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Critical Issues in Regulation – From the Journals 

The Basic Economics of Internet 
Infrastructure, Shane Greenstein, Journal of 

Economic Perspectives, 34, 2, Spring 2020, pp. 192-
214. 

This paper is about the basic economics of Internet 
infrastructure.  The author, Shane Greenstein, is a 
Professor of Business Administration at Harvard 
Business School.  While the focus is on practices and 
issues within a North American context, the subject 
matter is of much broader interest with its emphasis 
on the underlying engineering and economics of the 
internet.  There is a promise of illustrating ‘some 
classic issues in the economics of networks’ and 
guidance that ‘understanding the economics is more 
easily done after an explanation of the network’s 
mechanics’.  Particular topics covered in this paper 
include the ‘virtuous cycle’ of internet improvement; 
the future of growth and improvement; and the lack of 
consensus on the right regulatory framework.  A 
continuing policy debate is foreseen. 

Internet infrastructure is observed to have been 
improving over the decades in ways that have 
enabled an extraordinary gain in internet services, 
which many users are willing to pay for.  According to 
the author, this has reinforced incentives to improve 
digital infrastructure, even though this underlying 
infrastructure is something that is less visible to most 
users.  Shane Greenstein describes this as a 
‘virtuous cycle’ and observes that it has gone hand-
in-hand with growth in:  access revenues; advertising 
revenues for free services (such as search and 
news); and electronic commerce that takes 
advantage of online shopping. 

A question addressed in this paper is whether the 
growth and improvement of the Internet will continue.   
While some factors are expected to slow growth 
(such as saturated adoption of broadband in 
households and businesses); other factors may 
accelerate growth (including particularly the 
restructuring of online services to take advantage of 
the cloud and 5G wireless infrastructure).  The history 
of the last few decades suggests to the author that 
internet architecture contains a remarkable capacity 
to adapt to changes but that every change raises its 
own novel challenges.  Changes alter revenues and 
costs for different suppliers, and some of these 
developments generate disputes, such as those that 

accompanied the early diffusion of streaming.  In light 
of this the author concludes that it is an open 
question whether certain kinds of future changes will 
place undue stress on the governance of internet 
infrastructure and the resilience of its designs.   

It is also concluded that a consensus has not 
emerged regarding a regulatory framework for the 
internet.  Policy has evolved alongside commercial 
internet growth.  This has included formal policy in 
statute or regulatory orders (such as in conditions for 
mergers); and the less formal policy found in public 
statements about general principles (such as 
speeches from the chair of the Federal 
Communications Commission).   

Finally, the author observes that no futurist foresees 
a lack of opportunity to restructure wireless and cloud 
services, nor does anyone foresee ubiquitous 
competitive broadband arising in all locations in the 
near future.  These and other internet changes are 
predicted to generate open questions and policy 
debate for the foreseeable future.  

There are eight sections in the paper:  (Untitled) 
Introduction; How Does Internet Data Travel? (two 
subsections); Data Centers and the Cloud; When 
Large Firms Operate their own Internet; Protocols 
and Governance; Pricing and Incentives; Geographic 
Availability; and Final Policy Questions.  

There are 51 items in the reference list, with year of 
publication ranging from 2004 to 2020.  Economists 
cited include Andre Boik, David Byrne, Diane Coyle, 
Martin Feldstein, Avi Goldfarb, Aviv Nevo, William 
Rogerson, Scott J Savage, Catherine Tucker, John L 
Turner, Tomasso Valleti and Jonathan W Williams. 

The article can be accessed by subscription to the 
Journal of Economic Perspectives.   
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TOTEX Malmquist Index for CPI–X 
Regulation:  Does it Correctly Estimate the 
True Frontier Shift? Roland Meyer, Gert 

Brunekreeft and George Elias, Journal of Regulatory 
Economics, 58, 1, August 2020, pp. 78-97. 

This paper is about a form of economic regulation 
known as CPI–X where the basic formula follows 
Stephen Littlechild’s 1983 report.  This type of 
regulation aims to set efficiency incentives by 
decoupling output prices temporarily from actual cost 
levels of the regulated business.  During a predefined 
regulatory period, prices or revenues are adjusted 
yearly according to CPI–X.  While the first term, the 
consumer price index, CPI, is published in official 
statistics, the critical task for the regulator is to 
determine X.  In this regard, the two fundamental 
questions are ‘What is X?’ and ‘How can X be 
accurately measured?’ 

CPI–X-regulation aims to mimic competition: the 
zero-profit condition requires that the change in 
regulated prices is equal to the change in input price 
minus the change in total factor productivity.  The 
main important point of X is the estimate of the 
expected productivity increase: the frontier shift. 

A common regulatory practice to calculate the 
productivity changes relies on Törnqvist quantity 
indices, while the input price changes are determined 
separately based on statistical price-index data.  The 
weakness of the Törnqvist index, however, is that it 
cannot distinguish between a frontier shift (change in 
productivity) and catch-up effects (changes in 
technical or allocative efficiency of individual 
producers as compared to the efficiency frontier).  If 
some producers have increased their efficiency over 
time, the Törnqvist index will overestimate the past 
productivity change and thereby impose an excessive 
productivity target for the near future. 

As an alternative, the Malmquist index addresses this 
distinction between frontier shift and catch-up effects 
by applying benchmarking techniques such as data 
envelopment analysis.  The Malmquist index is a 
well-established method used in various forms for 
productivity analysis but is rarely utilised for 
monopoly regulation.  In order to apply the Malmquist 
index, regulators can make use of the data collected 
in the cost reviews.  However, the availability and 
quality of these data vary, with regulators typically 
lacking specific information on input prices and 
quantities – they may only have total cost data 
(TOTEX).  In this case, neither the traditional 
production Malmquist index nor the cost Malmquist 
index will be unbiased. 

