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1. Executive Summary  
1. The Electricity Authority's proposals aim to support New Zealand's decarbonisation and promote the efficient 

adoption of renewable energy sources. Electrification is a key enabler of a low-emissions economy therefore timely 
and efficient new and upgraded connections to electricity networks are critical. 

2. New Zealand is already experiencing a rapid increase in Distributed Generation (DG) connections and an increase 
in access seekers wanting to connect to networks, upgrade their existing connections or seek non-traditional 
solutions. This increase in connection activity, along with feedback the Authority has received from applicants 
regarding EDB connection practices, has highlighted several barriers to new and upgraded connections. 

3. We agree that the Code requirements for connecting to distribution networks need to evolve to keep pace with 
New Zealand’s changing electricity needs. We support the Authority's goal of making the connection process 
easier, faster, more equitable, and consistent across distribution networks. 

4. The Authority has taken a thorough approach to developing these proposals, including engagement with access 
seekers, the establishment of an industry technical group, and collaboration with industry organisations such as 
Electricity Networks Aotearoa (ENA) and the Electricity Engineers’ Association (EEA). We appreciate this level of 
upfront effort, as it provides a solid foundation of evidence for stakeholders to consider and supports a robust 
consultation process. 

5. We support the intent of the Authority and agree we need to move quickly and focus on implementing a number 
of “fast track” measures. However, due to the pace in which the Authority is rolling these out without an adequate 
assessment of the cost-benefits, we don’t agree they will deliver the outcomes intended by the Authority and may 
result in some unintended consequences, which will ultimately come at a cost to customers.  

6. Without understanding quantified cost-benefit analysis for each proposed regulation, we believe there is 
significant risk that price and non-price measures address the same problem and therefore will be less effective 
and more costly than coordinated and targeted regulations. We understand why the Authority has considered 
price and non-price issues separately, however, we strongly believe that these need to be considered together as a 
package to avoid duplication across price and non-price measures.  

7. Our key messages are set out in the following, they focus on ensuring the effective implementation and practical 
workability of the Authority’s proposals. 

 

Our key messages include: 

• As interventions are intended as a backstop, the Authority should focus on fewer and more 
effective solutions to achieve more efficient outcomes. Rolling these out at pace increases the 
risk of unintended consequences. 

• The Authority can better meet its intent to improve transparency and provide certainty to 
access seekers by extending the requirement to provide a pipeline and queuing management 
systems to medium connections, and eliminating the need for: (i) finite timeframes at every 
stage of the process; and (ii) notifying third parties for applications at the initial application 
stage, which are likely to work against the outcomes the Authority is trying achieve. 

• Carefully balance regulatory goals with the practical realities of utility operations to avoid 
adverse consequences. We do not support capacity information requirements down to the 
level proposed without geospatial presentation, as this would be extremely difficult for 
customers to use and interpret. The Authority should instead focus on the outcome to provide 
tools the customer can use, to encourage innovation in this space.  
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2. Interventions are intended as a backstop 
8. We support the intention of the Authority’s reforms to remove barriers to timely connection and enhancement of 

both DG and load connections to ensure they are more efficient e.g. easier, faster, more equitable and more 
consistent across distribution networks, to better support New Zealand’s growth to a net zero economy.  

9. The majority of the “non-price” barriers identified by the Authority relate to the process that access seekers follow 
with EDBs. Like the existing provisions in Part 6, the proposed regulations provide baseline connection procedures 
and connection terms for access seekers. However, we are concerned about unintended consequences or perverse 
outcomes that may result from some of the non-price measures proposed. For example, often customers don’t 
know what they want, or don’t know if the best solution is simply more capacity or more capacity plus flex, or 
more capacity plus unregulated components. This dynamic means that a single sequential process is not 
appropriate, and if mandated, will lead to poorer outcomes for customers.  

10. The Authority is required to have regard to the Government Policy Statement (GPS).1 The GPS has a focus on 
optimising network capacity to avoid unnecessary costs flowing through to consumers. Our experience with Part 6 
to date is that the regulations do ensure access, but this is at a cost to the service customers receive. 

11. For example, current regulations give an EDB 30 days to provide certain information to the access seeker (e.g., 
clause 12 of Schedule 6.1). We have had situations where, in attempting to develop agreements with several access 
seekers competing for the same hosting capacity, one party has enforced the hard time limits, making it impossible 
to agree an equitable multiparty arrangement – even though that would have been the more efficient and 
beneficial (to the access seeker’s) outcome. The approach has become legalistic to manage the risk that individual 
parties use the regulations to time out the process. This is neither the intended outcome of the regulations nor a 
good experience for any of the access seekers. 

