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Introduction
The Electric Vehicle Council (EVC) welcomes the opportunity to make a submission to the
‘Electric Vehicle Charging Stations – Trade Measurement Policy Consultation Paper August
2021’ from the National Measurement Institute (NMI). Underlying our recommendations is the
principle of fair outcomes for consumers, which is crucial for the successful transition of our
national vehicle fleet to electric vehicles (EVs).
Where electricity is sold to Australian consumers today on the basis of quantity of energy
delivered (typically in kWh), the applicable laws generally require pattern approved metering
to make the measurement. Where fuel is sold to consumers for internal combustion engine
vehicles today, trade measurement requirements are applied to fuel bowsers. It is not
unreasonable to take the view that a future involving electric vehicles should include some
regulation around metrology to support accurate billing for energy delivered, especially for
cases where the EV is being recharged at public infrastructure and billing is being made on
the basis of quantity of energy delivered.
This said, as an emergent area, the existing regulations have not always been fully understood
or clear to the businesses deploying and operating EV charging infrastructure. The existing
regulations are also not necessarily fit for purpose as they currently stand. For example, wide
scale public deployment and operation of high power DC EV charging infrastructure is critical
to the transition to EVs. The existing metrology requirements do not cover the delivery of
energy when it is supplied to the consumer as DC electrical energy. Nevertheless, the
equipment is being deployed at scale, because this transition to EVs is happening now.
For this reason, while the strong preference of the EVC is that we achieve a future outcome
where trade-quality measurement underpins billing for energy delivered to EVs, we need to
be conscious of managing a transition that avoids creating high dollar cost stranded assets
and breaking the business models of the enterprises deploying and operating the hardware
enabling the EV transition.
The body of our submission addresses the questions raised in the consultation paper. We
invite ongoing discussion and collaboration with the NMI on this matter.

Responses to consultation questions:
1. Can you please rate the policy options on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being
most beneficial and 1 being the least?
2. Please provide details on the option that you chose as most beneficial.
3. Please provide details on the option that you chose as least beneficial.
4. Do you see any of the options provided as detrimental or having negative
impact? Please provide details.

Option 1 – Permissioned
Rating: 2 out of 5.
The viewpoint of the Electric Vehicle Council is that providing what amounts to an
exemption from trade measurement pattern approval, with industry expected to selfregulate, is not the best path forward in the medium to long term.
Good consumer outcomes can be expected to include a degree of regulation in this space
beyond industry self-regulation. Good consumer outcomes will ultimately deliver higher
electric vehicle uptake, which is in the long term interests of EVC members and the broader
community.
With this in mind, while this option would be helpful in the short term to some EV industry
stakeholders, it is not one that the EVC supports.

Option 2 – Permissioned temporarily
Rating: With some modification, rated 5 out of 5.
In line with Australian government policy, the electric vehicle council is highly supportive of
the adoption of international standards where fit for our local market. Forthcoming OIML
standards around metrology for EV charging equipment are a good example of this, as are
MID standards. Our industry and our community will not be well served by unique
Australian requirements in this space.
Where the EVC differs from the option as written is in the timing and the transition to the
OIML requirements and that we would also like to see consideration of MID standards. We
are not confident that the OIML standards will be ready for practical adoption by 2024. The
standards don’t just have to be written in order to be effectively applicable, they need to be
adopted by a sufficient number of equipment manufacturers to create a robust competitive
market for equipment supply. There is also substantial difference in the application of the
metrology rules between AC charging, where existing Australian rules can be potentially be
applied, and DC charging, where there is presently an absence of clear metrology
requirements.
For DC charging, there is currently an absence of metrology requirements and a lack of
certainty around when the OIML standards under development will be available in DC EV
charging equipment physically available in the Australian market. The EV council supports
adoption of OIML and MID standards for new DC charging equipment installations in this
space when they become available, but notes that it is not expected to be practicable to
retrofit metering solutions compliant with standards currently under development into

existing DC charging hardware deployed in the field, or hardware intended for deployment
in the field prior to these standards being adopted by DC charging equipment
manufacturers. The spatial and other technical requirements are unknown, so equipment
manufacturers cannot accommodate them in today’s hardware designs. Nevertheless,
millions of dollars worth of DC charging equipment is presently being deployed around
Australia to enable the uptake of EVs. To avoid stranded asset problems, grandfathering
will be crucial.
The grandfathering that the industry will need in the case of DC charging is that all DC
charging equipment installed prior to the adoption of the OIML and/or MID standards shall
be grandfathered in, and not required to be retroactively brought up to standards released
in future.
In addition, the timing of adoption of OIML and/or MID standards for DC charging should
not be a fixed date. Rather, it should be subject to a review of the market to ensure Australia
has multiple suppliers of DC charging hardware compliant to the new requirements. This
will be important in order to avoid the metrology requirement becoming a de-facto mandate
to install a specific manufacturer’s product.
With regard to AC charging, the EVC’s view is that the intent should be to shift to a future
position where compliance with legal metrology requirements can be demonstrated either
by compliance to:
•
•
•

existing requirements for NMI pattern approved metering, or
the new OIML requirements when available, or
MID standards.

