL was not the MEP.

A metering equipment provider may arrange for an ATH to recertify a group of éategory 1 metering /{ Formatted: Font: Italic, Font color: Blue

installations for which the metering equipment provider is responsible using a statistical sampling
process.

There has been some discussion about whether LMGL or Contact was the MEP for the period prior
to LMGL being recorded in the registry as the MEP. The clauses below clarify that Contact was the

MEP for the period they were recorded as the MEP in the registiy. “Althiough LMGL was the meter
equipment owner, the responsibility for compliance was with.the. MEP. Clause 10.22 clarifies that it
is the trader who decides who the MEP is. Clause 10.22 states:

10.22 Change of metering equipment provider

(1) The metering equipment provider for a metering ifistallation may change only if the participant
responsible for ensuring there is a metering installation under clause 10.24, 10.25, or 10.26 enters
into_an _arrangement with another person to me_the metering equipment provider for the
metering installation and—

(a) in the case of a metering installationfor.an ICP that is not also an NSP—

i) the trader for the metering installation records the name of the gaining metering equipment
provider in the registry in accordance with Part 11; and

(ii) the gaining metering equipment provider records in the registry that it accepts becoming the
metering equipment provider (including the effective date from which the gaining metering

equipment provider. gssumes its responsibility as metering equipment provider for the metering
installation) in accesddnce with Part 11.

1 originally reported the following in relation to Project 2:

Project 2was conducted using actual light load accuracy and a certification period of 7 years was applied.+|
The Proj ¢t 2 results do not fully comply with AS/NZS 1284.13. The required sample size is 100, but the
actual sample was 116. Only 100 results were considered. AS/NZS 1284.13 contains the following
nfarmation indicating that all 116 results should be considered.

Section 8.4 (Selection of samples) states: “It is recommended that the number of meters selected should
be 10% more than the required sample size to allow for the replacements if some meters are damaged.”

Formatted: Border: Box: (Single solid line, Auto, 0.5 pt Line
width)
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Section 7.1.2 (Sampling accuracy by variables) states: “Each meter in a sample shall be tested for accuracy
in accordance with Clause 8.4.”

The graph below shows that the “cutoff” point of 100 excludes a high proportion of inaccurate meters.
Clause 8.4 of AS/NZS 1284.13 requires the sample to be “randomly selected to be representative of the
selected meter population.” The graph below shows that the sample is not representative of the meter
population.

An additional point to note is that the~order”oflto-116-is-Rot-arandemlyseloctad-order-itisthe-order

s there were two three phase meters amongst the 16 not
tested. h’he two three phase meters both had errors over 3% at the 0.5 power factor test point which
could mean the entire population fails just on that issue. h’he standard states that all test points have

=2y N Lozl L laii

equal weight, therefore the 0.5 power factor test point must be considered. The extract from the
standard is shown below.

For in-service compliance, the Standard requires testing for errors at 2 points for direct-
connected single-phase meters. 3 points for direct-connected polyphase meters and'4 points
for CT-operated meters. The errors measured at these points are not averaged {each has
equal weight): accordingly there is a greater chance of rejecting a meter sample (and
ultimately the population that it represents) at one point of the 2 (3 or 4) test points even
though the sample might conform at the other test points. This is consistent with the fact
that the rate of consumption will vary in individual installations, both between installations
and over time.

The Authority’s memo on statistical sampling reinforces this point by stating:

“As the integrity of the statistical sampling process depends on'the meter sample being representative of
the group, the ATH must satisfy itself that the meter sample properly represents the group. The ATH should
keep auditable records to document the factors it considers in forming this view”
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“Commented [GN5]: Those 16 meters are not in the test results
and not to be considered. The Test House was happy that the
principles of Statistics and the AS1284 standards have been upheld.

Also, suggesting that the failures found in the next 16 have

eisalarge ion as this regression to mean
suggestion on such a limited number does not hold weight in
Statistics. Thatis, the rate of failure of a sequence does not suggest
that more results of the same kind will occur at all or to the same
percentage of finding rate. This point is espedially pertinent in the
eyes of the Test Lab and Test House who considered both the
meters in question, their results and the nature of the population
concerned that they related to.




LMGL Project 2 test results
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Clause 16(1) of Schedule 10.7 allows the MEP to arrange for an ATH to conduct statistical sampling in
accordance with AS/NZS 1284. The information provided above shows that the sample was not selected
in accordance with AS/NZS 1284 because the it is not representatiyé_pf the-meter population.