This paper examines whether and how the Malmquist 
index can be usefully applied in setting the X-factor in 
CPI-X regulation of a monopoly.  For this purpose, a 
TOTEX Malmquist index is derived that can be 

applied in cases where the regulator only has TOTEX 
information.  The authors analyse the theoretical 
accuracy of the TOTEX Malmquist index in 
determining the productivity and input price change in 
combination.  Which information on the frontier shift 
gets lost, if there are no input price and quantity data, 
only TOTEX?  The authors identify two sets of 
assumptions under which no biases occur.  The first 
case addresses technical and allocative inefficiency. 
The TOTEX Malmquist index is undistorted if the 
efficiency frontier is set by businesses which are 
either technically efficient or allocatively efficient in 
both periods, or if inefficiencies of these frontier 
producers stay constant over time.  The second case 
considers producers facing different input prices.  
The TOTEX Malmquist index is undistorted if input 
prices either stay constant or change by the same 
proportion for all producers. 

There are five sections in the paper:  Introduction; 
What is X in CPI–X Regulation?; Malmquist Index 
Approach; Discussion of the Malmquist TOTEX; and 
Conclusion.  

There are 30 items in the reference list, with year of 
publication ranging from 1922 to 2018.  Economists 
cited include William Baumol, Timothy Coelli, Erwin 
Diewert, Rolf Fare, Irving Fisher, Shawna Grosskopf, 
Stephen Littlechild, Sten Malmquist, Michael Pollitt, 
David Sappington, Jeffrey Sidak and Leo Törnqvist. 

A classic reference is:  Sten Malmquist, ‘Index 
Numbers and Indifference Surfaces’, Trabajos de 
Estatistica, 4, 1953, pp. 209–242.  

The article can be accessed by subscription to the 
Journal of Regulatory Economics. 

Competition under Revenue-Cap Regulation 
with Efficiency Benchmarking:  Tariff-Related 
Incentives for Gas Transmission System 
Operators in Merged Markets, Jann Keller, 

Gerard Kuper and Machiel Mulder, Journal of 
Regulatory Economics, 58, 2-3, December 2020, pp. 
141-165. 

This paper reports on the authors’ theoretical and 
empirical investigation of tariff-related incentives for 
transmission system operators (TSOs) in European 
wholesale gas markets.  TSOs are most commonly 
regulated by a revenue-cap regime, but are also 
subject to efficiency benchmarking where a TSO’s 
productivity compared to a benchmark impacts on its 
allowed revenues and profits.  This provides TSOs 
with an incentive to increase their productivity.  In the 
European market context, TSOs may face 
competition because of market mergers. These 
mergers have taken place within European countries 
(such as within France and Germany) and between 
countries (for example, between Belgium and 
Luxembourg).  Regulatory authorities aim at further 
improving the functioning of wholesale markets, and 
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mergers also provide network users with a choice of 
TSO with which to book transport capacity 

To obtain higher capacity bookings, a TSO has an 
incentive to charge lower tariffs.  In an unmerged 
market, TSOs compete by reducing their costs per 
unit of output compared to their peer group.  In a 
merged market, TSOs have an additional incentive 
as they also compete directly for the same demand at 
borders where more than one TSO offers capacity.  
Therefore, the authors expect to observe lower tariffs 
at network points at borders where different TSOs 
offer capacity compared to borders where only one 
TSO offers capacity. 

The authors conduct an empirical investigation of 
whether TSOs in Germany operating under revenue-
cap regulation and efficiency benchmarking consider 
the presence of other TSOs in setting their tariffs.  
The authors use a panel-dataset of tariffs charged at 
German border points by German TSOs from 2015 to 
2018.  In line with their hypothesis, the authors find 
that the tariffs are up to 52 per cent lower where 
more than one TSO offers capacity at a border.  They 
also report additional sensitivity analysis which shows 
that this result is robust to a differentiation between 
transit and meshed networks.   

The authors conclude that German TSOs operating 
in merged markets under a revenue-cap regime and 
efficiency benchmarking have an incentive to reduce 
tariffs at network points where they compete for 
demand; and that their empirical analysis confirms 
that TSOs do act according to these incentives. 

There are five sections in the paper:  Introduction; 
Background; Theoretical Framework; Empirical 
Analysis; and Conclusions.  

There are 37 items in the reference list, with year of 
publication ranging from 1962 to 2019.  Economists 
cited include Mark Armstrong, Harvey Averch, 
William Baumol, Ronald Braeutigam, Tim Brennan, 
Luis Cabral, Martin Cave, Michael Crew, Tooraj 
Jamasb, Leland Johnson, Paul Kleindorfer, Stephen 
Littlechild, Michael Pollitt, David Sappington, David 
Sibley, Jean Tirole and Ingo Vogelsang. 

The article can be accessed by subscription to 
Journal of Regulatory Economics. 

What Should We Spend to Save Lives in a 
Pandemic? A Critique of the Value of 
Statistical Life, Matthew D Adler, Covid 

Economics, 33, 30 June 2020, pp. 1-45. 

This paper is about the value of statistical life (VSL) 
and its applicability in conducting cost-benefit 
analyses of risk regulation more generally and social-
distancing policy in particular.  

VSL is a risk-to-money conversion factor that can be 
used to approximate an individual’s willingness-to-

pay (WTP) for a small change in fatality risk. An 
individual with a VSL of (say) $7 million, would be 
willing to pay approximately $7 for a one-in-one-
million risk reduction, $70 for a one-in-100,000 risk 
reduction, and so forth. 

According to Matthew Adler, VSL has played a 
central role in the rapidly emerging economics 
literature about COVID-19.  Many papers use VSL to 
assign a monetary value to the life-saving benefits of 
social-distancing policies, so as to balance those 
benefits against lost income and other policy costs.  
The author views this as unsurprising, since VSL 
(known in the United Kingdom as VPF: value of a 
prevented fatality) has been a key tool in 
governmental cost-benefit analysis for decades and 
is well established among economists.   