EVC members have slightly different views as to how this transition should be best
managed, which we will present below as options 2a and 2b.
In either case, grandfathering of AC EV charging equipment installations completed prior
to any change in requirements, and for a reasonable period of time afterwards, should be
allowed for such that there is not a requirement to bring those installations up to the current
metrology standard. The grandfathering could be written in such a way that at time of
replacement of the EV charging equipment, it would be necessary to bring the installation
up to a compliant standard from a metrology point of view.
The justification for the grandfathering piece in AC charging is that it will be prohibitively
expensive to physically retrofit these locations with compliant metering solutions and there
is at this time no evidence of significant consumer impact which would merit a costly
response of this type.

Option 2a:
Given the timing of effective transition to OIML and/or MID is uncertain, and the
existing solutions being deployed in the market do not appear to be creating
significant issues for consumers, we could approach this transition on the basis of
permissioning solutions not including NMI metering until such time as the
international standards are locally adopted.
This would create a medium-term pathway to compliant solutions being deployed,
and would result in less market confusion and disruption then option 2b (below), as
we would be moving from the status quo (which includes some non-compliance with
existing metrology requirements), directly to a compliance pathway using
international standards or existing NMI standards in a single step.

Option 2b:
Given the timing of effective transition to OIML and/or MID is uncertain, an
alternative approach could be that a hard date (for example, 12 months notice)
should be applied after which new AC EV charging equipment installations should
be required to be compliant to existing metrology requirements where applicable.
This would create a nearer-term pathway to compliant solutions being deployed, but
would result in increased market confusion, as we would be moving from the status
quo (which includes some non-compliance with existing metrology requirements),
through a period of compliance to existing NMI requirements, and then on to a
compliance pathway using international standards. It would be reasonable to
assume that in this ‘interim’ period, some solution providers will opt for time-based
billing rather than energy-based billing in order to avoid the requirements.

For both options 2a and 2b, the justifications the EVC offers for not insisting upon
compliance to existing requirements immediately are:
•
•

that there has been substantial confusion in the marketplace about what the actual
requirements are, and
that there is no evidence of consumers being economically harmed.

It will take some time for service providers and hardware suppliers in this space to adjust
their business models, whether this is achieved in a single step (option 2a) or in two steps
(option 2b).

Option 3 – Develop interim requirements
Rating: 1 out of 5
There is a non-trivial amount of work in this, which will very likely be cast aside as soon as
international requirements become clear and are broadly adopted.
The effort that would be invested here by local industry and government bodies would be
better placed in supporting the development of the OIML and/or MID standard that will
ultimately replace it.
From the EV industry perspective, if we have a clear path forward to a set of international
standards that we can comply to and grandfathering to cover us until that time, we do not
need interim measures.
The view of the EVC is that there is very little consumer risk that could realistically be
avoided by taking this approach. Even if we were able to come up with suitable unique
Australian metrology requirements prior to the OIML and/or MID requirements being
applied, it is far from clear that international manufacturers would build to those
requirements for our market.
A more likely outcome if this approach were pursued is that the issue would be ‘worked
around’ with time based billing or flat-fee based billing rather than kWh based billing.

Option 4 – Apply the existing requirements
Rating for DC: 1 out of 5
Rating for AC: 3 out of 5.
Per option 2b detailed above, some EVC members support the application of the existing
requirements around AC EVCS per the notes provided with respect to option 2, subject to
a 12 month grace period.
Per option 2a detailed above, other EVC members have a stronger preference for
transitioning directly to a model of compliance to international standards for AC EVCS, and
permissioning existing practices until that time.
In either case, all EVC members agree that grandfathering will be required.
The EV council notes that for AC EV charging equipment some of the practical compliance
pathways associated with requirement to comply with existing NMI requirements may be:
•
•
•

NMI pattern approved meter installed within the EVCS
NMI pattern approved meter installed upstream of the EVCS, rather than the EVCS itself being
used for the trade measurement.
Billing for use of the EV charger made in a manner independent of kWh measurement,
obviating the need for NMI pattern approved metering.

The EVC is of the view that metrology requirements around DC charging will prove to be
important over time and should be addressed by adoption of international requirements per
our commentary under option 2.

5. Do you know of any current or proposed mechanisms for checking accuracy of
EVCSs in use?
EVs can measure energy drawn and report this to the consumer, though the accuracy of
this measurement is subject to question, as it relies on the equipment in the vehicle, which
will not typically be pattern approved.
Anecdotally, these measurements can show discrepancies from causes as simple as
climate control in the vehicle being left on while charging is occurring. For example, the
vehicle may measure energy delivered into the battery and report on that, while the EVCS
measures and reports on energy delivered into the battery and the vehicle climate control
equipment, resulting in a very different kWh value.
From a practical standpoint, it would be theoretically possible to design and construct a
piece of field test equipment that would independently measure the energy delivered from
an EVCS to a vehicle.
One could execute a charging session, and compare:
1) the kWh value reported by the EVCS
2) the kWh value measured by the test equipment between the EVCS and the vehicle, and
3) the kWh value reported by the car (if any).
We’re not aware of anyone typically doing this today. If there were a desire to implement
a process analogous to fuel bowser periodic testing, this could be explored.

6. In your opinion, are there any other options that has not been considered in this
paper? If yes, please provide details.
Please refer to our commentary under option 2.

