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National Technical Regulatory Framework for CER (T2)

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Department of Climate Change, Energy the
Environment and Water’s (DCCEEW) consultation on Draft Prototype — National Technical

Regulatory Framework for CER (T2).

We commend DCCEEW and the CER Taskforce for the quality of the proposed framework and the
depth of engagement that has brought it to this stage. The proposed framework reflects years of
constructive industry dialogue across networks, OEMs, aggregators, consumer and industry bodies
and governments. That work shows in the five regulatory functions, the strong (and supported)
emphasis on national consistency with purposeful jurisdictional flexibility, and in the clear line-of-
sight from consumer outcomes to regulatory levers. We support the proposed approach and offer
below a set of practical refinements to keep the framework fast, flexible, outcome-focused and

grounded in what is already working in the field.

Executive summary — five key recommendations

1. Legislate a national technical framework with harmonised core requirements and
targeted jurisdictional flexibility where necessary - this is the right approach to reduce
fragmentation, lift consumer protections and the least-cost option to address current
challenges

2. Adopt the five proposed functions and consider adding a sixth - ongoing accountability &
conformance of CER devices and relevant agents to protect customers, ensure system
security and maintain trust
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3. Leverage existing initiatives and international approaches — Utilise current national
technical content, processes and test artefacts where ecosystem and stakeholder support
already exists (for example, CSIP-AUS profile, tests and reference tooling, national
interoperability and DOE practice). See our T1 technical standards submission for more
detail

4. Ensure consumer-centred regulations, decisions and metrics - focus on consumer
outcomes and regulations that seek to minimise burden on consumers, installers and
industry, and ensure observable outcomes (devices keep working, switching stays practical,
predictable behaviour at the meter)

5. Stage scope thoughtfully - Start with inverter-based CER and EVSE (where benefits are
immediate and artefacts mature), then expand to flexible loads with proportionate
requirements and international alignment

In summary, we strongly support the creation of a national technical regulatory framework for CER,
implemented with urgency and in partnership with the ecosystem already delivering results. With a
clear consumer focus, harmonised core requirements, and a dual-track approach to standards
development, Australia can scale predictable, switching-friendly, mixed-brand outcomes while

lowering the cost to participate for industry.



Responses to consultation questions (T2)

Q1. Do the system outcomes capture what is needed for the CER system to

function?

Yes, we broadly agree the five outcomes are the right anchors — attractive investment, attractive
supply, correct installation/configuration, visible/secure/coordinate-able CER, and proactive
innovation/risk. We suggest consideration is given to adding explicit consumer-centred indicators
focused on ability to switch and mixed-brand portability (for example, “proportion of sites that
retain flexible exports and emergency backstop functionality after provider change”) and consumer
satisfaction with DER service providers. This aligns with ESB’s framing of interoperability as
foundational to consumer choice and competition, and with DOE field experience where

predictable behaviour at the meter is essential.

Q2. Are the current challenges, examples and impacts comprehensive? Is a
National Technical Regulatory Framework the best mechanism to resolve

these?

Yes, and yes. The challenges listed (standards lag, inconsistent application, data gaps, installation
quality, lifecycle conformance) align with reported experiences and stakeholder feedback across
DNSPs and OEMs. We agree that a national technical framework is the best and least-cost way to
streamline differing lists/processes into a single approach while keeping space for local

requirements.

Q3. Are the five regulatory functions the appropriate priorities for the

National CER Technical Regulatory Framework?

Yes, but we recommend an additional function. The five functions are the right foundation, but
they stop at (or soon after) commissioning and there is an outstanding gap in the form of ongoing
accountability and compliance of CER. This gap undermines System Outcome 4 (visible,

coordinated, secure CER) and becomes both a consumer-protection and system-integrity gap.



To address this, we recommend adding an additional Function 6 — Ongoing Accountability &
Conformance, aligned to the system outcomes. The draft framework foreshadows elements of this
(such as firmware update expectations, customer agent obligations to be determined, however we
recommend elevating this into a named function to avoid ambiguity and to cover “what happens

when things go wrong.”

