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Executive Summary

The Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) recently published
its Draft Determination1 on the ‘Network and Distributed Resources’ National
Electricity Code (the Code) change package. TransEnergie Australia Pty Ltd
(TransEnergie) has assessed the Code changes against the Code objective of the
‘promotion of competition in upstream and downstream markets and promotion of
competition in the provision of network services where economically feasible’. The
conclusion is that the Code changes are inconsistent with that objective.

The proposed Code changes demonstrate a move back towards the central planning of
networks, instead of a further move towards the extension of  the framework by which
market participants can respond to market price signals. In that case the proposed
Code changes are at odds with the ACCC’s previous support for a framework in
which2 ‘the transmission network should provide effective market signals for use of
existing network facilities [and] network augmentation or investment in alternatives in
congested parts of the network’.  Further, the absence of appropriate checks and
balances combined with information asymmetry will only further serve to worsen the
ability of non-regulated options (whether demand, generation or market network
service) to compete effectively with regulated options proposed by Network Service
Providers.  

TransEnergie understands that Network Service Providers have reliability obligations
under the Code and through jurisdictional legislation, and it is important to ensure that
Network Service Providers are able to meet their obligations. However, it also needs
to be recognized that such reliability obligations can be met through competitive
market responses. What is required is a framework whereby Network Service
Providers are able to meet their responsibilities should the competitive market not
respond, not a framework that enables Network Service Providers to ride rough shod
over the competitive market. 

 

                                                          
1 ‘Network and Distributed Resources’, Draft Determination, 20 August 2001
2 ‘Network Pricing and market network service providers’ Draft Determination, 12 December 2000
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1.0 Introduction
In October 2000 the National Electricity Code Administrator (NECA) published a
package of draft National Electricity Code (the Code) change proposals titled
‘Network and Distributed Resources Package’. The Code change proposals were a
continuation of a consultation initiated in May 2000. TransÉnergie Australia
(TransÉnergie) made submissions to the May consultation and a later round of NECA
consultations in October 2000. The Code Change Panel’s recommendations were
submitted to the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) on 21
December 2000.  

In January 2001, the ACCC initiated its statutory consultation and called for
submissions from interested parties by 12 February 2001.  TransEnergie provided a
submission to the ACCC concentrating primarily on those issues raised in both
previous submissions to NECA which TransÉnergie considered had still not been
adequately addressed.  Following the ACCC’s consideration of submissions, a Draft
Determination was released on 20 August 2001.  Although TransÉnergie considered
the ACCC had appropriately amended various aspects of the proposed Code changes,
a number of essential concerns remained.  On this basis, TransÉnergie exercised the
option to request the ACCC to hold a pre-determination conference in relation to the
Draft Determination.  The pre-determination conference was held on 13 September
2001 and further submissions to the ACCC requested by 28 September 2001.  

This submission represents a formal submission of the issues raised by TransÉnergie
in its presentation to the pre-determination conference.  TransÉnergie’s concerns are
significant to the extent that, in TransÉnergie’s opinion, the proposed changes will be
detrimental to the NEM and, in fact, contrary to the objectives of the National
Electricity Code (NEC), representing a retrograde move backwards towards the
ineffective central planning of networks and away from the path of efficiency-based
competitive market solutions.  

This submission is structured to provide comments of critical importance directly to
each of the three principal component chapters of the ACCC’s Draft Determination.
It also includes a separate discussion on the importance of maintaining the key
independent role currently carried out by the IRPC subject to some revisions to clause
5.6.6(b).  Furthermore, following the discussions at the pre-determination conference
centered on the potential implications of the proposed Code changes on TNSP’s
obligations to maintain reliability standards, this submission also includes some
comments on this topic, including a summary overview of relevant issues being
debated in overseas markets.

2.0 Institutional Roles and Procedures 
The Code changes as submitted by the National Electricity Code Administrator
(NECA) to the ACCC proposed changes to the roles and responsibilities of the
Transmission Network Service Providers (TNSPs) and the Inter-regional Planning
Committee (IRPC) in relation to the planning and approval of new transmission
investments. Briefly, NECA proposed that:
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• The responsibility for determining whether a proposed regulator interconnector
satisfied the Regulatory Test would be transferred from the IRPC to the proponent
TNSP. 

• In its new role the IRPC would only perform a technical assessment if so
requested by TNSPs. The IRPC would be required to prepare guidelines for what
constituted a ‘material impact’ and ‘a reliability augmentation’. 