However, regardless of its familiarity, Matthew Adler 
regards VSL as a flawed tool for analysing social-
distancing policy and risk regulation more generally.  
The standard justification for cost-benefit analysis 
appeals to Kaldor-Hicks efficiency (also known as 
potential Pareto superiority).  But VSL is only an 
approximation to individual WTP, which may become 
quite inaccurate for policies that mitigate large risks 
(such as the risks posed by COVID-19).  It is argued 
in this paper that this can lead to the 
recommendation of policies that fail the Kaldor-Hicks 
test.  

This paper uses a simulation model of social-
distancing policy to illustrate the deficiencies of VSL. 
The author criticises VSL-based cost-benefit analysis 
from a number of angles.  Its recommendations with 
respect to social distancing deviate from the 
recommendations of a utilitarian or ‘prioritarian’ social 
welfare function.  Matthew Adler believes that its 
relative valuation of risks and financial costs among 
groups differentiated by age and income lacks 
intuitive support.   

In the author’s view, economists writing about 
COVID-19 need to reconsider using VSL.   

There are six sections in the paper:  Introduction; The 
Concept of VSL; VSL and Pandemic Policy:  A 
Simulation Model (two subsections); Population-
Average VSL; and Conclusion.  There is one 
Appendix. 

There are 71 items in the reference list, with year of 
publication ranging from 1978 to 2020.  Economists 
cited include Robin Boadway, Robert E Hall, James 
Hammitt, Robert Pindyck, Lisa Robinson, Kip Viscusi 
and Richard Zeckhauser. 

Literature Note:  The Kaldor-Hicks test is also known 
as the Potential Pareto Criterion and Harberger’s 
Third Basic Postulate of Applied Welfare Economics.  
Stated simply, it assesses that economic welfare is 
improved where the gainers from a policy change 
could compensate the losers and remain better off.  
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Three of the key references are:  Nicholas Kaldor, 
‘Welfare Propositions of Economics and 
Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility’, Economic 
Journal, September 1939; John Hicks, ‘Foundations 
of Welfare Economics’, Economic Journal, December 
1939;   and Arnold Harberger, ‘Three Basic 
Postulates for Applied Welfare Economics:  An 
Interpretive Essay’, Journal of Economic Literature, 
September 1971. 

The article can be accessed freely in the e-journal, 
Covid Economics. 

Complementarities as an Antitrust Defense, 

Dennis Weisman, Competition and Regulation in 
Network Industries, Online 1 October 2020. 

This paper is about how the interaction between 
demand and cost complementarities can mitigate 
upward pricing pressure following a merger.  Dennis 
Weisman employs a Cournot model with 
interdependent demands to explore this question.  
The analysis suggests that even substantial 
increases in the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI) 
following a merger need not raise competitive 
concerns when output is redistributed from single-
market providers (SMPs) to multi-market providers 
(MMPs).  In addition, the numerical simulations 
indicate that there is a wide range of demand and 
cost complementarity parameters over which even 
monopolisation of the market would not be expected 
to result in higher prices.   

Dennis Weisman suggests that these findings may 
constructively inform merger policy, and may have 
special significance for consolidation trends in an 
increasingly digitised (network) economy, including 
telecommunications and transportation.  These areas 
are characterised by demand complementarities, cost 
complementarities and multi-market participation. 
These properties may introduce a negative bias into 
traditional merger analysis.  A key policy finding is 
that antitrust practices that place significant weight on 
market concentration as specified in the Horizontal 
Merger Guidelines, particularly in network industries, 
can lead policymakers to block mergers that may 
yield lower prices.  It is further argued that, even in 
concentrated markets, significant increases in the 
HHI post-merger are not dispositive of competition 
concerns. 

In concluding, the author identifies three potentially 
promising areas of inquiry that could lead to the 
ability to draw broader policy conclusions.  

First, relaxing the assumption of symmetric markets 
would allow both SMPs’ and MMPs’ outputs to vary, 
and the number of SMPs to vary across the two 
markets.  The author does not expect that this 
change in market structure would alter the key 
qualitative findings of the analysis.  

Second, relaxing the assumption of linear demand 
and cost functions may provide insight into the 
generality of these findings, albeit at the cost of 
analytical tractability.   

Third, the Horizontal Merger Guidelines specifically 
recognise that market share and concentration 
analyses ‘are used in conjunction with other evidence 
of competitive effects’.  This other evidence includes 
product differentiation and prices (vis-à-vis quantities) 
as the strategic choice variable.  As a result, the 
findings of this analysis should be considered 
suggestive rather than conclusive in the crafting of 
merger policy generally, and in assessing the merits 
of any proposed merger specifically.   

There are six sections in the paper:  Introduction; The 
Model; The Main Findings; Numerical Simulations; 
Implications for Horizontal Merger Guidelines (two 
subsections); and Conclusion.  

There are 35 items in the reference list, with year of 
publication ranging from 1955 to 2019.  Those cited 
include Phillip Areeda, Robert Bork, David Evans, 
Michael Katz, Paul Klemperer, Sam Peltzman, 
Richard Posner, Jean-Charles Rochet, Gregory 
Werden, Michael Whinston and Oliver Williamson. 

The article can be accessed by subscription to 
Competition and Regulation in Network Industries. 

Equilibrium Analysis of Vertical Mergers, 

Gopal Das Varma and Martino De Stefano, Antitrust 
Bulletin, 65, 3, June 2020, pp. 445-458. 