To develop it, we recommend co-designing this with industry to ensure accountabilities are linked
to the appropriate entity, the responsibilities are proportionate, and are focused on observable
outcomes at the meter (limits applied, safe fallback when offline, simple logs). Leveraging existing
roles, responsibilities and incentives wherever possible will likely reduce costs over the long-term
and ensure compliance is simpler to achieve. The requirements should make it clear who is on the
hook, for what, and for how long. For example, it could consider:

e OEMs: sustain core operation and security updates over a defined period

e Customer agents (retailers/aggregators/VPPs): maintain connectivity, honour
credential/data handover on churn, and never disable DOE/backstop

e Installers: remain responsible for commissioning accuracy and on-site updates within their
control

Question 4 - What are the barriers to implementing the proposed
regulatory functions? What opportunities are there to leverage existing

approaches?

The biggest barriers to implementing the proposed regulatory functions relate to enabling
coordination at scale. The regulatory framework will need to move from a patchwork of lists,
portals and regional or jurisdictional practices to a single national scheme, which will take time,

national commitment and resourcing. We see four key frictions

(1) Multiple product lists. Device accreditation is an important aspect, however a variety of
accreditation pathways and list managers exist, often with long listing processes and unpredictable
timelines. We recommend consolidating listing management centrally and ensuring sufficient
funding and clear service-level targets to support ensure streamlined and responsive listing
processes, which will reduce complexity and burden on OEMs, reducing the cost passed through to

consumers.



(2) Installer capacity and change management. Installers and OEMs want to clear, fair obligations

and easy ways to comply. The barrier to this is fragmented regulations and rules, duplicate data

entry and processes, and continual changes. National, centralised obligations and central

communication to notify industry of regulatory changes will help support industry to comply.

(3) Legacy fleets and lifecycle drift. Much of the installed base was commissioned under different

assumptions. Firmware updates, expired credentials and changing cloud dependencies can erode

conformance months after a perfect install—yet no actor is clearly responsible for finding and

fixing those issues.

These are solvable without reinventing the ecosystem. We recommend leveraging existing

approaches where possible:

Build on existing accreditation and listing pathways where possible. Focus on device
accreditation by supporting recognised and supported programs, such as CSIP-AUS (the
profile, conformance tests and reference utility server) so “conformant” means the same
thing for every vendor and DNSP. Support the CEC (or centralise within the NTR) to
consolidate and improve listing processes and functionality (including SLA targets for
listing/variations and public status dashboard to improve visibility).

Integrate with today’s commissioning flows. Use DNSP connection portals and established
installer apps as the front door and ideally establish Australian-wide consistency (such as
NSW’s current state-wide installer portal). Pre-populate model data, capture essentials via
QR scan and photos, and send necessary data to the national register. If the installer
experience is faster and clearer than today, compliance will increase.

Make the Installed Device Register useful to industry. Keep the dataset lean at launch
(device identity, firmware/profile version, commissioning outcome, designated customer
agent). Consider offering lookups and autofill back to installers/OEMs so it saves time. Use
the register for targeted sampling and early warnings (e.g., a firmware cohort stops
enacting DOEs).

Stand up national conformance capability quickly. Fund the national testing & certification
service to operate a shared harness and acceptance tests. This lets OEMs self-serve and
provide evidence so DNSPs trust results.

Use incentives to drive improved compliance. Consider linking flexible-export benefits and
market participation/rewards to demonstrated conformance. For example, if a site drifts
out of compliance (e.g., stops applying DOEs), default to a lower export cap and pause
eligibility for market rewards until remedied—transparent, proportionate, and fair to
compliant customers.



e Communicate what matters to households. Provide plain-language notices when critical
states change (“your system isn’t receiving limits - here’s who is fixing it. Until resolved,
your exports are temporarily capped to protect the network”), and publish a simple
consumer checklist for a conformant site. Pair this with a light CPD module so electricians
know exactly what changed in each Code update.

In short, implementation will succeed if we reduce duplication, reward conformance, and meet
people where they are: reuse existing lists and portals, keep the register minimal and helpful,
operationalise open CSIP-AUS tests nationally, and align incentives so staying conformant is the

easiest, most valuable path for installers, OEMs and customers.

Question 5 - What work is underway which might interact with the
proposed regulatory functions? How could these interactions be

managed?

There are several Australian initiatives already in motion that the Framework can adopt and align

with rather than rebuild.