12. An important role Part 6 plays, is to provide a backstop for access seekers who are unable to agree terms with 
EDBs for connection. Rather than mandating a regulated process, access seekers and EDBs should first be able to 
mutually agree to follow a more streamlined process – reserving the option for the access seeker to revert to 
regulated terms if the alternative process doesn’t work for them.  

Proposed baseline protections are likely to have unintended consequences as there is 
duplication 

13. The Authority is intending non-price measures to provide baseline protections, in particular where load customers 
have limited protections and obligations through the code.2 However, we have identified a number of proposed 

 
1 Government Policy Statement – electricity industry (GPS) issued in October 2024 
2 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 5.240 

• Consider the differences between DG and load connections, you cannot simply copy and 
paste regulated terms for DG, to load connections as DG connections are far fewer in number, 
more complex and require different considerations. 

• Avoid high transaction and administrative costs for smaller customers. Thresholds proposed 
for load connections are likely to drive more complexity and costs into processes which are 
not proportionate to the harm they are attempting to fix. We propose: 

­ One streamlined regulatory backstop process for load customers; and 
­ Increasing the threshold for that backstop process to load connections ≥1MVA 

• Has a post implementation review to confirm measures are achieving their intended 
outcomes. 
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interventions that may not achieve the intended outcomes because the Authority is using several different 
measures which do not work effectively as a package.  

14. We encourage the Authority to focus on fewer more effective solutions which will deliver more efficient outcomes, 
avoiding the risk of ineffective interventions which could work against the outcomes the Authority is trying to 
achieve. Rather than overlapping or uncoordinated interventions, the Authority needs to focus on the one 
intervention with the least scope for unintended consequences. We discuss these areas below. 

Finite timeframes overlap with requirement to publish pipeline to deliver transparency and certainty 

15. The Authority proposes that EDBs approve or decline both DG and load applications within finite timeframes at 
various stages throughout the application process. As the Authority notes,3 under existing arrangements, 
applicants have uncertainty and lack transparency around the progress their application is making which creates 
issues for their project planning.  

16. Mandating finite timeframes is about providing certainty and transparency to access seekers on the progress their 
application is making, however this outcome is already captured by the requirement to publish a pipeline, and 
with minor refinements, it can better deliver the intended outcomes.  

17. Unnecessary resubmission processes, and other potential unintended consequences can be avoided by extending 
the requirement to publish a pipeline to medium DG and load connections which will provide a better service to 
customers than mandating finite timeframes for each step in the process.  

18. In addition to this and to preserve the intent of the regulation, a single timeframe backstop protection, for both 
DG and load, (as opposed to timeframes at every stage of the process) could be introduced to trigger a resolution 
through a light-handed circuit breaker mechanism or more formal dispute resolution, rather than a deemed 
approval. 

19. Prescribing finite timeframes at every stage of the process, in combination with the requirement to automatically 
approve applications if an EDB fails to meet a timeframe, can have an adverse impact for access seekers and other 
connection parties. For example: 

• Connection applications may be declined unnecessarily if EDBs are unable to meet default timeframes for 
reasons outside their control – slowing down the process and causing frustration to customers, which is at 
odds with the intent to drive more active consideration of applications.4 

• Automatically approving applications without proper assessment may impact existing applicants, which 
could trigger unnecessary administrative and potential legal workarounds to resolve.  

20. As all EDBs differ, the Authority is better to shift away from very prescriptive multi-stage application staging with 
prescribed timeframes as a one size fits all approach to a more outcome focused targets. This would encourage 
faster connections through publication of EDBs’ time to process (or some other metric) connection applications 
and benchmarking results to incentivise EDBs to process applications faster relative to peers. By:  

• Monitoring and increasing transparency to establish a baseline in the first instance and then 

• Using the baseline as evidence, the Authority is better placed to inform stage 2 of the full reform when it 
has a better idea of the timeliness of connection applications across EDBs.  

21. This limits any potential for unintended consequences as well as delivering certainty and transparency over 
applications processes to customers through the publication of a pipeline, giving EDBs flexibility to improve 
connection timeframes through flexible and innovative ways.  

  

 
3 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 5.32 
4 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 3.20 
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Full compliance with standards upfront 

22. We appreciate the Authority’s proposals to limit speculative or insufficient applications through requiring 
applicants to: 

• comply with distributors’ connection and operational standards (COPS) 5  

• pay an initial upfront fee.6 

23. We welcome the Authority’s work with the ENA and EEA for more efficient connection solutions. As part of this 
work, the EEA is considering how connection and operation standards need to change, Stage 2 of the ‘Network 
connections project’ will consider COPS in more detail.  