This paper is about the equilibrium analysis of vertical 
mergers.  Such mergers have the potential of 
creating an incentive for the merged firm to raise the 
price of inputs it supplies to its rivals (raising rivals’ 
cost [RRC]).  At the same time, vertical mergers are 
known also to create efficiencies in the form of 
elimination of double marginalisation (EDM).  In other 
words, vertical mergers have the potential to create 
both competitive harm and competitive benefits. In 
this paper, the competitive effects of vertical mergers 
are evaluated as the net effect of RRC and EDM. 
This is in contrast to conventional antitrust techniques 
which treat the two effects – RRC and EDM – as 
separable, analysing each in isolation before 
evaluating their net effect.    

In the authors’ equilibrium treatment, RRC and EDM 
are not separable.  Instead, the authors argue that 
they are inseparably linked because the size of EDM 
is an important determinant of the strength of the 
RRC incentive.  Two factors affect the link between 
RRC and EDM:  the relative bargaining power of the 
upstream merging firm (in its price negotiations with 
downstream firms) and the shape of demand.  The 
higher the bargaining power of the upstream firm, the 
bigger is its premerger margin and, thus, the bigger is 
the size of the potential EDM.  A large EDM reduces 
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rivals’ demand more than a small EDM.  Second, the 
extent to which the merged firm benefits by raising its 
wholesale price to rivals depends on the shape of the 
demand facing rivals.  Depending on its shape, a 
reduction in demand may increase or decrease the 
gains from RRC  

When this link between EDM and RRC is taken into 
account, predicted price effects of a vertical merger 
can turn out to be significantly different from those 
predicted by using conventional techniques.  Under 
certain commonly used assumptions, a vertical 
merger may even create an incentive for the merged 
firm to lower its rivals’ cost.  The precise price effect 
depends on two things:  the shape of demand and 
the bargaining power of the upstream input supplier 
in its price negotiations with downstream producers.   

There are five sections in the paper:  Introduction; 
Structure of Examples (two subsections); Derivation 
of Objective Functions (five subsections); Results 
(four subsections); and Concluding Thoughts.  

Economists cited include Philip Crooke, John Nash, 
William Rogerson, Steven Salop, Carl Shapiro, David 
Sibley and Gregory Werden. 

The article can be accessed by subscription to 
Antitrust Bulletin. 

Vertical Collusion, David Gillo and Yaron 

Yehezkel, The RAND Journal of Economics, 51, 1, 
Spring 2020, pp. 133-157. 

This paper is about collusion in a repeated game 
involving two retailers and their joint supplier.  The 
authors’ model of vertical collusion has two main 
features.  First, all three businesses equally care 
about the future and they all participate in the 
collusive scheme.  Second, vertical contracts are 
secret:  a retailer cannot observe the bilateral 
contracting between the competing retailer and the 
supplier.  Retailers gain from vertical collusion, 
because it enables them to charge the monopoly 
retail price even for discount factors that would not 
have enabled ordinary horizontal collusion among 
them, and they receive slotting allowances from the 
supplier as an implicit prize for participating in the 
collusive scheme.  The supplier gains from vertical 
collusion, because it collects a higher wholesale price 
and makes a higher profit than in the absence of 
vertical collusion.  This occurs even when retailers 
have all the bargaining power, and even when 
retailers are differentiated, where the supplier's 
difficulty in receiving a high wholesale price is at its 
greatest.  Also, it occurs in spite of retailers being too 
impatient to sustain horizontal collusion, and in spite 
of the supplier being as impatient as retailers are. 

The authors suggest that this result could naturally 
carry over to multiple suppliers, as long as 
differentiation among them is sufficiently strong.  With 

intense competition among homogeneous suppliers, 

vertical collusion is sustained by short‐term exclusive 
dealing commitments by retailers with one of the 
suppliers.  Exclusive dealing can enable vertical 
collusion, however, only when the supplier is allowed 
to tell one retailer (in the form of cheap talk) that the 
competing retailer did not offer an exclusive dealing 
contract.  Vertical collusion enables the exclusive 
supplier to raise the wholesale price it charges, and 
enables retailers to charge monopoly retail prices, in 
spite of the potential for intense competition among 
suppliers and among retailers. 

A question is whether a third party other than the 
supplier could replace the supplier's role in facilitating 
collusion.  In the authors’ framework, the supplier is 
the most natural candidate for such a task for three 
reasons.  First, in the collusive scheme, the payment 
from the retailer to the third party is contingent on the 
retailer's actual sales (through the wholesale price).  
Second, it is essential that the third party not only 
detects contract deviations, but also blocks the 
deviating retailer from receiving access to the 
product.  Third, using the supplier rather than a third 
party can help avoid antitrust scrutiny.  The authors 
suggest that interesting future research would be to 
examine whether retailers can use a third party who 
lacks the abilities described above to assist their 
collusive scheme. 

The authors suggest these four policy implications: 

First, antitrust courts and agencies should reconsider 
their automatic approval of short‐term exclusive 
dealing agreements. 

Second, transfer of information from a supplier to its 
buyer regarding whether the competing buyer offered 
to buy exclusively from the supplier may raise 
antitrust concerns. 

Third, a dominant supplier's refusal to deal with a 
retailer on account of the retailer engaging in 
downstream competition deserves more antitrust 
attention. 

Fourth, slotting allowances can facilitate collusion 
even when vertical contracts are secret. 

There are eight sections in the paper:  Introduction; 
The Model; Competitive Static Benchmark; Collusive  
Equilibrium; Vertical Collusion with Homogeneous 
Retailers (three subsections); Competition Among 
Suppliers, Exclusive Dealing and Renegotiation (two 
subsections); Policy Implications; and Conclusion.  
There is one Appendix. 

There are 35 items in the reference list, with year of 
publication ranging from 1990 to 2019.  Economists 
cited include John Asker, Oliver Hart, Bruno Jullien, 
Volker Nocke, Patrick Rey, Jean Tirole and Michael 
Whinston. 
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The article can be accessed by subscription to The 
RAND Journal of Economics. 