One of the most important is CSIP-AUS: a national IEEE 2030.5 profile with open test procedures
and a reference utility server that DNSPs are already using for dynamic operating envelopes (DOEs)
and emergency backstop. Through ARENA’s DEIP, the Interoperability Steering Committee (ISC) is
facilitating a national testing & certification service for CSIP-AUS operated by ANU as an interim
home until the CER Technical Regulator is established. Close engagement with this service will
ensure Function 2 (device accreditation) is practical, aligned to today’s field challenges, and can
transition smoothly when the regulator stands up—particularly important given CSIP-AUS’s

prevalence in DNSP programs.

Adopting and mandating the CSIP-AUS standard and development processes will give the
Framework an immediately usable technical backbone to support Regulatory Function 1 (the
National CER Technical Code) and Function 2 (device accreditation), plus repeatable tests vendors

and DNSPs can both trust.

Two pieces of AEMO-led data infrastructure are also useful. First, a number of ARENA-funded
projects have produced evidence on household orchestration, data needs and fairness that could

inform Code telemetry minimums and scenario-based conformance (e.g., “apply DOE within the



required window”, “WAN outage”). Second, the M2 Data Sharing program is includes refreshing
the DER Register. Because Regulatory Function 4 depends on mandatory, accurate updates to

connection information, the updated DER register will support these outcomes.

On cyber security, multiple CER Roadmap projects are seeking to close gaps across connected
devices and gateways. To deliver a centralised and single set of national CER technical
requirements (and avoid state-by-state divergence), cyber requirements must be inside Function 1
(the Technical Code) from day one and aligned to recognised baselines. If cyber is left out or
scattered across jurisdictions, OEMs face inconsistent obligations and higher costs, and consumers

face uneven protection.

There is also practical, scalable experience on installation quality and lifecycle compliance. SA
Power Networks” CER Compliance program has lifted commissioning compliance from ~40% to
>90% across several issue types by establishing digital self-service portals that show accountable
parties their non-compliant installs and how to fix them, along with easy to understand and apply
‘three strikes’ compliance. Those lessons map directly to Function 3 (installer accreditation),
Function 4 (IDR) and Function 5 (system integrity): keep installer workflows digital and simple,
surface actionable exceptions early, and use proportionate interventions rather than blanket re-

audits.

Energy Networks Australia’s new National Energy PKI also provides a scalable approach to
credential lifecycle for org <> site communications (e.g., CSIP-AUS PKIl). Aligning the Code’s trust

model to this work avoids duplicative certificate schemes and lowers vendor integration cost.

Consideration should also be given to centralised planning and a public future roadmap, which
could be overseen by standing up an Interoperability Steering mechanism under the regulator to
guide the future roadmap, curate a transparent workplan, decide when living artefacts are stable

enough to formalise, and oversee change management.

Adopting existing activities that are already working in the field into a single, coherent rulebook
that installers, OEMs, DNSPs and consumers can navigate with confidence. These activities will help

the Framework launch faster and avoid duplication.



Question 6 - How do we ensure regulator decisions are consumer-centric?

We support the proposed traits, particularly the regulatory posture (nimble and responsive,
stakeholder-aware and collaborative, and explicitly consumer-centric), and the emphasis on
national jurisdiction with local variation only where unavoidable. We also endorse the proposed
capabilities spanning technical foresight, strong IT/data, education/advice, and proportionate
compliance and enforcement. These ingredients create the right scaffolding for decisions that

deliver visible benefits to households and small businesses.

We suggest the following potential actions to help ensure decisions of the regulator are consumer-

centric:
1) Introduce a “consumer outcomes test” and consider publishing metrics

Every material decision (for example adding a device class to scope, approving a Code update,
setting a transition date) should be accompanied by a short, public test that considers factors that
are grounded in the expectations and values of Australian energy consumers. This fosters a
decision making process that is more just and includes the voices of those impacted. This could
include things like: Does this provide a consumer benefit? Does this improve consumers’ ability to
choose and switch providers? Does it avoid lock-in? Does it maintain or improve reliability and
safety at the connection point? What is the total cost to consumers over the device life? These
types of questions align with ESB’s rationale for interoperability (to unlock choice and competition
and avoid lock-in)* and with ECA’s focus on choice and flexibility.? The decision making matrix
should be recalibrated through consumer engagement periodically (e.g. every 2 years) and include
a process for “escalation” to specific consumer engagement where the possibility for material
consumer impacts are established. Additionally, consideration could also be giving to establishing
and tracking decisions and KPIs on a public dashboard. These decisions could also be periodically

reviewed by and independent organisation (e.g. Energy Consumers Australia).