24. Requiring applicants to demonstrate full compliance with all COPS at the initial application stage may add 
unnecessary complexity and cost at an early stage of the process, in particular when we don’t know what these are 
yet. It may be helpful to base entry requirements on a criterion, at the initial application stage, allowing more 
detailed information requirements to be addressed later in the process. We are of the view this would improve 
efficiency and avoid unnecessary requirements for both access seekers and EDBs for projects that may or may not 
proceed. A feasibility criterion in combination with requiring an upfront non-refundable fee would deter 
speculative applications, ensuring that only those committed to the process apply. 

25. However, if the Authority insists on proceeding with this requirement, we suggest this waits until Stage 2 of the 
process, when COPS are looked at in more detail and we are better informed around what applicants need to 
meet to be compliant with COPS. 

26. In addition to the above, the Authority has not proposed a change to the prescribed maximum fees7 EDBs can 
charge for applications, with the intention to reassess this at Stage 2. We encourage the Authority to reconsider its 
position on this as fees are a valuable tool for managing the network connection pipeline, particularly in 
discouraging speculative projects. For example, Transpower has reported successfully using higher initial 
application fees within their Connection Management framework to deter speculative applications.8  

Notifications to third parties  

27. Proposed amendments to the Code require distributors to notify third parties,9 individuals or entities, who have 
submitted an initial, interim or final application concerning a part of the distribution network that is potentially 
affected by the approval of a new application, whenever an interim or final application is made.  

28. The introduction of third-party notification to all application stages has the potential to drive significant 
administrative burden into the connection process. If distributors are required to provide these notifications at the 
interim stage, applicants are likely to request further clarification on how each new application affects their own. 
This would lead to continuous cycle of customer responses, creating significant noise and inefficiency within the 
process, with no practical benefit or value to consumers – when not all applications will proceed. 

 
5 Appendix 2, process 2, initial application process: Electricity industry Participation Code 2010 application process schedule 2(2)(i) information 
showing how the distributed generation complies with the distributor’s connection and operation standards 
6 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 5.58 
7 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 5.61 
8 Transpower, Decision paper - Changes to the Connection Management Framework, 1 July 2024 p.9 
9 Electricity Industry Participation Code 2010 Schedule 6.1, Appendix 3 (8) Interim application process  
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29. We recommend limiting notification to third parties to situations where a final application is submitted. This 
approach would reduce unnecessary notifications for projects that may not proceed, streamlining the process and 
delivering better outcomes for customers.  

30. We believe that the pipeline requirements have the potential to provide information and transparency to existing 
applicants around which potential new applications may impact their connection, without driving further 
complexity and administrative burden into processes which could adversely impact the service customers receive.  

31. Fewer interventions that deliver the same outcome should be the Authority’s objective, in particular at the fast-
track stage, where the potential for unintended consequences is high.  

Negotiation step as a means of minimising the number of disputes  

32. The Authority has proposed regulated and prescribed terms which provide obligations and protections for 
distributors and load applicants when a connection contract is not signed. Alongside this, the Authority has also 
improved disputes resolution processes and alternative ways to apply operational terms and manage disputes.10  

33. We suggest the introduction of a negotiation step prior to formal disputes resolution to provide a valuable 
opportunity for EDBs and customers to resolve minor disputes collaboratively before escalating to the dispute 
resolution scheme. Doing so would: 

• Reduce the potential to drive inefficiencies into the process as EDBs would need to divert resources away 
from other activities to deal with escalated issues  

• Ensure only those disputes which truly can’t be resolved collaboratively have an avenue to give customers 
a path to resolution 

• Meet the intention of providing a proportionate baseline protection to customers. 

3. Prescriptive interventions may stifle innovation and not deliver 
benefits to customers 

34. We fully support the Authority’s intent and outcomes they are seeking to achieve with their proposed 
amendments. However, backstop regulation shouldn’t be too prescriptive because it can cause unnecessary 
compliance costs, duplication and potentially limits EDBs’ flexibility and ability to innovate. This highlights the 
importance of carefully balancing regulatory goals and tools, with the practical realities of utility operations to 
avoid adverse outcomes. 

35. There are two areas where we consider the Authority is being overly prescriptive with the Code amendments at 
the potential cost of EDBs being able to innovate to deliver for customers.  
  