Does Household Electrification Supercharge 
Economic Development?, Kenneth Lee, Edward 

Miguel and Catherine Wolfram, Journal of Economic 
Perspectives, 34, 1, Winter 2020, pp. 122-144. 

This paper is about the provision of household 
electrification and its capacity to improve economic 
outcomes for the world’s poorest people.  Earlier 
analyses exploring electrification impacts in middle-
income countries, such as South Africa and Brazil, 
were positive.  Further, retrospective analyses of 
electrification in the United States (US) in the 1930s 
pointed to large impacts, albeit in the context of GDP 
per capita (in current dollars) being roughly eight 
times as large as comparable measures in 
contemporary Kenya and India.  Further, in some 
cases, the early US initiatives brought electricity to 
many sectors of the economy, including 
manufacturing facilities.   Notwithstanding, in the 
authors’ view, the available evidence from the 
literature suggests that the provision of electrification 
to poor households is unlikely, on its own, to be 
economically transformative, at least in the short to 
medium run.   

Reconciling the differences across studies presents 
its own identification challenge.  It is hard to know 
whether these differences are due to:  the choice of 
the econometric method; the extent of the 
electrification initiative; or relative differences in 
starting incomes.  That said, the authors overall 
position is that the impacts of residential 
electrification may crucially depend on the extent to 
which households are positioned to take actions 
and/or make the complementary investments that will 
ultimately allow them to benefit most from an 
electricity connection. 

Consistent with their view that context matters, the 
authors find that heterogeneous effects also exist 
within local areas.  A feature of a recent experiment 
in western Kenya allows them to estimate 
heterogeneous treatment effects across different 
complier groups using the same identification 
strategy.  Households that were only willing to 
connect to the grid when it was effectively free of 
charge experience fewer economic gains than 
households that were willing to connect when the 
price was high.  This result offers suggestive 
evidence of substantial heterogeneity in treatment 
effects, even within a sample of poor rural 
households that were all equally without electricity at 
baseline. 

The question of how the impacts of electrification 
may vary across countries, or regions within a 
country, is of policy interest.  The authors see 
expanding evidence in this area as an important task 

for future research.  The degree of heterogeneity in 
treatment effects could naturally be much larger 
across rural and urban areas in the same country or 
across countries with different income levels.  On the 
one hand, understanding which households and 
areas are most likely to benefit from grid connections 
can help policymakers better target grid investments.  
Conversely, wealthier households are more likely to 
utilise and benefit from access to electricity.  This is 
due to their ability to make complementary 
investments or to exploit new business opportunities 
opened up.  Therefore, expansion of the rural grid 
infrastructure could exacerbate economic inequality 
in rural areas of low-income countries; implying a 
fundamental tension in rural electrification programs. 

To date, both policymakers and researchers are 
observed to have often focused on the effects of 
household electrification.   For policymakers, this may 
reflect either a political calculus that those not 
presently connected are potential supporters or the 
belief that electricity should be viewed as a basic 
right even for the very poorest citizens.  Or it could be 
some combination of the two.    The authors believe 
that a singular policy focus on electrifying poor and 
mostly rural households may be misguided.  They 
believe that fruitful research directions are likely to 
be:  studying the long-run impacts of residential 
electrification; analysing the interactions between 
electrification and contextual factors; and assessing 
the impacts of electricity access for nonresidential 
consumers (including schools, health centres, and 
businesses).  

There are seven sections in the paper:  Introduction; 
Measuring Access to Electricity; Electrification 
Initiatives and Estimates; Making Sense of Divergent 
Estimates (three subsections); New Experimental 
Evidence on Heterogeneous Treatment Effects; 
Focusing on the Grid; and Discussion.  

There are 47 items in the reference list, with year of 
publication ranging from 1994 to 2020.  Economists 
cited include Hunt Allcott, Joshua Angrist, James 
Heckman, Patrick Kline, and Edward Vytlacil. 

The article can be accessed by subscription to the 
Journal of Economic Perspectives. 
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Regulatory Decisions in 
Australia and New Zealand 

Australia 

Australian Competition and 
Consumer Commission (ACCC) 

ACCC Communications Market Report 2019-
20 Published 

On 11 December 2020 the ACCC published its 
Communications Market Report 2019-20. 

Measuring Broadband Australia – Eleventh 
Report Published 

On 4 December 2020 the ACCC published its 
eleventh report  on download speeds, and its third 
monthly indicators report. 

Virgin Airlines and Alliance Airlines 
Authorisation 

On 19 November 2020 the ACCC granted interim 

authorisation to Virgin Australia and Alliance Airlines 

to cooperate on 41 regional routes and two short-haul 

international routes. 

NBN Wholesale Market Indicators Report 
September Quarter 2020 Published  

On 12 November 2020 the ACCC published  its 

NBN Wholesale Market Indicators Report for the 

September quarter of 2020. 

Container Stevedoring Monitoring Report 
2019-20 Published  

On 4 November 2020 the ACCC released its 

Container Stevedoring Monitoring Report 

2019‐20. 

NBN Access Pricing and Wholesale Service 
Standards Inquiries – Final Report  

On 4 November 2020 the ACCC published the final 

report for its NBN Access Pricing and Wholesale 

Service Standards inquiries. 

Domestic Transmission Capacity Service 
Final Access Determination Inquiry – Final 
Report  

On 23 October 2020 the ACCC published its Final 

Decision on Domestic Transmission Capacity 

Service Final Access Determination Inquiry. 

Inquiry into the National Electricity Market – 
September 2020 Report  

On 19 October 2020 the ACCC published its Inquiry 

into the National Electricity Market September 

2020 Report.  

Mobile Terminating Access Service – Final 
Determination  

On 2 October 2020 the ACCC published its Final 

Determination on the price of the Mobile 

Terminating Access Service (MTAS) to decrease 

from 1.7 to 1.19 cents per minute on 1 January 2021. 