1 https://www.energy.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-12 /ESB%20Interoperability%20Policy%20-
%20f1na1%20f0r%20c0nsultat10n%20 %20December%202021 pdf

Energv Security- Board%E2%80%99s Interooerablhtv Policy-consultation-paper.pdf



https://www.energy.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-12/ESB%20Interoperability%20Policy%20-%20final%20for%20consultation%20-%20December%202021.pdf
https://www.energy.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-12/ESB%20Interoperability%20Policy%20-%20final%20for%20consultation%20-%20December%202021.pdf
https://energyconsumersaustralia.com.au/sites/default/files/wp-documents/Submission-to-the-Energy-Security-Board%E2%80%99s-Interoperability-Policy-consultation-paper.pdf
https://energyconsumersaustralia.com.au/sites/default/files/wp-documents/Submission-to-the-Energy-Security-Board%E2%80%99s-Interoperability-Policy-consultation-paper.pdf

2) Incorporate the voice of consumers in governance and day-to-day decisions

Consider establishing a standing and diverse consumer advisory panel (including renters, regional
customers, and social housing representatives) to review major Code changes (potentially as
identified using the framework described above) and plain-English materials. Tie that to switching
principles already recognised in retail markets (simple, easy, timely) so the same expectations flow

into technical decisions about CER.

Question 7 - Is the suggested compliance and enforcement approach

appropriate and achievable?

Yes. We support the paper’s compliance-by-design, risk-based monitoring and multi-line-of-
defence model. It is workable and proportionate, especially if conformance is verified through
observable outcomes at the meter (for example, DOE/backstop enacted within target windows,
safe local fallback on WAN loss) and the device register remains minimal and API-first so evidence

is captured once and reused across jurisdictions.

Two practical refinements could improve delivery in the field. First, some products pass lab
certification but are hard to commission to that standard without manufacturer intervention. To
avoid installers being stuck in the middle, the National CER Technical Code should include a small
set of qualitative “field-commissionability” criteria: for example, the ability for installers to self-
service firmware updates, complete registration/onboarding without OEM support tickets, and
apply region/DOE settings through clear, documented flows. Meeting these criteria would be a
precondition for accreditation, and provide tangible anchors if suspension or rectification is later

required.

Secondly, as discussed previously, ongoing compliance often changes after commissioning
(firmware updates, added equipment, customers opting into services that alter settings). Installers
typically have neither visibility nor control in those cases, so enforcement should recognise lifecycle
accountability beyond the installer. We recommend co-designing an ongoing accountability
framework that assigns clear duties to OEMs and customer agents (maintain connectivity, honour
credential handover on churn, preserve grid-relevant behaviours), supported by scenario-based

conformance checks. In parallel, advancing interoperability across its various layers (as outlined in



our T1 submission) will improve “plug-and-play” behaviour and reduce the friction that causes

many of these compliance drifts in the first place.

Question 8 - How do we maintain effective regulation while minimising

burden for installers?

We support the proposed mandatory installer accreditation and accountability model. Lifting
installation quality is essential to consumer outcomes and system integrity, and accreditation is the
right lever, provided it is national by default, proportionate, and focused on what installers can

control on site.

We recommend co-designing the accreditation and accountability scheme with impacted parties,
such as installers and their peak bodies (e.g., electrical contractor associations), OEMs, DNSPs,
RTOs/TAFEs, and state electrical safety regulators to ensure requirements are practical, nationally
consistent, and not overly burdensome. Consider building on existing schemes such as existing
electrical licensing and recognised industry programs (solar accreditation, CPD frameworks) and
add concise CER-specific modules targeted at the things installers control: setting the correct
region profile, commissioning for DOEs/backstop, wiring/AS conformance checks, and accurate

device registration.

We also suggest focusing on ensuring the workflow is simple and digital where possible. Products
such as a single national portal, integrated with DNSP connection tools, pre-fill model data from an
approved list, allow QR-code capture of serials and photos, and push only minimal core fields to
the Device Register will all help reduce admin and lift compliance. Audits should also be risk-based
and proportionate, using data from the register to target problems (e.g., repeated commissioning
errors) rather than blanket checks. Coordinating with state electrical safety regulators will also be

vital to avoid duplicate audits and sends one clear signal to industry.