  

 
10 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 7.15 

Example of potential issues 
On a busy feeder with four applications already in progress, a fifth 
(new) application may impact the others only under certain 
combinations of the first four proceeding.  
To fully inform applicants, this would require the EDB to prepare a 
detailed notification outlining all possible connection timing 
scenarios, without the EDB having any certainty over which scenario 
will occur. 
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Capacity information can be delivered in a more digestible form for consumers 

36. The Authority is proposing to increase the capacity information distributors must provide such as constraint and 
capacity information down to the transformer level in order to support more efficient investment decisions.11  

37. We recommend the Authority focuses on prescribing the outcome such as requiring EDBs to offer tools for their 
customers to be able to assess capacity and constraints on their networks. This would ensure that the information 
is available for access seekers, but in a format in which customers can actually use it.  

38. Focusing on the outcome instead of being prescriptive of how to get there, allows EDBs to develop innovative 
ways to provide this information to their customers. For example, Powerco has developed hosting and demand 
capacity maps (see figure 1 below) which we have published on our website for access seekers to readily, and 
easily see where there is capacity to connect to our network. This uses the information the Authority is asking us 
to publish, but delivered in a way in which consumers can actually consume complex data. 

Figure 1. Powerco demand capacity map12 

 

39. The proposed amendments as they currently stand are neither practical nor beneficial to customers. Providing 
constraint and capacity information down to the distribution transformer level will create spreadsheets with 
thousands of rows of detailed information which customers do not have the expertise to process or understand. 
Without geospatial presentation, such as interactive maps, this data would be extremely difficult even for expert 
engineers, let alone the general public to interpret.  

40. A comparison of practices among EDBs, like the Authority’s scorecard model, is also recommended to encourage 
continuous improvement while meeting customer’s needs and innovation where EDBs could develop friendly self-
service tools. 
 

  

 
11 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 5.225-5.232 
12 Powerco demand capacity maps – https://www.powerco.co.nz/get-connected/ev-infrastructure, DG capacity map: https://www.powerco.co.nz/get-
connected/utility-scale-generation, Large scale capacity map https://www.powerco.co.nz/get-connected/commercial-and-industrial-electricity 
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Prescriptive process may slow down our connection processes  

41. The barriers to new connections and upgrades to existing connections identified by the Authority accurately 
reflect existing challenges. However, we are concerned that the proposed amendments are overly prescriptive and 
may not lead to more efficient connection processes, but rather slow them down. 

42. We are concerned forcing regulated terms for load connections, rather than using them as a backstop, will slow 
down our ability to process applications efficiently. We believe the current proposals place too much emphasis on 
the initial application stage of the connection process. This would require EDBs to allocate more resources and 
time to application management, potentially delaying and detracting from core activities such as design, and 
construction that enable the network to accommodate new connections.  

43. Additionally, we believe that prescriptive processes may inhibit innovation and limit opportunities for customer 
centric improvements by having multiple time limit gates. Our goal is to streamline and expedite the connection 
process for customers, but these proposals may impact that objective because the additional complexity and lead 
times at the front end often lead to DG parties seeking to initiate multiple parallel streams of work instead of 
progressing through a clear staged approach e.g. high-level assessment  options/feasibility  concept design.  

44. We recommend that the Authority regulates to provide a backstop by having one time limit on the entire process, 
allowing EDBs and access seekers to agree alternate processes which deliver the actual outcomes customers value 
faster and more efficiently. Monitoring performance (as outlined above) can then be used to encourage 
improvement and share outcomes.  

4. Proportionate regulation to avoid high transaction costs for 
smaller customers 

45. Regulation in monopoly markets is necessary to protect customers, and we agree with the Authority that Part 6 
has not kept pace with the growing number, size and complexity of connections to distribution networks. 
However, any regulation needs to be proportionate to the harm or market failure the intervention is trying to 
address. When regulatory interventions are not proportionate, they can drive unnecessary complexity, 
administrative and compliance costs, into processes which ultimately come at a cost to consumers, the very 
people regulation is trying to enable and/or protect.  

46. Ensuring regulation is proportionate to the harm or market failure requires a clear quantified cost-benefit analysis 
of measures, segmented by connection size to ensure regulatory interventions are target to areas where there are 
clear net benefits to be achieved. This is particularly important when the Authority is rolling out reform at pace, 
and the risk of unintended consequences is high.  

47. The Authority has applied this proportionality principle with targeted regulations for DG connection processes, 
reserving the heavy regulatory interventions for the very largest DG connections. We agree that large DG and load 
connection processes would deliver benefits to some customers by creating consistent processes. However, these 
changes may also introduce additional steps and costs into the application process, potentially making connection 
processes less streamlined and efficient. This is particularly the case for smaller load connections, which make up 
majority of new connections.13  

48. We discuss below the adverse consequences of high transaction costs for smaller connections. To ensure 
customers are protected with an appropriate backstop, while avoiding potentially slowing down connection 
processes with unnecessary interventions, we propose the Authority alters its proposal for load connections to the 
following: 

• Prescribe a single application process for load 

 
13 For example, Figure 4 on page 32 of the consultation paper, shows that 64% of DG connections above 10 kW are within the range of 10-19kW.  
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• Increase the threshold for load to ≥1MW i.e. separate process for large load customers and one process 
for the rest.  