• The ACCC would determine whether a new ‘large’ network investment satisfied
the Regulatory Test only when:

o an investment was ‘voluntarily’ submitted by a proponent TNSP, or

o an investment remained in dispute after the publication of the TNSP’s final
report on the application of the Regulatory Test.

In its Draft Determination the ACCC:

• deleted the option for a proponent TNSP to voluntarily submit a project,

• recognized the potential for TNSPs to misuse their monopoly position to the
detriment of other options eg generation and demand side, and

• was interested in how the proposed changes delivered a streamlined but
transparent process that ensured efficient network development. 

In order to encourage transparent and objective decision-making by TNSPs the ACCC
placed a reliance on the proposed Dispute Resolution Process (DRP), greater
information disclosure and more explicit consultation requirements. 

TransEnergie agrees with the ACCC that the option for a proponent to voluntarily
submit a project should be deleted. However, TransEnergie does not agree with the
ACCC that the DRP and the greater information disclosure and more explicit
consultation requirements are sufficient to encourage a transparent process. 

Firstly, TransEnergie considers that the proposed Code changes place an undue
reliance on dispute resolution and therefore confrontation. A non-confrontational and
consultative process is more appropriate. The preferred approach is for an
independent party (and given its role as economic regulator the ACCC is the natural
choice), to perform a review once a TNSP publishes its augmentation report. The
advantages of this approach are as follows:

• The market participants whom the ACCC represents and who after all will end up
funding the investment through their TUoS payments, can have a greater degree of
comfort regarding the accuracy of the data and assumptions employed in the
application of the Regulatory Test.

• The onus should be on the TNSPs to prove their case to the economic regulator,
rather than market participants to disprove the TNSP’s case. 

Secondly, TransEnergie considers that the publishing of an application notice is not
sufficient to correct the information asymmetry between TNSPs and others. In
addition, the review and analysis of an augmentation report is detailed, complicated
and time consuming. In fact in many cases individual market participants would not
have the specialized expertise and time required to perform a detailed review.  
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Thirdly, TransEnergie considers that the proposed approach places insufficient checks
and balances on proponent TNSPs. 

TransEnergie’s preferred approach is therefore that the ACCC as economic regulator
should perform its own Regulatory Test assessment based on input consisting of the
TNSP’s augmentation report plus other information, data and assumptions developed
collectively by individual market participants through an ACCC led consultative
process. 

TransEnergie considers that a technical assessment should be compulsory, not just
performed at the request of the TNSPs. This issue is further discussed in Section 5.0

3.0  Framework for Regulated New Investments 
The Code changes as submitted by NECA to the ACCC proposed a framework for
‘small’ and ‘large’ network investments, with subcategories for:

• reliability investments,

• investments fully funded by market participants, and

• non-reliability investments

Note that a Regulatory Test decision by a TNSP for a reliability investment could not
be disputed. 

In its Draft Determination the ACCC:

• was concerned that the proposed framework could lead to the incorrect
classification of  projects as reliability investments,

• considered that TNSPs would be held accountable for any Regulatory Test
determination through the DRP or at the time of the regulatory review, and 

• ruled that:

o reliability investments should be made on a ‘least cost’ basis, whereas all
other investments should be based on ‘market benefits’, and

o jurisdictional regulators should not be able to review the threshold between
‘small’ and ‘large’ network investments.

TransEnergie agrees with the ACCC that the inability to dispute the Regulatory Test
decision on a reliability investment could lead to the incorrect classification of
projects in that category. 

TransEnergie has already commented that it considers the undue reliance on the DRP
as being inappropriate. TransEnergie also considers that the TNSP will be held
accountable at the time of the  ACCC’s regulatory review as ‘too little too late’,
because the market will have already have been distorted through inappropriate
regulated investments. The emphasis should be on preventing inappropriate regulated
investments rather than punishing them after the event. 
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4.0 Consultation and Dispute Resolution Processes
The Code changes as submitted by NECA to the ACCC proposed that:

• The contents of a TNSP’s final report could only be disputed with respect to:
o the network alternatives considered,
o whether there was any material inter-network impact, and
o how a proposal satisfied the Regulatory Test.

• The DRP could only review factual matters, not whether an investment satisfied
the Regulatory Test,

• Disputes could not be raised for ‘reliability’ augmentations,
• Disputes needed to be ‘valid’ and not ‘vexatious’ (without providing any

definitions), and
• Limited the ACCC to consider only information in the TNSP’s augmentation

report.

