Appendix A: Format for Submissions

To assist the Gas Industry Co in the orderly and efficient consideration of
stakeholders’ responses, a suggested format for submissions has been prepared.
This is drawn from the questions posed throughout the body of this discussion
document.

Respondents are also free to include other material in their responses.

Recommended Format for Submissions

GasNet is not aware of any issues of non or poor
compliance nor has it had any issues in this regard

GasNet is not aware of any issues regarding
governance arrangements neither has it sought to
make changes.

GasNet has not experienced any issues with
agreement of the allocation agent at its sales gates.

Until 2003 GasNet provided allocation and
reconciliation services on its network. In 2003
GasNet withdrew from this service and gave notice to
the retailers trading on GasNet networks. GasNet
was not aware of any issues in the transition and
from GasNet’s perspective appeared seamless.
However this may have been due to there being only
one allocation agent and that similar arrangements
had been agreed by those retailers at other sales
gates.
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risk that the retailers would not agree then questions
- why the need to change?

GasNet is concerned that any change from the
| existing might result in an increase in
: governance/compliance costs to the industry and
consumers as a whole.

GasNet is unaware of any problems with the
application of the “difference” allocation method.

GasNet considers without question that there is
greater uncertainty over the determination of UFG on
its networks with the current arrangements &
processes and supports the move to Global.

GasNet considers that any ongoing trend analysis
would be of value to prevent any sudden change in
UFG and to monitor in particular the inputs used for
the determination of UFG.
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From its own perspective GasNet does not have any
concern with this.

However these circumstances GasNet would usually
seek the acceptance of the retailers trading on its

| networks when faced with such a request and would
| therefore tag our support as being conditional upon
the responses of the retailers in this regard.

With regard to confidentiality, the only obvious
concern would be where there is one retailer trading
on one sales gate, particularly where there is one or
few end users supplied from the gate making it more
apparent what the end use quantities are.

There have been very few retrospective corrections
applied to data provided by the allocation agent.

Other than these known errors, GasNet is not aware
of any issues around the quality of data. This may be
because the data is of good quality or because the
systems to track and identify issues are absent.

If the cost of such is cost effective and of real value
then GasNet would support this. The question is
what is the appropriate frequency before it becomes
uneconomic.

The greater the period of estimating the greater the
potential variance between as billed and as metered.

| Providing the method of correcting this is accepted
and adopted by the industry then GasNet is not
concerned with the frequency of meter reading.

The same issue would exist with 2,3 or 6 monthly
reads so the same method needs to be in operation,
it just becomes an issue over the scale of the
difference.

GasNet supports the establishment of accuracy
criteria for estimates but is not concerned who does it
as long as it is universally applied.

Page 3 of 4

GasNet Submission 21 July 2006



GasNet Submission 21 July 2006

| If this assists the allocation process the GasNet

supports this, however this is by definition only
history and does not assist in instances where there

| has been changes in load or usage not evident in

historic data.

Yes although GasNet would support this in the short

| term and questions why it is considered to be

appropriate only for the long term?

Yes

GasNet supports the rules solution
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