The threshold for load connections should be higher given the volume of connections 

49. The Authority has proposed a medium (>69kVA and <300kVA) and large (≥300kVA) load application process for 
Part 6, where the Authority is trying to capture the relative complexities of medium and large load applications 
while allowing for a more streamlined process. The Authority’s alternative is to prescribe a single application for 
load above 69kVA.14 

50. The Authority’s proposed load thresholds come from reading across from how they have sized DG thresholds 
saying they are like-for-like.15 However, we caution against this because the barriers to efficient DG and load 
applications are not the same.  

51. Connecting load is typically less complicated than DG connections as DG connections are of such significant size 
and complexity, with levels of potential network impact, whereas load connections are a standard business as 
usual activity focused on understanding customer requirements, assessing network capability, designing and 
delivering the connection or solution that enables the customer to connect, and the volume of applications is 
significantly higher than DG jobs. 

52. Formal and structured connection processes for DG and load applications make sense for the very largest 
customers, but for high volume, low load customers these proposals are likely to drive complexity, administrative 
burden and cost into transactions, when these proposals are meant to be providing a backstop protection. 

53. Transaction and search costs are proportionately much higher for smaller customers and simple processes 
minimise these costs. The thresholds for prescriptive processes proposed by the Authority will not meet their 
objectives of encouraging streamlined, standardised process that will provide clarity and efficiency for customers. 
Heavy regulatory intervention and prescriptive processes should be reserved for the largest customers. 

54. Given the this, we propose that the Authority only has one streamlined process for load connections, but increase 
the threshold to ≥1000kVA, recognising that this is intended to be a backstop protection for customers and 
reflects the fact that projects above this level are likely to be more complex. This doesn’t prevent EDBs from being 
customer centric and processing load connection applications faster, but it plays an important role to protect 
customers as intended.  

  

 
14 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 5.166-5.171 
15 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 5.166-5.168 
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EDBs should have an obligation to connect access seekers who meet minimum connection standards on efficient 
terms.  

61. We note that the ‘prescribed’ terms exist to accommodate the fact that the Code cannot create obligations for 
applicants that are not industry participants.  

62. The upshot of this is that the distributor can take various default-type actions if the applicant does not perform in 
various ways. If the parties cannot negotiate a connection agreement, it is executed against these prescribed 
terms, which are explicitly not enforceable against the applicant, because they are not a contract and the applicant 
is not required to comply with them as a matter of Code.  

63. This is particularly inadequate both for the recovery of overdue charges and the recovery of compensation for 
damage to the distributor’s assets, where allowing the distributor to disconnect the applicant does not provide the 
distributor a meaningful remedy.  

64. A Code obligation on the EDB to offer to contract on the basis of the prescribed terms, or such other terms as the 
parties agree, so that there is an enforceable contract between the parties (and, conversely, the EDB does not have 
to connect the applicant if they will agree to neither the prescribed terms nor an alternative agreement) would 
achieve the same outcome without relying on unenforceable and potentially incomplete prescribed terms. 

65. A ‘must-offer contract’ approach does not infringe on the Authority’s powers because it doesn’t create a Code 
obligation for non-participant applicants, but it does ensure there are enforceable obligations as a matter of 
contract.  

66. To make the ‘must-offer contract’ approach workable, the prescribed terms should include a provision stating that 
unless the parties agree otherwise the terms of the contract are automatically deemed updated whenever there is 
a change to the prescribed terms as set out in the Code – this avoids inappropriate ‘grandfathering’ of existing 
contracts whenever the Code version is updated. The same should apply to the regulated terms if the Authority 
decides to apply a ‘must-offer contract’ approach in that context. 

Post implementation review 

67. Given the speed in which the Authority is rolling out these reforms, with little time to sufficiently consider the 
costs/benefits of each individual intervention and how these fit together as whole, it’s essential that there is an 
opportunity to review / refine these interventions as the risk of adverse outcomes is high.  