In its Draft Determination the ACCC:

• Decided that a TNSP’s decision regarding a reliability augmentation should be
open to dispute,

• Provided a definition of a ‘valid’ dispute as one received within 30 business days
of publication of an application on the NEMMCO web site,

• Extended the time frame within which the ACCC was required to make a decision
from 90 to 120 days, and

• Decided that the ACCC should be free to consider information outside the TNSP’s
augmentation report in assessing an augmentation i.e. the ACCC should be able to
consider any information that it considered relevant.

TransEnergie agrees with the ACCC that:

• Reliability augmentations should be open to DRP, and

• The ACCC should be able to consider any information that it considers relevant in
assessing an augmentation.

5.0 The Role of the IRPC
The Code changes proposed by NECA remove the role of the IRPC as technical
coordinator for new interconnectors and market network services.

Regarding market network services, the Code changes would require the proponent to
obtain information for technical network studies from potentially affected TNSPs,
even TNSPs who might be in direct competition with the proponent. TransEnergie
considers that this arrangement is unworkable.  TransEnergie has experienced
considerable difficulties in obtaining network data from TNSPs even with the
assistance of NEMMCO and other IRPC members. Without this assistance,
TransEnergie considers that it would be virtually impossible to obtain the information,
especially given the potential conflicts of interest. TransEnergie considers that the
IRPC should be required to perform a technical assessment of all new market network
services. 
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That the IRPC should be required to perform a technical assessment of all new
interconnectors also reflects that impacts associated with new interconnectors may
not be localized. For example, the QNI interconnection between New South Wales
and Queensland impacted on the Snowy – Victoria and Victoria – South Australian
interconnectors. Studies limited to just the involvement of Transgrid and Powerlink
Queensland would not have identified these wide spread impacts. 

The requirement for the IRPC to perform a technical assessment should be mandatory,
with suggested wording similar to the existing Clause 5.6.6(b) viz

‘For the purposes of maintaining levels of service and quality of supply to
existing Code Participants in accordance with this Code, the Inter-
regional Planning Committee must undertake a review of all applications
to establish new interconnectors in order to assess the application to
connect and determine:

(1) the performance requirements for the equipment to be connected; 

(2) the extent of augmentations and changes to all affected networks;

(3) the possible material effect of this new connection on the network
power transfer capability including that of other networks.’

Note that TransEnergie considers that only a technical assessment should be
mandatory. TransEnergie agrees that the IRPC should not be required to perform an
economic assessment – an economic assessment should be peformed by the ACCC in
its role as the economic regulator.  

6.0 Maintaining Reliability Levels
TNSP’s have obligations to meet minimum performance standards set out in both
Schedule 5.1 of the Code and the relevant legislation or regulations of a participating
jurisdiction. TransEnergie considers that the Code changes need to provide
mechanisms that enable TNSPs to meet these obligations while at the same time not
pre-empting competitive market responses. What is required is a framework that
enables TNSPs to meet their obligations should the competitive market fail to deliver.  

TransEnergie has previously proposed a framework whereby a TNSP provides a
development schedule for its preferred augmentation, as well as the time that a
particular augmentation is required to be in-service. This information would enable
the ACCC to determine the latest date by which regulatory approval should be granted
should no competitive market options come forward.

TransEnergie also considers that TNSPs have the potential to game the competitive
market through proposing regulated augmentations, with the SNI project being the
prime example   viz

• SNI was first proposed in 1996,
• SNI failed the Customer Benefits, so the NSW jurisdiction forced a rule change,
• SNI was again proposed after the rule change was complete, and
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• An independent assessment by Transgrid’s consultant showed that SNI would not
pass the Regulatory Test, so the project scope was changed,

Progress after 5 years is that SNI does not have a route, does not have any
environmental permits etc. It is difficult to believe that the uncertainty regarding SNI
has not adversely impacted on non-regulated investments in the South Australian
electricity market. Investors need certainty regarding future regulated investments.
Market investors deserve to know how their investments could be undermined or
enhanced by new regulated investments. 

Safeguards need to be implemented which ensure that any streamlined proposals for
new regulated investments do not further enhance the potential for TNSP gaming, to
the detriment of the competitive market. For example, the ACCC should require
TNSPs to prove the credibility of their proposed regulated investments through
selecting and permitting a route and completing the project design to prove project
feasibility. Reasonable costs associated with reasonable projects which do not
proceed, because of competitive market responses, should be able to be recovered
through a component of TUoS.