The wording of the clause is that the MEP “...may arrange for for. én~ATH to recertify a group of category
1 metering installations for which the metering equipment proﬁ»dér is responsible using a statistical
sampling process set out in subclause (2)”. The process does not.comply with subclause (2), therefore the
ATH is non-compliant but LMGL cannot be non-compliant with this clause. However, certification is not
valid, which means certification is cancelled, which is-recorded in Section 6.4

Formatted: English (New Zealand)

On 24/04/19 LMGL provided the following infomi'gﬁél}_: v

The inclusion of three phase is problematic béeause the numbers are low (only 2) — analyzing the 0.5lag as

proposed above (Project 1) cannot be undértakeh as no average or standard deviation can be meaningfully
established. Application of an “Attstbute’” pass/fail cannot be mixed with a “Variables” analysis

methodology so a pass/fail on the Qﬂ is of 0.5lag performance cannot be applied.
The MEP and ATH have propg"edfdnd undertaken) the retesting of a number (11; i.e. 10% of the
population) of single-phase meters at 0.5 lag so that a 0.5 lag performance can be determined by the

Variables method to inclidde with the 3-phase test results at 0.5lag. This gives a notional Category 1 pass
(7 years). \ J

This approach maz-'bé Bpplied in future sampling but only where insufficient three phase results were
undertaken to alléw for statically relevant analysis. These results and analysis are included separately

{Appendix 2] /'
The @pproach above of creating a sample of 11 single phase and the two three phase meters is not
M@t’ As mentioned above, each test point has equal weight, therefore the sample fails at the 0.5

: ngf factor test point and the population cannot be certified. The errors for the two three phase meters

(L &ia waer factor of 0.5 lagging are 3.78% and 3.05%.

“MAudit outcome



Compliant

7.14. Compensation Factors (Clause 24(3) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 24(3) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

If a compensation factor must be applied to a metering installation that is an NSP, the MEP must advise
the reconciliation participant responsible for the metering installation of the compensation factor within
10 days of certification of the installation.

In all other cases the MEP must advise the registry of the compensation factor.
Audit observation

| checked the records for 29 Category 2 metering installations to confirm that compensation factors were
correctly recorded on the registry.

Audit commentary
The compensation factors were correct for all metering installations.
Audit outcome

Compliant

7.15. Metering Installations Incorporating a Meter (Clause 26(1) of Schedu|e107)

Code reference

Clause 26(1) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that each meter in a metering installation it is responsible for is certified.
Audit observation

| checked the certification records for 50 metering installations to confirm compliance.

Audit commentary

Meters were certified for all 50 metering installations.

Audit outcome

Compliant

7.16. Metering Inst: .:'TIncorporating a Measuring Transformer (Clause 28(1) of Schedule 10.7)

Code reference
Clause 28(1)of Schedule 10.7
Code rejated ‘addit information

The MEP. must ensure that each measuring transformer in a metering installation it is responsible for is
certified.

Audit observation

61



| checked the certification records for 29 metering installations to confirm compliance.
Audit commentary

Measuring transformer certification records were provided for all metering installations.
Audit outcome

Compliant

7.17. Metering Installations Incorporating a Data Storage Device (Clause 36(1) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 36(1) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that each data storage device in a metering installation it is responsible for is
certified.

Audit observation

| checked the certification records for 50 metering installations to confirm compliance.
Audit commentary

Data storage devices were certified for all relevant metering installations.

Audit outcome

Compliant

7.18. Notification of ATH Approval (Clause 7 (3) Schedule 10.“,3;)-,

Code reference
Clause 7 (3) Schedule 10.3
Code related audit information

If the MEP is notified by the Authority that an ATH's approval has expired, been cancelled or been
revised, the MEP must treat all metering insta lations certified by the ATH during the period where the
ATH was not approved to perform the activities as being defective and follow the procedures set out in
10.43 to 10.48.

Audit observation

| checked the ATH register to confirm compliance.
Audit commentary

All relevant ATHs have appropriate approval.
Audit outcome

Compliant

62



7.19. Interim Certification (Clause 18 of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 18 of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that each interim certified metering installation on 28 August 2013 is certified by
no later than 1 April 2015.

Audit observation
| checked the registry records to identify previously interim certified installations.