Australian Competition Tribunal 
(ACT) 

No reportable matters listed. 

Australian Energy Market 
Commission (AEMC) 

Electricity Network Economic Regulatory 
Framework Review – Final Report 

On 1 October 2020 the AEMC released the final 

report of the 2020 Electricity network economic 

regulatory framework review. 

Australian Energy Market Operator 
(AEMO) 

2020 WA Gas Statement of Opportunities 
Published 

On 10 December 2020 the AEMO published the 
2020 WA Gas Statement of Opportunities.   

2020 Victorian Annual Planning Report 
Published 

On 12 November 2020 the AEMO published its 

Victorian Annual Planning Report 2020 on 

electricity transmission planning for Victoria. 

Quarterly Energy Dynamics Report Q3 
Published 

On 22 October 2020 the AEMO published its report 

on the Australian energy market during the third 

quarter of 2020. 

Australian Energy Regulator (AER) 

Rate of Return Annual Update Released  

On 2 December 2020 the AER released its Rate of 

Return Annual Update for 2020. 

https://www.accc.gov.au/publications/accc-telecommunications-report/accc-communications-market-report-2019-20
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/broadband-speeds-reach-record-highs-during-the-pandemic
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/virgin-australia-and-alliance-airlines-authorised-to-cooperate-to-support-regional-airline-services
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/virgin-australia-and-alliance-airlines-authorised-to-cooperate-to-support-regional-airline-services
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/more-than-52-million-consumers-now-on-higher-speed-broadband
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/stevedores-revenues-grow-despite-largest-drop-in-container-volumes-in-a-decade
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/stevedores-revenues-grow-despite-largest-drop-in-container-volumes-in-a-decade
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/improved-wholesale-arrangements-benefit-broadband-customers
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/improved-wholesale-arrangements-benefit-broadband-customers
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/prices-for-regulated-transmission-services-set-to-fall
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/prices-for-regulated-transmission-services-set-to-fall
https://www.accc.gov.au/publications/inquiry-into-the-national-electricity-market-september-2020-report
https://www.accc.gov.au/publications/inquiry-into-the-national-electricity-market-september-2020-report
https://www.accc.gov.au/publications/inquiry-into-the-national-electricity-market-september-2020-report
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/price-of-wholesale-mobile-voice-services-to-fall
https://www.accc.gov.au/media-release/price-of-wholesale-mobile-voice-services-to-fall
https://www.aemc.gov.au/news-centre/media-releases/grid-future-review-sets-out-network-economic-regulation-reform
https://www.aemc.gov.au/news-centre/media-releases/grid-future-review-sets-out-network-economic-regulation-reform
https://www.aemc.gov.au/news-centre/media-releases/grid-future-review-sets-out-network-economic-regulation-reform
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/gas/national_planning_and_forecasting/wa_gsoo/2020/2020-wa-gsoo-report.pdf?la=en
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/gas/national_planning_and_forecasting/wa_gsoo/2020/2020-wa-gsoo-report.pdf?la=en
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/electricity/nem/planning_and_forecasting/vapr/2020/2020-vapr.pdf?la=en
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/qed/2020/qed-q3-2020.pdf?la=en
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/qed/2020/qed-q3-2020.pdf?la=en
https://www.aer.gov.au/communication/rate-of-return-annual-update-for-2020-released
https://www.aer.gov.au/communication/rate-of-return-annual-update-for-2020-released
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Annual Retail Markets Report 2019-20 
Released  

On 30 November 2020 the AER released its Annual 

Retail Markets Report for 2019-20. 

Annual Electricity Benchmarking Reports 
Released  

On 27 November 2020 the AER released its annual 

Electricity Network Benchmarking Reports for 

electricity distribution and transmission networks. 

Distribution and Transmission Tariffs for 
Victoria and Albury from 1 January 2021 – 
Approved  

On 20 November 2020 the AER approved the gas 

distribution tariffs proposed by AusNet Services, 

Australian Gas Networks (AGN), and Multinet for 

their Victorian and Albury networks. The AER has 

also approved the gas transmission reference 

tariffs proposed by APA for the Victorian 

Transmission System. 

AusNet Services Cost Pass Through 2019-20 
Bushfire Natural Disaster – Approved 

On 19 November 2020 the AER announced approval 
of expenditure to replace power lines and supporting 
infrastructure destroyed in eastern Victoria 
during the 2019-20 bushfire season. 

Wholesale Markets Quarterly – Q3 2020 

On 12 November 2020 the AER published its report 

on the wholesale gas and electricity markets 

during the third quarter of 2020. 

Value of Distributed Energy Resources 
Report – Released  

On 11 November 2020 the AER released the Value 

of Distributed Energy Resources report produced 

by the CSIRO and CutlerMerz, which recommends a 

method to determine the value of distributed energy 

resources (DER) that can be used by networks in 

investment proposals to integrate DER into the grid. 

National Competition Council 
(NCC) 

Application of Declaration of Certain 
Services in Relation to the Port of Newcastle 
– Revised Draft Recommendation 

On 19 November 2020 the NCC published a 

revised Draft Recommendation addressing matters 

of confidentiality relating to its Draft Recommendation 

that the designated Minister not declare the Service 

at the Port of Newcastle.  

Australian Capital Territory 

Independent Competition and 
Regulatory Commission (ICRC) 

Developments in the Electricity Market – 
Background Paper Published 

On 6 November 2020 the ICRC published a 

background paper on recent developments in the 

electricity industry. 

New South Wales 

Independent Pricing and 
Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) 

Review of the Distribution Reliability 
Standards – Draft Report 

On 22 October 2020 the IPART published draft 

recommendations of changes to the reliability 

standards for NSW electricity providers.  