6.1 Overseas Experience
TransEnergie notes that the issues that are the focus of the proposed Code changes are
not unique to Australia. Rather, such issues have recently undergone debate in the
United States of America. This section attempts to provide a summary of some of the
issues that are particularly relevant to the present Australian debate.

In the context of the ACCC determination for the Network and Distributed Resources
package, there are, at the very minimum, at least two key points central to the US
current debate which are relevant:

• The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)’s requirement that
transmission planning and expansion be conducted by Regional Transmission
Organisations, with no control by any market participants (including the
transmission owners, who are generally equivalent to TNSPs in Australia); and

• FERC’s commitment to include market-based transmission projects (generally
equivalent to market network services in Australia) in the overall transmission
planning and expansion process.

6.1.1 Background: Order 2000 and Regional Transmission Organisations
On 20 December 1999, the United Sates of America FERC issued Order 20003 in
which it outlined a requirement for all jurisdictional utilities in the US to join a
Regional Transmission Organisation (RTO).  An RTO assumes many of the roles and
responsibilities related to assuring reliability while facilitating competitive wholesale
electricity markets.  The basic requirements of an RTO were initially set out in Order
2000.  A number of the mandatory (minimum) functions for an RTO are as
reproduced below:

                                                          
3 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket no. RM99-2-00; Order No. 2000, Regional Transmission

Organisations, issued December 20, 1999.  A complete set of FERC issuances related to the Order 2000 can be
downloaded from FERC’s website (http://www.ferc.gov/news/rules/pages/order2000.htm).
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‘In the NOPR, 4 we proposed seven minimum functions that an RTO must perform.  In
general, we proposed that an RTO must:
(1) administer its own tariff and employ a transmission pricing system that will

promote efficient use and expansion of transmission and generation facilities;
(2) create market mechanisms to manage transmission congestion;
…
(7) plan and coordinate necessary transmission additions and upgrades.
We basically affirm these seven functions with the clarifications and revisions as
noted
below. In addition, we have added interregional coordination as an eighth minimum
function, as discussed below.

5
’

The FERC expanded its meaning with respect to function 7 at a later point in Order
2000:

‘We reaffirm the NOPR proposal that the RTO must have ultimate responsibility for
both transmission planning and expansion within its region that will enable it to
provide efficient, reliable and non-discriminatory service and coordinate such efforts
with the appropriate state authorities. In carrying out this overall responsibility, the
Commission has concluded that the NOPR's three separate requirements for RTO
planning and expansion must also be satisfied or, in the alternative, the RTO must
demonstrate that an alternative proposal is consistent with or superior to these three
requirements.  Specifically, an RTO must satisfy the requirement to: (1) encourage
market-motivated operating and investment actions for preventing and relieving
congestion; (2) accommodate efforts by state regulatory commissions to create multi-
state agreements to review and approve new transmission facilities, coordinated with
programs of existing Regional Transmission Groups (RTGs) where necessary; and (3)
file a plan with the Commission with specified milestones that will ensure that it meets
the overall planning and expansion requirement no later than three years after initial
operation, if the RTO is unable to satisfy this requirement when it commences
operation.

6
’

Note that on 12 July 2001, the FERC ordered prospective RTOs in the US to attempt
to merge into only four RTOs (one in the western US, one in the southeastern portion
of the US, one in the Midwest, and one in the northeastern US).  

6.1.2 Transmission Planning and Expansion
Since the issuance of Order 2000, RTO filings have been made for three regional
electricity markets in the northeastern US (New York, New England and PJM).  As
required by the FERC, each of these filings has included proposed provisions for
transmission planning and expansion.7 

The ACCC is encouraged to review the RTO filings for these three regions as they
reflect the debate within regions that already have functional spot markets for
electricity.  Most other regions of the US do not yet have functional spot markets, so

                                                          
4     “NOPR” stands for “Notice of Proposed Rulemaking”
5 Reference to note 2 above (pages 323-324).
6 Reference to note 2 above (pages 485-486).
7 New England (RT01-86, RT01-94, EL00-62), New York (RT01-95) and PJM (RT01-2).  Each region may also

have other dockets or subdockets on specific issues, or on other market issues, since each region operates a
“pre-RTO” electricity market, with several outstanding dockets in these areas.
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many of the primary issues in those other regions are associated with market
formation and implementation.  