Audit commentary

LMGL was not the MEP when the installations expired so | have not recorded non-compliance with this (b

specific clause.
Audit outcome @

Not applicable
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8. INSPECTION OF METERING INSTALLATIONS

8.1. Category 1 Inspections (Clause 45 of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 45 of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that category 1 metering installations (other than interim certified metering
installations):

- have been inspected by an ATH within 120 months from the date of the metering installation’s
most recent certification or

- for each 12-month period, commencing 1 January and ending 31 December, a sample of the
category 1 metering installations selected under clause 45(2) of Schedule 10.7 has been
inspected by an ATH.

Before a sample inspection process can be carried out, the MEP must submit a documented process for
selecting the sample to the Electricity Authority, at least two months prior to first date on which.the
inspections are to be carried out, for approval (and promptly provide any other information the Au hority
may request).

The MEP must not inspect a sample unless the Authority has approved the documented process.
The MEP must, for each inspection conducted under clause 45(1)(b), keep records detailing:

- any defects identified that have affected the accuracy or integrity of the raw meter data
recorded by the metering installation

- any discrepancies identified under clause 44(5)(b)

- relevant characteristics, sufficient to enable reporting of correlations or relationships between
inaccuracy and characteristics

- the procedure used, and the lists generated, to select the sample under clause 45(2).

The MEP must, if it believes a metering installation that has been inspected is or could be inaccurate,
defective or not fit for purpose:

- comply with clause 10.43
- arrange for an ATH to recertify the metering installation if the metering is found to be inaccurate
under Table 1 of Schedule 10.1, or defective or not fit for purpose.

The MEP must by 1 April in each year, pro ide the Authority with a report that states whether the MEP
has, for the previous 1 January to 31 December period, arranged for an ATH to inspect each category 1
metering installation for which it.is responsible under clause 45(1)(a) or 45(1)(b).

This report must include the matters specified in clauses 45(8)(a) and (b).

If the MEP is advised by the Authority that the tests do not meet the requirements under clause 45(9) of
Schedule 10.7, the MEP must select the additional sample under that clause, carry out the required
inspections, and report to the Authority, within 40 business days of being advised by the Authority.

Audit observatioh
| checked the process, and the results for the Category 1 inspection regime to confirm compliance.
Audit'eommentary

LMGL’s process for selecting a sample has been approved but the process does not stipulate how the
popu ation will be determined. The methodology for selecting the population is not compliant because it



selects ICPs based on a date range of 114 to 126 months since certification rather than by including all
ICPs other than those certified or physically inspected in the last 84 months.

Using the registry data from July 2018, the population would be 1,603 and if the population was identified
in December 2018 the population would be 1,105, therefore the population as at January 2018 would
have been over 500 and possibly over 1,200, so the sample size should have been 80 or 125, not 50. Fhe

LMGL provided an update on 24/04/19 confirming that additional sample was drawn from the population
of meters with a date range of 84 to 114 months since certification. Inspections were conducted of a
sample of this population and a report was provided to the Authority by 01/04/19. Whilst the original

sample was incorrectly selected, it appears this matter is now resolved because the Authority has agreed
that stratification of sampling is a valid approach.

| originally reported that the Code is clear that certification is cancelled for the population due for sample
inspection. That quantity was 1 105 ICPs. My finding was based on the following wording of the Code!

“..for each 12 month period commencing 1 January and ending 31 December, a sample, selected under

subclause (2), of the category 1 metering installations for which it is responsible has been inspected'by an
ATH within the period set out in Table 1 of Schedule 10.1 starting from the date of the earlies’ certif cation
date of a metering installation in the group.”

Clause 20(1) of Schedule 10.7 goes on to say:

“The certification of a metering installation is automatically cancelled on the date‘an which any 1 of the
following events takes place ... an inspection of the metering installation, that'is'required under this Part,

is not carried out in accordance with the relevant clauses of this Part.”

On 23/04/19 the Authority provided clarification that: “The Code requirements for inspections of category
1 metering installations undertaken using statistical sampling are insufficiently clear as to when and how
the sample inspections must be performed and completed.” \Which means that certification is not
cancelled even though the inspections were not completed withinthe period 01/01/18 to 31/12/18.