Northern Territory 

Utilities Commission 

Annual Report to the Minister on Material 
Instances of Non-Compliance Port of Darwin 
2020 – Tabled 

On 13 November 2020 the Utility Commission 
published its 2020 Annual Report to the Minister 
on Material Instances of Non-Compliance. 

Ports Price Monitoring Report – Published  

On 27 October 2020 the Utilities Commission 

published its second price monitoring report for 

the Port of Darwin. 

Queensland 

Queensland Competition Authority 
(QCA) 

Supplementary Regulated Retail Electricity 
Tariffs for Regional Queensland 2020-21 – 
Final Determination  

On 16 October 2020 the QCA released its final 

determination of supplementary regulated retail 

electricity tariffs for regional Queensland to apply in 

2020–21. 

https://www.aer.gov.au/news-release/aer-report-reveals-rise-in-energy-debt-for-small-business-and-households
https://www.aer.gov.au/news-release/aer-report-reveals-rise-in-energy-debt-for-small-business-and-households
https://www.aer.gov.au/communication/annual-electricity-network-benchmarking-reports-released
https://www.aer.gov.au/communication/annual-electricity-network-benchmarking-reports-released
https://www.aer.gov.au/communication/aer-approves-new-distribution-and-transmission-tariffs-for-victoria-and-albury-gas-customers-from-1-january-2021
https://www.aer.gov.au/communication/aer-approves-new-distribution-and-transmission-tariffs-for-victoria-and-albury-gas-customers-from-1-january-2021
https://www.aer.gov.au/news-release/aer-approves-ausnet-bushfire-replacement-costs
https://www.aer.gov.au/news-release/aer-approves-ausnet-bushfire-replacement-costs
https://www.aer.gov.au/news-release/low-wholesale-gas-and-electricity-prices-continue
https://www.aer.gov.au/news-release/low-wholesale-gas-and-electricity-prices-continue
https://www.aer.gov.au/communication/aer-releases-value-of-distributed-energy-resources-report
https://www.aer.gov.au/communication/aer-releases-value-of-distributed-energy-resources-report
https://ncc.gov.au/application/application-for-declaration-of-certain-services-in-relation-to-the-port-of-newcastle/3
https://ncc.gov.au/application/application-for-declaration-of-certain-services-in-relation-to-the-port-of-newcastle/3
https://www.icrc.act.gov.au/energy/review-of-the-form-of-electricity-price-control
https://www.icrc.act.gov.au/energy/review-of-the-form-of-electricity-price-control
https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/Home/Industries/Energy/Reviews/Electricity/Electricity-Distribution-Reliability-Standards-2020/22-Oct-2020-Media-Release-Draft-Report/Media-Release-Electricity-Distribution-Reliability-Standards-October-2020
https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/Home/Industries/Energy/Reviews/Electricity/Electricity-Distribution-Reliability-Standards-2020/22-Oct-2020-Media-Release-Draft-Report/Media-Release-Electricity-Distribution-Reliability-Standards-October-2020
https://utilicom.nt.gov.au/news/2020/2020-annual-report-to-the-minister-on-material-instances-of-non-compliance-port-of-darwin
https://utilicom.nt.gov.au/news/2020/2020-annual-report-to-the-minister-on-material-instances-of-non-compliance-port-of-darwin
https://utilicom.nt.gov.au/news/2020/2020-ports-price-monitoring-report
https://utilicom.nt.gov.au/news/2020/2020-ports-price-monitoring-report
https://www.qca.org.au/supplementary-regulated-retail-electricity-tariffs-for-regional-queensland-in-2020-21/
https://www.qca.org.au/supplementary-regulated-retail-electricity-tariffs-for-regional-queensland-in-2020-21/
https://www.qca.org.au/supplementary-regulated-retail-electricity-tariffs-for-regional-queensland-in-2020-21/
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South Australia 

Essential Services Commission of 
South Australia (ESCOSA) 

Regulatory Performance Reports 2019-20 for 
Australian Gas Networks and ElectraNet 
Released  

On 8 December 2020 the ESCOSA released its 

Regulatory Performance Reports for 2019-22 for 

Australian Gas Networks and ElectraNet. 

SA Power Networks – Operational 
Performance Statistics  

On 29 October 2020 the ESCOSA published the 

quarterly statistics on SA Power Networks’ 

operational performance against the annual service 

standard targets and other indicators.  

SA Water – Operational Performance 
Statistics  

On 28 October 2020 the ESCOSA published the 

quarterly statistics on government-owned SA 

Water’s operational performance against annual 

service standard targets and other indicators. 

Ports Price Monitoring Report 2020 – 
Published  

On 23 October 2020 the ESCOSA released the 2020 

Ports Price Monitoring Report, providing 

information on price movements for Essential 

Maritime Services and pilotage services across six of 

Flinders Ports' commercial ports. 

Tasmania 

Office of the Tasmanian Economic 
Regulator (OTTER) 

No reportable matters listed. 

Victoria 

Essential Services Commission 
(ESC) 

Victorian Electricity Default Offer Price 2021 
– Final Determination  

On 27 November 2020 the ESC released its final 

decision that the Victorian Default Offer on 

electricity will decrease by 10 per cent for 

households, and 14 per cent for small businesses, 

from 1 January 2021. 

Performance of Victoria’s Water Businesses 
Against their Own Commitments to 
Customers – Outcomes Report 

On 20 October 2020 the ESC released a report on 

how water businesses were delivering to 

customers against their own promises. 

Port of Melbourne Market Rent Inquiry 2020 – 
Final Report 

On 14 October 2020 the ESC published the findings 

of its first inquiry examining the Port of 

Melbourne's contractual arrangements, covering 

the period 1 November 2016 to 31 October 2019. 

Further inquiries are anticipated at least every five 

years, as required by the Port Management Act. 