However, two other FERC RTO filings may also be of interest to the ACCC:

• GridSouth8 - a group of electric utilities and other market participants in the
southeastern US that are discussing the formation of an RTO and associated
electricity market in this geographic area; and

• The Alliance RTO9 (a prospective RTO in the Midwest).  

6.1.2.1 New England 
On 13 June 2001, the FERC issued an order in docket EL00-62 (specifically, in the
subdocket EL00-62-004) regarding certain aspects of the transmission planning
proposal previously suggested by several of the transmission-owning utilities in New
England (all of whom have divested almost all of their generation).  In a previous
order dated 28 June 2000, the FERC had rejected portions of the proposed
transmission planning and expansions process that would have allowed the
transmission owners to retain substantial control over the transmission planning
process.  In the 13 June 2001 order, the FERC upheld its prior decision to eliminate
the transmission owners control over the planning process:

‘We deny clarification of our determination that transmission owners should not
have a decisional role in transmission planning.  Under ISO-NE's proposed
transmission planning process, ISO-NE and the transmission owners would have
jointly developed and later expanded a regional transmission plan, and determined
which upgrades would qualify as reliability upgrades and receive pool support.  In
the June 28 Order we stated that under this proposed structure, transmission owners
would have both the ability and the incentive to bias ISO-NE's transmission
planning process in favor of their competitive interests.  Thus, we found ISO-NE's
planning process by its own terms to be not just and reasonable, and we directed
ISO-NE to eliminate the transmission owners' control over the planning process, as
is the case in PJM.10’

Hence, the FERC determined that the transmission planning and expansion process
that had been proposed in New England allowed the transmission owners to retain too
much control of that process.11,12

Additional information on other transmission planning and expansion issues can be
found on pages 14 through 23 of the FERC’s 13 June 2001 order (and in the original
28 June 2000 order) in this docket (EL00-62).  Note that the FERC issued another
order in the New England RTO dockets (RT01-86 & RT01-94) on 12 July 2001,

                                                          
8 FERC Docket No. RT01-74.
9 FERC Docket No. RT01-88.
10 Page 15 of the 13 June 2001 FERC order (docket EL00-62). 
11 Additional information on other transmission planning and expansion issues can be found on pages 14 through

23 of the FERC’s 13 June 2001 order (and in the original 28 June 2000 order) (docket EL00-62). 
12 The FERC also issued another order in the New England RTO dockets (RT01-86 & RT01-94) on 12 July

2001, which gives some additional insight into the FERC’s thinking regarding transmission planning and
expansion processes in New England.
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which also gives some additional insight into the FERC’s thinking regarding
transmission planning and expansion processes in New England.

6.1.2.2 New York
Pages 33 through 40 of FERC’s order dated 12 July 2001 summarize the various
submissions made to the FERC regarding the proposed process for transmission
planning and expansion in the New York Independent System Operator (“NYISO”)
regional area, and the FERC’s response to those submissions.  In particular, pages 39
and 40 summarize the FERC findings, including the FERC’s concerns that the
proposed transmission planning and expansion process provided too much control by
the transmission owners.

6.1.2.3 GridSouth
On 14 March 2001, the FERC issued an order in the GridSouth RTO proceeding.  In
that order, the FERC rejected the contention of the utilities proposing GridSouth (the
“Applicants”) that the transmission owners need to control the transmission planning
and expansion process as it related to the transmission owners’ obligations to serve
native load in their franchise areas:

‘A number of intervenors object to section 3.1 of the Planning Protocol which states
that "Transmission owners will continue to be responsible for planning their systems
to serve their native load customers."  Joint Protestors argue that one portion of an
integrated transmission network cannot be planned by GridSouth and other portions
planned by the transmission owners.  We are also concerned with  potential
discrimination by transmission owners acting in their self-interest (as well as
possible conflicts that could may arise) when different transmission entities that also
own generation plan separate portions of the integrated transmission grid.  Order No.
2000 requires that the RTO have ultimate responsibility for transmission planning
within its region.  While we are mindful of the obligation transmission owners have
to serve their native load, a primary purpose for establishing RTOs is to have all
regional transmission facilities placed within the control of an RTO, including the
planning and expansion of the grid.  Transmission plans for native load must be an
integral part of the regional plan to eliminate the possibility for undue discrimination
and potential conflicts that may reduce reliability.  Accordingly, we will require the
GridSouth Applicants to modify the Planning Protocol in the OATT by deleting the
sentence in section 3.1 referenced above and further clarifying that all transmission
planning whether to serve native load or other load will be under the authority of
GridSouth.  Of course, GridSouth should accommodate native load planning and
work in concert with the transmission owners, as well as state regulatory
commissions, as Order No. 2000 dictates.13’