Audit outcome

Non-compliant

. - o
Non-compliance "~ '\, Description ’—{ Formatted Table
Audit Ref: 8.1 Incorrect Category.1 sample -sspest-en-s-zeselection
With: Clause 45 of Potential impact. Low
Schedule 10.7

Actual.mpact: Low

Audit h.tory: None

From: 01-Jan-
fom:01-lan-18 Controls: Moderate

. Breach risk rating: 2
&
Audit risk gu@x} Rationale for audit risk rating

Low The controls are recorded as moderate because they mitigate risk most of the time
but there is room for improvement.
The impact on settlement and participants is minor; therefore the audit risk rating
is low.

.
o= Actions taken to resolve the issue Completion Remedial action status

date
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8.2. Category 2 to 5 Inspections (Clause 46(1) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 46(1) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must ensure that each category 2 or higher metering installation is inspected by an ATH at least
once within the applicable period. The applicable period begins from the date of the metering
installation’s most recent certification and extends to:

- 120 months for Category 2
- 60 months for Category 3
- 30 months for Category 4
- 18 months for Category 5.

Audit observation

| checked the registry information to confirm which ICPs were due for inspection. There were no category
2 or 3 metering installations due for inspection.

Audit commentary

| checked the registry information to confirm which ICPs were due for inspection. Therewere no category
2 or 3 metering installations due for inspection.

Audit outcome

Not applicable

8.3. Inspection Reports (Clause 44(5) of Schedule 10.7)
Code reference

Clause 44(5) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

The MEP must, within 20 business days of receiving an inspection report from an ATH:

- undertake a comparison of the information received with its own records
- investigate and correct any discrepancies
- update the metering records in.the registry.

Audit observation
| checked the process and results from inspection regimes to ensure any incorrect records were updated.
Audit commentary

LMGL checked the relevant details during inspections and | observed evidence that updates had occurred
where discrepancies were found.

Audit outcome

Compliant
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8.4. Broken or removed seals (Clause 48(4) and (5) of Schedule 10.7)

Code reference

Clause 48(4) and (5) of Schedule 10.7

Code related audit information

If the MEP is advised of a broken or removed seal it must use reasonable endeavours to determine

a) who removed or broke the seal
b) the reason for the removal or breakage

and arrange for an ATH to carry out an inspection of the removal or breakage and determine any work
required to remedy the removal or breakage.

The MEP must make the above arrangements within

a) three business days, if the metering installation is category 3 or higher
b) 10 business days if the metering installation is category 2
c) 20 business days if the metering installation is category 1.

Audit observation

| checked all examples of notification of missing seals, which were all as a result of inspection processes
or notification by field technicians.

Audit commentary
| checked 20 examples of seals found missing. Appropriate notification was p ‘ovided in all cases.
Audit outcome

Compliant
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9. PROCESS FOR HANDLING FAULTY METERING INSTALLATIONS

9.1. Investigation of Faulty Metering Installations (Clause 10.43(4) and (5))
Code reference

Clause 10.43(4) and (5)

Code related audit information

If the MEP is advised or becomes aware that a metering installation may be inaccurate, defective, or not
fit for purpose, it must investigate and report on the situation to all affected participants as soon as
reasonably practicable after becoming aware of the information, but no later than;

a) 20 business days for Category 1,
b) 10 business days for Category 2 and
c) 5 business days for Category 3 or higher.

Audit observation

| checked ten examples where LMGL had become aware of faulty metering installations.
Audit commentary

The notification occurred within the allowable timeframes in all cases.

Audit outcome

Compliant

9.2. Testing of Faulty Metering Installations (Clause 10.44) R g = ;“’
Code reference

Clause 10.44

Code related audit information

If a report prepared under clause 10.43(4)(c) demonstra es that a metering installation is inaccurate,
defective, or not fit for purpose, the MEP must arrange for an ATH to test the metering installation and
provide a ‘statement of situation’.

If the MEP is advised by a participant under clause 10.44(2)(a) that the participant disagrees with the
report that demonstrates that the metering nstallation is accurate, not defective and fit for purpose, the
MEP must arrange for an ATH to:

a) test the metering installation

b) provide the MEP with a statement of situation within five business days of:

¢) becoming aware that the metering installation may be inaccurate, defective or not fit for
purpose; or

d) reaching an agreement with the participant.

The MEP is responsible for ensuring the ATH carries out testing as soon as practicable and provides a
statement of situation.

Audit observatioh
| checked ten examples where LMGL had become aware of faulty metering installations.
Audit commentary

The notification occurred within the allowable timeframes in all cases.
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Audit outcome

Compliant

9.3. Statement of Situation (Clause10.46(2))
Code reference

Clause 10.46(2)

Code related audit information

Within three business days of receiving the statement from the ATH, the MEP must provide copies of the
statement to:

- the relevant affected participants
- the market administrator (for all category 3 and above metering installations and any category 1
and category 2 metering installations) on request.