68. A post-implementation review is essential to confirm that the measures are achieving their intended outcomes. 
This process will also provide an opportunity to reassess the landscape and identify any remaining barriers to new 
connections before pursuing further regulatory developments in its stage 2 programme of work. 
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Appendix A: Electricity Authority submission form (response to the 
consultation paper questions)  
Questions  
Proposal A questions: Amend the application processes for larger-capacity DG applications  
A) What are your thoughts on the proposal to replace nameplate capacity with maximum export power?  
We support this proposal, however to make this practical we suggest: 

• guidance and/or clarification on how the maximum export power is calculated 

• informing how maximum export power is going to be treated in a future state scenario where there is 
increasing levels of DG penetration, which makes curtailment a likely requirement for distributor 
networks to comply with regulatory limits.   

 
B) Do you support the proposed Process 2 for medium DG (>10kW and <300kW), including the proposed 
requirements and timeframes? What are your thoughts on the proposed size threshold? What other 
changes would you make to the medium DG application process, if any?  

• We agree that Part 6 has not kept pace with the growing number, size, and complexity of Distributed 
Generation (DG) applications, highlighting the need for a comprehensive review and we support the 
introduction of an application and approval process specifically for medium DG connections.  

• We suggest extending the upper threshold from 300 kW to 1 MW to better accommodate a wider 
range of medium size and complexity DG projects and encourage efficient, consistent processing.  

• For smaller connections, final approval conditions should be standardised but allow for flexibility based 
on specific circumstances where justified.  

• As discussed in section 2 above, we do not support mandating finite timeframes at every stage of the 
process, but rather to preserve the intent of the regulation a single timeframe backstop protection i.e. 
one timeframe for the whole process. We recommend limiting regulations to a backstop that would 
trigger dispute resolution but allows the EDB and access seekers to agree to a more streamlined and 
flexible process that Is better able to achieve timely and efficient connections. Automatically approving 
applications if an EDB misses an approval or extension deadline could have unintended consequences 
for the EDB, the connecting party, and other customers.  

• Requiring applicants to demonstrate full compliance with all the distributor’s connection and 
operational standards at the initial application stage may be excessive, adding unnecessary complexity 
and cost at an early stage. We suggest focusing initial requirements on key feasibility criteria, allowing 
more detailed standards to be addressed later in the process. This approach would improve efficiency 
and avoid unnecessary requirements for projects that may not proceed. 

• We believe there must be consideration of technical performance obligations that a DG must comply 
with, for example if the DG signs up with an Aggregation service provider to operate as a Virtual Power 
Plant, we would want to ensure that the DG has the ability to ride through a transient voltage 
disturbance and not trip off. 

• Introducing a negotiation step prior to formal dispute resolution could provide a valuable opportunity 
for EDBs and customers to resolve minor issues collaboratively before escalating to the dispute 
resolution process. Additionally, clarity is needed on how to handle multiple final applications when one 
party has initiated a dispute that is under review. 

• If a final application is deemed inadequate, it should be rejected or paused, allowing the connecting 
party to address the deficiencies and resubmit or reinitiate their application. 
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C) Do you support the proposed Process 3 for large DG applications (≥300kW), including the proposed 
requirements and timeframes? What are your thoughts on the proposed size thresholds? What other 
changes would you make to the large DG application process, if any?  

• We recommend increasing the threshold for large DG applications to 1 MW to ensure that heavy 
regulations are limited only to the largest DG connection applications. We also want to ensure that 
technical performance obligations are put in place for DGs to comply with. Large DGs grouped together 
can collectively impact on network stability and performance, similar to smaller-scale DGs pooled 
together (aggregated) to form a VPP (virtual power plant).  

• The introduction of an interim application stage is a positive step. This stage recognises the value of 
impact assessment studies, which help inform feasibility, identify additional connection requirements 
early in the process and provides the basis for assessing final application. It also provides information 
for assessing multiple applications in a contesting context. 

• Instead of automatically approving applications if an EDB misses an approval or extension deadline, we 
recommend considering an alternative solution that offers flexibility while maintaining timely 
application processing. For instance, the ability for the EDB and access seeker to jointly agree a more 
streamlined process, with a regulated backstop that triggers dispute resolution. 

• We suggest focusing initial requirements on key feasibility criteria allowing more detailed standards to 
be addressed later in the process. 

• We believe it would be more practical to notify third parties only when the final application is 
submitted, rather than at the interim application stage. This approach would reduce unnecessary 
notifications for projects that may not proceed, streamlining the process.  

• Additionally, we are unsure why the information in clause 2(3)(s) (any other information required by the 
System Operator) is being drawn into the initial application to the EDB. Currently, DG parties are 
required to notify and liaise with the System Operator regarding this information. We recommend 
maintaining this approach. 

• The System Operator requires information of DG >1MW entered in the Asset Capability Statement 
(ACS). To make the process more efficient for customers, clarity on the level of detail of information 
required for ACS should be given. 

D) Do you think the Authority should apply any of the proposed changes for large DG to medium DG 
applications also?  