Question 9 - Are these appropriate options for conformance management?

Should others be considered? When/what are the triggers?

We agree the proposed options are appropriate: a mix of certification, surveillance, targeted audits
and proportionate rectification. Anchoring conformance to observable behaviours (not just

paperwork), using risk-based sampling, and leveraging open artefacts (e.g., CSIP-AUS profile/tests
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and a national test service) makes this both achievable and fair for industry while protecting

consumers.

We recommend explicit, published triggers to ensure expectations are predictable for OEMs and

installers and keep the burden proportionate by focusing attention where risk is greatest.

We suggest considering the following five triggers:

e Material firmware changes - If a device update touches network-facing components,
control logic or credential handling, vendors should declare it and a light re-test could be
undertaken to confirm no regression in core behaviours (DOE/backstop latency, safe
fallback, logging)

¢ Repeated field failures - Signals from DNSP portals/IDR (e.g., a cohort stops enacting DOEs)
should trigger fleet-level checks and, if needed, guided remediation

e Provider change (switching) - Because switching is a core consumer outcome, including a
“mystery-shop” churn scenario: point the same site to a different server/provider and
verify continuity (no loss of DOE/backstop, credentials handed over cleanly, no de-feature)

¢ Cloud/WAN loss - Run an enforced offline scenario to prove local, safe operation persists
(limits applied, clear recovery behaviour). This prevents outages or account issues from
stranding customers

Q10. How will the Framework practically work, particularly in its
interactions with those who currently have a degree of control over
aspects of CER within the system? An OEM has product requirements, how
does a DNSP/aggregator have to fit within those requirements? E.g. VPPs

currently have no regulation.

We agree the central value of a national CER technical regulator is its ability to give an authorising
environment that captures responsible parties who currently sit outside clear regulation. Industry
has struggled to solve this on its own not because the problems are unknowable, but because
formal roles and responsibilities have been missing and there is a lack of national consistency. The
M3/P5 work will clarify some market-side questions, but several lifecycle responsibilities remain to
be defined for the broader CER ecosystem (OEMs, installers, site controllers/HEMS, “customer

agents” acting for the consumer, and DNSPs).

11



In practice, most of the required elements already exist: connection processes, product listing,
installer licensing, DNSP portals, and market arrangements. The recurring gaps the Framework is
seeking to fix stem less from ownership confusion and more from limited enforcement and diffuse
accountability once devices are in the field. The National CER Technical Code should spell out who
is accountable for which technical behaviours. This could look like the following:

e OEMs responsible for updates and preserving core functions

e installers responsible for correct commissioning

e customer agents responsible for maintaining connectivity, honouring credential/data
handover on churn, and not disabling DOE/backstop

e DNSPs for issuing limits transparently

This approach leverages existing roles and expertise rather than creating parallel systems. As
previously discussed, consideration should be given to utilising existing DNSP portals and
accreditation schemes as the “front door,” adopt living technical artefacts by reference (CSIP-AUS
profile/tests), and give the regulator targeted enforcement tools (scenario-based checks, data from

the Installed Device Register, proportionate rectification).

Q11. How do you reflect the priorities? What parts of the Code need to be
tackled immediately ahead of the Regulator commencing. What other

standards/requirements could/should be tackled immediately?

We agree with the consultation paper’s priority to start with inverter-based CER and EVSE in the
first instance. The initial job of the regulator once established is less about inventing new content
or standards and more about adopting and stitching together the work already in train so industry

gets one clear playbook from day one.

An early priority should be to back the behind-the-meter interoperability standard that originated
in the DER API Technical Working Group and is now being established formally as AS 5438 in the
Standards Australia process. The regulator should support this through to adoption and prepare an
implementation pathway (testing, commissioning guidance, staged timelines). When in place, AS
5438 will help ensure customers aren’t locked into single-brand ecosystems and can mix devices

and services without friction.

Another early priority should be to ensure the in-flight work to establish the national CSIP-AUS

testing and certification service (being established by ANU through the ISC/DEIP process) and

12



ENA’s new National Energy PKI (NEPKI) should be supported and incorporated. Both can be

treated as immediate inputs to the first National CER Technical Code issue.