Audit observation

| checked ten examples where LMGL had become aware of faulty metering installations.
Audit commentary

The statements of situation were provided within the allowable thresholds.

Audit outcome

Compliant

70



10.ACCESS TO AND PROVISION OF RAW METER DATA AND METERING INSTALLATIONS

10.1. Access to Raw Meter Data (Clause 1 of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 1 of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

The MEP must give authorised parties access to raw meter data within 10 business days of receiving the
authorised party making a request.

The MEP must only give access to raw meter data to a trader or person, if that trader or person has
entered into a contract to collect, obtain, and use the raw meter data with the end customer.

The MEP must provide the following when giving a party access to information:

a) the raw meter data; or
b) the means (codes, keys etc.) to enable the party to access the raw meter data.

The MEP must, when providing raw meter data or access to an authorised person use appropriate
procedures to ensure that:

- the raw meter data is received only by that authorised person or a contractor to he person

- the security of the raw meter data and the metering installation is maintained

- access to the raw meter data is limited to only the specific raw meter data under.clause 1(7)(c) of
Schedule 10.6.

Audit observation
| checked whether any parties had requested access to raw meter data
Audit commentary

No requests have been received, but LMGL advised access could be granted in accordance with this
clause if necessary.

Audit outcome

Compliant

10.2. Restrictions on Use of Raw Meter Q;at‘ﬁ(l“ause 2 of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 2 of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

The MEP must not give an authorised person access to raw meter data if to do so would breach clause
2(1) of Schedule 10.6.

Audit observation
| checked whether any parties had requested access to raw meter data.
Audit commeéntary

No requests have been received, but LMGL advised access could be granted in accordance with this
clause if necessary.

Audit outcome
Compliant
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10.3. Access to Metering Installations (Clause 3(1), (3) and (4) of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 3(1), (3) and (4) of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

The MEP must within 10 business days of receiving a request from one of the following parties, arrange
physical access to each component in a metering installation:

- arelevant reconciliation participant with whom it has an arrangement (other than a trader)
- the Authority

- anATH

- an auditor

- againing MEP.

This access must include all necessary means to enable the party to access the metering components

When providing access, the MEP must ensure that the security of the metering installation is maintained,
and physical access is limited to only the access required for the purposes of the Code, regulations in
connection with the party's administration, audit and testing functions.

Audit observation
| checked whether any parties had requested access to metering installations.
Audit commentary

No requests have been received, but LMGL advised access could be granted'in accordance with this
clause if necessary.

Audit outcome

Compliant

10.4. Urgent Access to Metering Installations (Clause 3(5!_of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 3(5) of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

If the party requires urgent physical access to'a metering installation, the MEP must use its best
endeavours to arrange physical access

Audit observation
I checked whether any parties had requested access to metering installations.
Audit commentary

No requests have been 'eceived, but LMGL advised access could be granted in accordance with this
clause if necessary:

Audit outcomée

Compliant
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10.5. Electronic Interrogation of Metering Installations (Clause 8 of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 8 of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

When raw meter data can only be obtained from an MEP’s back office, the MEP must

- ensure that the interrogation cycle does not exceed the maximum interrogation cycle shown in
the registry
- interrogate the metering installation at least once within each maximum interrogation cycle.

When raw meter data can only be obtained from an MEP’s back office, the MEP must ensure that the
internal clock is accurate, to within +5 seconds of:

- New Zealand standard time; or
- New Zealand daylight time.

When raw meter data can only be obtained from an MEP’s back office, the MEP must record in the
interrogation and processing system logs, the time, the date, and the extent of any change in the
internal clock setting in the metering installation.

When raw meter data can only be obtained from an MEP’s back office, the MEP must ensure.that a data
storage device in a metering installation does not exceed the maximum time error set out in Table 1 of
clause 8(5) of Schedule 10.6.

The MEP must compare the time on the internal clock of the data storage device with the time on the
interrogation and processing system clock, calculate and correct (if required by.this provision) any time
error, and advise the affected reconciliation participant.

When raw meter data can only be obtained from an MEP’s back office, the MEP must, when
interrogating a metering installation, download the event log, check the event log for evidence of
malfunctioning or tampering, and if this is detected, carry out the appropriate requirements of Part 10.