• We support the Authority’s tiering of regulation to different connection sizes, better to ensure that the 
cost of compliance is proportionate to the benefits that it delivers. However, we note that there could 
be instances where a medium DG is really impactful and/or disruptive on the network i.e. a 500kW array. 
It would be good to be able to apply the large DG process in circumstances where assessment of such a 
connection deemed it 'high impact' 

 
E) What are your thoughts on industry developing the detailed policies to complement the Code changes 
proposed in this paper?  

•  We support, however, we are concerned about how quickly these guidelines or policies can be created 
considering there needs to be consensus reached across industry stakeholders. Ultimately, the 
guidelines must be pragmatic and be able to be implemented by any distributor – large or small. We 
should also consider if the workforce has the right skills and capabilities to carry out the assessments, 
and what tools and training they will need. 

 
F) What are your thoughts on the Authority’s summary of capacity rights allocation?  

• We support the proposal that any compensation for the reallocation of capacity rights be on 
commercial terms. 



Network connections project: stage one amendments 16 

 
Response to proposed network connections Stage 1  
amendments 

 

IN-CONFIDENCE: ORGANISATION 

• It should be explicit that the distributed generator loses capacity rights if in default of the works 
agreement. 

• We also seek clarity for conditional capacity rights in situations when it involves Transpower’s assets e.g. 
a GXP transformer, how this is to be determined and whether Transpower should be involved in 
granting the conditional capacity rights in this situation.  

Proposal B questions: Add application processes for larger-capacity load  
G) For Process 4 for medium load (>69kVA and <300kVA) applications:  

• Do you support the proposed process and why?  
• What are your thoughts on the proposed requirements, size thresholds and timeframes?  
• What changes would you make to the medium-load application process, if any?  

• We do not support application processes for Process 4 for medium load (>69kVA and <300kVA), as we 
feel it will not achieve the objectives set out by the Authority. These processes run counter to the goals 
of encouraging streamlined, standardised processes that provide clarity and efficiency for customers.  

• The threshold for medium and large load should be >1MVA. 

• Connecting load is a standard business as usual activity focused on understanding customer 
requirements, assessing network capability, and designing and delivering the connection or solution 
that enables the customer to connect.  

• We believe that the proposed application process adds administrative effort, cost and lead time that is 
not focused on the actual connection activities. Drawing on our experience with the regulated Part 6 
process for distributed generation, the proposals will result in a default process that is legalistic and 
suits neither the access seeker nor the EDB. Better to establish the regulations as a backstop which 
triggers dispute resolution but allows the parties to mutually agree. 

• Adhering to pricing principles will be more effective in achieving the Authority objectives.  

• If an application, assessment and approval process is desired (capacity accessing) then it should be for 
loads >1MW. 

• We would support standardising EDB’s staging and design approaches that is jointly developed and 
done well.  

H) For Process 5 for large load (≥300kVA) applications:  
• Do you support the proposed process and why?  
• What are your thoughts on the proposed requirements, size thresholds and timeframes?  
• What changes would you make to the large load application process, if any?  

• For consistency without suggesting that the medium load tier be defined as 300kVA-1MVA, the 
threshold for the large load applications should be set to 1MVA, being a larger industrial pricing tier. 

• If we continue to improve our initial phasing, approach to collaborative options assessment, and 
delivery pathways, we believe that we can exceed the outcomes envisioned by the Code amendments 
and customer expectations. Our preference, is to focus on achieving these higher standards, delivering 
outcomes that are both better and more efficient than those mandated by the Code. However, we are 
concerned that compliance with Process 5 for large load may hinder this progress.  

• The provision allowing EDBs and customers to agree on an approach outside of Process 5 offers a 
potential mechanism to achieve superior efficiency and service. However, this will only be effective when 
the customer is willing to agree to such an alternative approach. It would be preferable for the EDB and 
access seeker to be able to agree to a streamlined process with Process 5 backstop circuit breaker 
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triggering dispute resolution (different from what has been proposed) rather than describing a multi-
stage process with regulated time gates and prescribed terms. 

• We think it would be more practical to notify third parties only when the final application is submitted, 
rather than at the interim application stage. This approach would reduce unnecessary notifications for 
projects that may not proceed, streamlining the process. 

• The consultation paper discusses capping fees (with stage two of the network connections project set to 
consider prescribed maximum fees). We are concerned that such caps could remove a valuable tool for 
managing the network connection pipeline, particularly in discouraging speculative projects. For 
example, Transpower has reported successfully using higher initial application fees within their 
Connection Management Framework to deter speculative applications. 

