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VEET Submissions

22 July 2016

To Whom It May Concern,

Energy Makeovers’ (EM) submissions to various consultations – closing 22 July 2016


1. Consultation document on proposed activity regulation changes June 2016
a. EM’s comments are as follows:
i. underfloor insulation amendments are acceptable;
ii. weather sealing amendments are acceptable; and
iii. high efficiency television amendments are acceptable, however, we make the ancillary point that this activity would be more effective, with greater market penetration (“more abatement faster”) should the Victorian rules allow the appliance retailer to be the nominated energy saver (as is the case in the NSW Sales of New Appliance method).  For example, the proposed changes will result in almost all TVs qualifying for 1 VEEC or less.  This will effectively stop this energy saving activity in Victoria unless the arrangement in NSW is adopted, where the appliance retailer is considered to be the energy saver.

2. Proposed Regulation changes on Schedules 12, 15 and 24 June 2016
a. EM has no additional comment (refer above).


3. Measurement & Verification (consultation document)
a. EM’s comments are as follows:
i. the differences between the PIAM&V method in NSW and the VEET approach are logical and make sense;


ii. EM would welcome the publishing of detailed case studies/examples of how the proposal would work at a very detailed process level, including creation and management of forward created certificates over different plausible future scenarios; 
iii. third part assessors should be truly independent from AP’s business interests.  This will require ongoing diligence by the regulator to assure that this remains the case over time; and
iv. EM supports transparency and the concept of a “public register” to disclose M&V projects and their status to the market.  However, the disposition of AP’s customers to this proposition is a matter that requires further consideration.

4. Benchmark Rating		
a. EM’s comments are as follows:
i. the differences between the NSW ESS and Commonwealth ERF schemes and the VEET approach are logical and make sense; and
ii. EM supports transparency and the concept of a “public register” to disclose M&V projects and their status to the market.  However, the disposition of AP’s customers to this proposition is a matter that requires further consideration.

5. Treatment and Control 		
a. EM’s comments are as follows:
i. [bookmark: _GoBack]the proposed alignment with schemes outside Victoria is appropriate; and
ii. EM supports transparency and the concept of a “public register” to disclose M&V projects and their status to the market.  However, the disposition of AP’s customers to this proposition is a matter that requires further consideration.

6. Proposed Regulation changes for Project Based Activities
b. EM’s comments are as follows:
i. EM has no additional comment.

Yours sincerely,
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Ronald Bryn Dellar
Executive Chairman
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