The MEP must ensure that all raw meter data that can only be obtained from the MEPs back office, that
is downloaded as part of an interrogation, and that is'used for submitting information for the purpose of
Part 15 is archived:

- for no less than 48 months after the interrogation date
- in a form that cannot be modified without creating an audit trail
- in a form that is secure and prevents access by any unauthorised person

in a form that is accessible to authorised personnel.

Audit observation

LMGL is not the MEP for AMI metering installations and does not conduct data collection as an MEP.
Audit commentary

LMGL is not the MEP fo. AMI metering installations and does not conduct data collection as an MEP.
Audit outcome

Not applicable
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10.6. Security of Metering Data (Clause 10.15(2))
Code reference

Clause 10.15(2)

Code related audit information

The MEP must take reasonable security measures to prevent loss or unauthorised access, use,
modification or disclosure of the metering data.

Audit observation

| checked the security and storage of data by looking at examples of data more than 48 months old.
Audit commentary

All data is secure, and any transmission is via FTP.

Audit outcome

Compliant

10.7. Time Errors for Metering Installations (Clause 8(4) of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 8(4) of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

When raw meter data can only be obtained from the MEPs back office, the MEP must ensure that the
data storage device it interrogates does not exceed the maximum time errorset out in Table 1 of clause
8(5) of Schedule 10.6.

Audit observation

LMGL is not the MEP for AMI metering installations.
Audit commentary

LMGL is not the MEP for AMI metering installations.
Audit outcome

Not applicable

10.8. Event Logs (Clause 8(7) of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 8(7) of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit jnfermation

When raw meter data can only be obtained from the MEP’s back office, the MEP must, when
interrogating a-metering installation:

a) ensurean interrogation log is generated
b)". review the event log and:

i. take appropriate action

ii. pass the relevant entries to the reconciliation participant.
c) ensure the log forms part of an audit trail which includes:

i. the date and
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ii. time of the interrogation

iii. operator (where available)

iv. unique ID of the data storage device

v. any clock errors outside specified limits

vi. method of interrogation

vii. identifier of the reading device used (if applicable).

Audit observation

LMGL is not the MEP for AMI metering installations.
Audit commentary

LMGL is not the MEP for AMI metering installations.
Audit outcome

Not applicable

10.9. Comparison of HHR Data with Register Data (Clause 8(9) of Schedule 10.6)
Code reference

Clause 8(9) of Schedule 10.6

Code related audit information

When raw meter data can only be obtained from the MEP’s back office, the MEP must ensure that each
electronic interrogation that retrieves half-hour metering information compares the information against
the increment of the metering installations accumulating meter registers,

Audit observation

LMGL is not the MEP for AMI HHR metering installations.
Audit commentary

LMGL is not the MEP for AMI HHR metering installations.
Audit outcome

Not applicable

10.10.Correction of Raw Meter Data (Caw . ,1:0.48(2),(3))
Code reference

Clause 10.48(2),(3)

Code related audit information

If the MEP is notified of a question or request for clarification in accordance with clause 10.48(1), the
MEP must, within 10 business days:

- respond'in detail to the questions or requests for clarification
- advse the reconciliation participant responsible for providing submission information for the
POC of the correction factors to apply and period the factors should apply to.

Augdit,ohservation

MGL has not received any requests in relation to this clause.
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CONCLUSION

The audit identified nine non-compliances.

The main issue found is that the statistical sampling processes for two populations of meters at 29,353
ICPs do not comply with the Code or with AS/NZS 1284.13. This audit concludes that certification for
these metering installations is not valid. Fhree-issues-werefoundwhich-arelisted-beloewThe issue has
three main points, as follows:

4. Populations with different MEPs were combined into one population.
5. The additional three phase test point was originally excluded from the pass/fail calculation.

6. 16 of asample of 116 meters were excluded from the pass/fail calculation. Seven of the 16 meters
excluded had errors greater than 3%. The last two meters on the list were three phase and both
had errors greater than 3%.

Additional information was provided by the Authority on 23/04/19 and LMGL on 24/04/19. This
information was considered and further comment is included in Sections 6.4 7.13 and 8.1. There afé
minor changes to some findings, but the main issues are still present, particularly in relation todhon=
compliant statistical sampling processes.

Several issues were found with certification practices, as follows:
4. Some certification reports did not have prevailing load or register advance results recorded.