Western Australia 

Economic Regulation Authority 
(ERA) 

Water Supply, Sewerage and Irrigation Data 
2015 to 2020 Published 

On 7 December 2020 the ERA published its Report 
on Water Sewerage and Irrigation Performance 

Data for 2015 to 2020. 

Mid-West and South-West Gas Distribution 
Systems Reference Tariff Variation 1 January 
2021 – Not Approved 

On 3 December 2020 the ERA announced it had not 

approved the Reference Tariff Variation for the Mid-

West and South-West Gas Distribution Systems. 

Energy Distributors Annual Data Report and 
Data 2019-20 Published 

On 30 November 2020 the ERA published its Annual 
Data Report and Data 2019-20 for Energy 

Distributors. 

Goldfields Gas Pipeline – Reference Tariff 
Variation 1 January 2021 

On 25 November 2020 the ERA announced its 

approval of an annual reference tariff variation for 

the Goldfields Gas Pipeline, effective from 1 

January 2021.  

Wholesale Electricity Market Report 2020 – 
Publication 

On 1 October 2020, the ERA released the findings 

of its review of the Wholesale Electricity Market from 

July 2018 to December 2019. 

https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/news/energy-news/dec20-news-2020-en-rpr-2019-20
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/news/electricity-news/oct-20-news-2020-e-sapn-ops
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/news/electricity-news/oct-20-news-2020-e-sapn-ops
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/news/water-news/oct20-news-2020-w-saw-ops
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/news/water-news/oct20-news-2020-w-saw-ops
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/news/ports-news/oct20-news-2020-p-pmr-2020
https://www.escosa.sa.gov.au/news/ports-news/oct20-news-2020-p-pmr-2020
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media-centre/victorians-save-default-electricity-price
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media-centre/victorians-save-default-electricity-price
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media-centre/water-businesses-delivering-customers-challenging-year
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media-centre/water-businesses-delivering-customers-challenging-year
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/media-centre/water-businesses-delivering-customers-challenging-year
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/transport/port-melbourne/port-melbourne-reviews/port-melbourne-market-rent-inquiry-2020
https://www.esc.vic.gov.au/transport/port-melbourne/port-melbourne-reviews/port-melbourne-market-rent-inquiry-2020
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21619/2/Notice---Publication-of-Water-Sewerage-and-Irrigation-Performance-Data---2015-to-2020.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21619/2/Notice---Publication-of-Water-Sewerage-and-Irrigation-Performance-Data---2015-to-2020.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21619/2/Notice---Publication-of-Water-Sewerage-and-Irrigation-Performance-Data---2015-to-2020.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21614/2/GDS---ATCO---AA5---Annual-Reference-Tari-ATCO-tariff-variation-proposal-to-not-approve-haulage-reference-service-tariffs.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21614/2/GDS---ATCO---AA5---Annual-Reference-Tari-ATCO-tariff-variation-proposal-to-not-approve-haulage-reference-service-tariffs.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21586/2/Notice---Annual-data-report-and-data-2019-20---Energy-distributors.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21586/2/Notice---Annual-data-report-and-data-2019-20---Energy-distributors.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21586/2/Notice---Annual-data-report-and-data-2019-20---Energy-distributors.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21583/2/Notice---Goldfields-Gas-Pipeline---Reference-Tariff-Variation---1-January-2021.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21583/2/Notice---Goldfields-Gas-Pipeline---Reference-Tariff-Variation---1-January-2021.pdf
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21468/2/WEM-Report---Final---2020-v4.1-Redacted-further-for-Publication.PDF
https://www.erawa.com.au/cproot/21468/2/WEM-Report---Final---2020-v4.1-Redacted-further-for-Publication.PDF
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New Zealand 

New Zealand Commerce 
Commission (NZCC) 

Copper Withdrawal Code Finalised 

On 10 December 2020 the NZCC announced that it 

had finalised its Copper Withdrawal Code that 

sets out the requirements that Chorus must meet 

before it can stop providing copper-based 

telecommunications services. 

Telecommunications Development Levy 
Allocations – Final Determination 

On 3 December 2020 the NZCC published its Final 

Decision on the allocations of payments for the 

Telecommunications Development Levy. 

Wellington Electricity’s Allowable Revenue – 
Final Decision 

On 26 November 2020 the NZCC published its Final 

Decision on Wellington Electricity's Allowable 

Revenue from April 2021. 

Valuing the Financial Loss of Fibre Networks 
– Final Decision 

On 3 November 2020 the NZCC published its Final 

Decision on the approach to valuing the financial 

loss of fibre networks, using discounted cash flow 

rather than the building block model.  

Fibre Fixed-Line Access Services Input 
Methodologies – First Set of Final Decisions 
Published 

On 13 October 2020 the NZCC published the first 

set of Final Decisions on Fibre Fixed-Line Access 

Services Input Methodologies.  
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https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/commission-finalises-consumer-protections-for-withdrawal-of-copper-phone-and-broadband-services-by-chorus
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/commission-finalises-consumer-protections-for-withdrawal-of-copper-phone-and-broadband-services-by-chorus
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/final-decision-on-allocation-of-$10-million-telecommunications-development-levy
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/final-decision-on-allocation-of-$10-million-telecommunications-development-levy
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/commerce-commission-finalises-wellington-electricitys-allowable-revenue-from-april-2021
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/commerce-commission-finalises-wellington-electricitys-allowable-revenue-from-april-2021
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/commission-completes-input-methodologies-by-finalising-approach-to-valuing-fibre-providers-financial-loss
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/commission-completes-input-methodologies-by-finalising-approach-to-valuing-fibre-providers-financial-loss
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/commission-releases-rules-to-safeguard-consumers-of-fibre-broadband
https://comcom.govt.nz/news-and-media/media-releases/2020/commission-releases-rules-to-safeguard-consumers-of-fibre-broadband
mailto:Robert.Albon@accc.gov.au
mailto:Genevieve.Pound@accc.gov.au