A third priority should be to leverage existing work on cyber security. Rather than letting multiple,
incompatible cyber annexes proliferate, the framework should consolidate a single national
baseline leveraging the momentum already underway. Specifically, SA’s current requirements are
being updated and adopted across NSW, ACT, SA and WA that is working towards a common set of

CER cyber requirements.

Q12. How do we identify and prioritise the work program for

requirements?

We recommend establishing a rolling, transparent workplan in collaboration with state
jurisdictions, DNSPs, OEMs, installers, retailers/aggregators, consumer groups and Standards
Australia. At each cycle, activities such as horizon-scanning, identifying pain points, considering
consumer impact (choice, switching without loss of function, safety, lifetime cost) and system risk
(security, DOE/backstop reliability, installed-base scale) will ensure each iteration is

comprehensive.

Q13. What happens when things go wrong? What are the ongoing roles
and responsibilities? e.g. a manufacturer folds or withdraws from the
market, who is responsible for software updates, any remaining warranty,

etc.

Enforcing ongoing obligations is hard if the responsible party disappears. As set out in our response
to T1, the best consumer safeguard is to design for interchangeability up front. CER should utilise
open, documented interfaces and support basic plug-and-play behaviours so sites keep working
(and can be re-enrolled) without relying on a single vendor’s cloud or bespoke protocol. Too many
current offerings hinge on proprietary integrations that the owner can’t access, which makes
switching providers or offers impossible without manufacturer cooperation. Interoperability at

multiple layers (device, site controller, and org-to-site communications) reduces that fragility and
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lets customers capture value across behind-the-meter optimisation, market services and network

support, even if a supplier withdraws.

Q14. What consideration should the framework make, if any, of demand
shifting devices such as smart pool pumps and controlled load hot water
systems? Should they be addressed, or should the regulator only cover

CER that can add power to the grid?

We recommend staging them in after the initial priorities (inverters, batteries, EVSE), but signal
intent now. Many of the more basic flexible loads need lighter, function-based requirements
(simple signals, predictable response, minimal telemetry) and may fit best via an expanded AS 5438
scope rather than defaulting to AS 4755. Start with international alignment, then adapt only where
needed. This keeps costs proportionate and avoids divergent Australian-only paths. (See also our

standards submission for the flexible-loads discussion)

Q15. What about other associated elements such as smart meters? Should
national regulation determine required minimum standards for smart
meters, taking into account consumer benefit and desired system

outcomes?

We support targeted minimum technical expectations where smart meters are used as CER data
sources or control enablers. This could include open access to site-level reads for EMS/VPPs (with
consumer consent), event timestamps suitable for settlement and verification, and resilience to
maintain critical signals during outages. This reduces duplicate sub-metering costs for consumers
and supports orchestration at lower total cost, while broader meter policy remains with AEMC/AER

processes.
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Q16. One of the key methods of managing CER interaction with the grid is
the use of dynamic operating envelopes (DOEs). DOEs provide upper and
lower bounds on the maximum and minimum flow of power through a

given point within an electricity distribution network during a particular
time interval for CER device(s). Where do you think the responsibility for

regulating DOEs should sit?

We suggest the cleanest way to avoid gaps and overlap is to align regulation to what needs to be

regulated.

AER - On the service side, DOEs are part of the network service customers receive (hosting
capacity, transparency of curtailment, notice periods, dispute pathways, and fairness between
customers), all of which fit squarely within the remit of the AER and jurisdictional economic
regulators. They should set and enforce the customer-facing rules: access principles, information
obligations (e.g., how limits are communicated and logged), performance metrics and reporting,
hardship and dispute resolution, and the conditions under which DOEs may tighten or relax.
Framing DOEs this way keeps the incentives aligned with network planning and investment

decisions, and gives consumers clear rights and remedies.

National Technical Regulator - On the delivery side, we recommend the national CER technical
regulator adopt and mandate the communication protocol (CSIP-AUS). This layer should define
semantics (setpoints, validity windows, priorities), performance expectations (latency, reliability),
continuity and fallback (safe local behaviour during WAN loss or provider change), and scenario-

” u

based conformance (“apply DOE within X seconds,” “switch provider without loss of function,”
“recover after outage with the last safe state”). Keeping the delivery mechanics national and
testable gives DNSPs and retailers room to innovate in how DOEs are calculated while ensuring

consistent, auditable behaviour at the meter across Australia.
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