5. Some Category 2 installations were certified using the comparative method, but the uncertainty
calculations did not take temperature into account.

6. Some Category 2 installations were certified without low burden being addressed.
Registry information accuracy and timeliness of updates has a high level of compliance,aterg-with-the-.

The date of the next audit is determined by the Electricity Autho<itysand is dependent on the level of
compliance during this audit. The table below provides some guidance on this matter and recommends
an audit frequency of three months. | recommend the Autharity considers a longer period of six months
to allow sufficient time to resolve the issues surrounding statistical sampling and Category 2 installations
where recertification may be required.

PARTICIPANT RESPONSE

The main issues coming from the audit are the completion of the two statistical sampling projects as
undertaken by the ATH.

As described earlier in the paper:
Project 1:

Trustpower was aware ofi'the sale of one population of assets to LMGL by Contact in 2016. Both Contact
Energy and LMGL requested Trustpower to nominate LMGL as the MEP. Trustpower, however, did not
update the registry with:.the correct information as requested.

The issue of non‘nomination of the LMGL sites had been signaled to the auditor and the authority in
earlier MEP audits and conversations. LMGL and Delta had commenced the statistical sampling
programme in-early 2017.

If this was not an administrative issue under which the Authority could determine that LMGL was in fact
the MEP (per 10.21) then this must be a breach of 11.2 (Requirement to provide complete and accurate
nformation) by Trustpower. The consequence of which is that LMG and Delta undertook a population
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selection across two different MEPs as shown in the registry and an unintended consequential breach has
therefore occurred.

The inclusion of three phase metering was advised as acceptable by the ATH on the basis of advice
received by an auditor. Three phase metering was tested at all testpoints as required by AS1284, however,
as there is no prescribed methodology for the assessment of the 0.5 lag testpoint for variables in AS1284,
these test point results were not included in the original analysis submitted.

Project 2:

The implication of the analysis shown is that the order of results was manipulated by the ATH so as to give
a “good” result. This is not the case and the testhouse has confirmed in writing that the order of analysis
was the order in which the results were received (the order in which the meters were tested). The
testhouse has also separately confirmed that they are satisfied with the representativeness of the sample
as tested. These statements are provided as documents separate to this audit document.

Statistical Sampling in General

LMGL contracted Delta’s Class-A test lab to follow the approved processes Delta have used-for other
MEPs’ sample programmes for population determination, Test Lab processes and Accuracy and
Certification determination. The Test House issues the certification.

Delta Test House concluded from the individual results, the combined population, their own experience
with the programmes and the meters concerned, that the conditions were acceptable to both them and
complied with AS1284.

As described above, LMGL seeks a determination that it is and was the MEP of the population for Project
1 either because:

e The non-nomination by Trustpower was an administrative oversight (10.21) after being
requested by Contact Energy and LMGL to nominate or tha ;

e The non-nomination was a result of incorrect information‘supplied to the registry and was a
breach of clause 11.2 (not necessarily intentionally)

In either case, the population was sold to LMGL.as" ne population by Contact Energy (not differentiated
by retailer). LMGL operated functionally as the MEP for these sites where all operational issues relating
to the meters were directed to LMGL (including maintenance and BAU changes).

CT Burdening

The ongoing issue of CT Burdening s raised in this audit. The ATHs advise (as per the detail in the
document) that they consider that the Code does not require CT burdening to be undertaken upon
comparative recertification of the Cat2 sites in question. Whilst there is a subsequent memo, this does
not appear to clarify an apparent.intention for CT burdening to take place for comparative recertification.

General Compliance

As an example, with/0001501996ENBOC, LMGL is trying to resolve this site although the retailer has
expressed an intention to replace metering with AMI or TOU metering once we are able to fix this. This
has involved a.considerable number of emails and phone calls to the networks, three field service
providers;the customer and the Retailer. The retailer has now recently changed, and investigations have
revealed that there is a settable fuse (although this is considered unacceptable by the network), the MDI
has'been found and this has shown a maximum demand of no more than 400A and actions are underway
no . w th the new retailer to achieve some resolution.

LMGL is striving to achieve compliance in all aspects of its operation and continues to work closely with
ATHs and retailers to ensure that the operations and the data is compliant and correct.
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As an MEP, LMGL relies on the certification and information that is it provided by the testhouses and
expends considerable energy in ensuring that the material that it is provided is as robust and as correct
as possible, to its knowledge.
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