Page 60 of the 14 March 2001 order also discusses the FERC’s requirement that
GridSouth should use competitive solicitations for transmission expansion and
upgrades and consider the cost, quality and timing aspects of proposals submitted by
all interested entities.

Some of the parties to the GridSouth RTO proceeding in docket RT01-74 requested
that the FERC reconsider its 14 March 2001 order.  On 30 May 2001, the FERC
issued its order on those requests for rehearing.  Pages 17 through 19 discuss the
FERC’s decision to uphold its original decisions regarding the need for all

                                                          
13 Page 59 of the 14 March 2001 FERC order (docket RT01-74-000).
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transmission planning to be performed by the independent RTO body (GridSouth),
rather than having planning split between GridSouth and the transmission owners in
the region.

‘We deny the Applicants' request for  rehearing.  Order No. 2000 held that an RTO
must have control of transmission planning in order to design a regional grid which
maximizes efficiency and optimizes needed infrastructure investment.  There is no
reason to believe transmission planning for native load will be jeopardized in any
way when all transmission facilities are placed under the sole control and authority
of GridSouth.  The Applicants have not even asserted that transmission planning for
retail native load will be adversely affected if GridSouth, rather than the Applicants,
controls the planning process.  Indeed, transmission planning for native load is an
integral and critical part of the regional transmission plan.  GridSouth will clearly
need to work closely with both the transmission owners and the state commissions in
formulating regional transmission plans and accommodate the demand placed on
transmission by native load.14’

Of course, these RTO orders are only some of the orders issued by the FERC
regarding transmission planning and expansion in the US.  TransÉnergie would be
pleased to provide additional information and commentary on any of other RTO
dockets in the US, should the ACCC wish such information.

6.2 Lessons from Overseas Experience
TransEnergie considers that the following lessons can be learned from the examples
of overseas experience presented in this discussion paper. These include:

• The debates presently taking place within Australia regarding the role of TNSPs
are not unique to Australia,

• Other regulators are concerned about the potential for TNSPs to misuse their
monopoly positions, and

• Frameworks can be developed which cater for the reliability obligations imposed
on TNSPs, while at the same time allowing free reign of competitive market
forces. 

7.0 Transitional Issues
TransÉnergie is of the firm view that the Code changes should not be retrospective in
regards to projects or new network investments proposed under the existing planning
arrangements, and particularly those already in the process of being assessed under
the current Code provisions.  TransÉnergie therefore fully supports the ACCC’s C3.2,
C3.3 and C3.4 conditions of authorization to clarify what network augmentations will
be subject to the new planning requirements.

                                                          
14 Page 19 (approximately) of the May 30, 2001 FERC order in docket RT01-74-000.
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8.0 Recommendations
TransEnergie recommends that the Code changes should not be approved in their
present format. TransEnergie considers that:

• A framework is required that recognizes TNSP’s reliability and service
obligations but which also is consistent with the market objectives and principals
i.e. with an emphasis on competitive market outcomes.

• The ACCC should play a more active role consistent with its responsibilities as
economic regulator. TransEnergie’s preferred framework is as follows:

o TNSPs to provide an augmentation report direct to the ACCC,

o The ACCC should perform an independent economic assessment of an
augmentation on behalf of the market participants that it represents. The
economic assessment should use the TNSP augmentation report as input,
together with inputs from other parties obtained through consultative
processes.  

• The IRPC should be required to perform a technical assessment for all new
applications to connect that involve interconnectors between regions.

• The IRPC should be required to perform a technical assessment for all new market
network services.

• TNSPs should be required to prove the technical and environmental viability of
proposed projects.

• Approvals for all reliability augmentations should be delayed as late as possible
consistent with the required in-service date and the TNSP’s proposed construction
schedule. 

• In considering the most efficient options for a regulatory framework related to
network planning and investment in the NEM, the ACCC should look to
appropriate developments and debates currently taking place in relevant overseas
markets, such as the US. 
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