I) Do you think the Authority should apply any of the proposed changes for large load to medium-load 
applications also? If so, which ones and why?  

•  No. As we argue above, it is important that regulatory costs are proportionate to the harm they 
address. 

J) What are your thoughts on the Authority’s summary of capacity rights allocation?  
• We agree with the principle of progressive staging of capacity rights but note the overlap with the 

Authority’s proposals for a pioneer scheme in the companion distribution connection pricing proposed 
Code amendment consultation paper.17 A pioneer scheme would manage the reallocation of monies 
related to capacity where customers had contributed to the commissioning or enhancement of 
connection assets which are subsequently shared with other access seekers. Refer to Incenta’s report for 
more details on this.18 

• However, we question how capacity rights align with the approval process for load connections, 
particularly in scenarios where a party commits to fully fund the necessary infrastructure and the 
distributor agrees to confer those capacity rights. This approach could become overly complex and 
potentially confusing, especially if differing interpretations arise regarding the commitments and 
obligations of each party. 

K) What else does the Authority need to consider beyond the proposals in this paper and why?  
• There should only be a prescribed process for large connections >1MVA. 

• External conditions needs clarification. E.g. a customer waiting on gas pricing to reach a certain level 
before committing to electrification of their process heat plant can mean that the application stays in 
the interim approval status with conditional capacity rights allocated for a long time before final 
approval is sought.   

Proposal C questions: Require distributors to publish a ‘network connections pipeline’ for large-
capacity DG and load, and provide information on this pipeline to the Authority   
L) Do you support the proposed network connections pipeline, why, why not? What changes would you 
make, if any? What are your thoughts on the scope of the information to be published?  

• We support the concept of a network connections pipeline for large, distributed generation and load 
connections and have seen the benefits of publishing project details for access seekers. 

• We believe published pipelines will create efficiencies and accelerate decarbonisation efforts. 

 
17 Electricity Authority, Distribution connection pricing proposed Code amendment consultation paper, October 2024 pp. 39-45 
18  
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• We are already implementing this at a high level. We maintain a pipeline and publish relevant aspects 
on our website. However, we have yet to establish well-defined key milestones to ensure that projects in 
progress are actively advancing. 

• We agree that the pipeline should only be for large connections. Consistent with our comments above, 
we recommend setting the thresholds at greater than 300kW for DG and 1MVA for load. Large 
connection applicants will benefit from a network connection pipeline, as these customers are more 
likely to be affected by other connection applicants. For smaller connections, we believe that capacity 
maps and clear disclosures of the connection process, including timeframes, current stage, and next 
steps, provide sufficient information. 

• While we support the pipeline, we don’t think the queuing management system will deliver on the 
Authority’s intent, to understand why, it is helpful to distinguish between the benefits of pipeline and 
queuing processes: 

­ Pipelines provide transparency and confidence to access seekers that, once accepted, their 
applications are progressing to policy 

­ Queuing processes manage the risk that motivated access seekers subvert the pipeline to get 
valuable network access on different terms to others  

• Powerco’s experience with pipeline management is similar to Transpower’s: 

­ It discourages speculative projects or those needing further preparation, creating efficiencies by 
ensuring EDBs focus their time and efforts on projects likely to proceed. Transpower has 
successfully leveraged an increased initial application fee to discourage speculative projects. 

­ It provides applicants with greater certainty; for example, some may choose not to apply based 
on visible pipeline status. 

­ A “first-ready, first-served” approach can expedite the effectiveness of a pipeline, rather than 
multiple stage gates which can result in an unintendedly legalistic process.  

­ Setting contract agreements with key milestones will help maintain pipeline progress and 
avoiding delays from stalled projects. 

­ It enhances the customer experience. 

• A key challenge for EDBs is the scale of connections. Unlike Transpower, EDBs handle a high volume of 
connections simultaneously, with scheduling affected by numerous factors, including customer 
readiness. This makes it difficult to assign precise pipeline positions. To manage queuing, prioritisation, 
and readiness assessment for high application volumes, we’ll need to develop new systems and 
processes, including some automation in approvals. 

• Significantly, Transpower’s Connection Management Framework only currently applies to generation.  
While Transpower has indicated an intention to extend the Framework to load, it may be sensible to 
follow a similar sequence in the Part 6 reforms – limiting Fast Track pipeline regulations to DG and 
extending them to load, after review in Stage 2. 

• The Authority notes19 limited information on available capacity as a core issue with current 
arrangements. Our DG and load hosting capacity maps address this by providing insights into available 
capacity.20 

• We appreciate the Authority’s approach of allowing EDBs flexibility in how they develop, implement, 
and disclose their connection pipelines, enabling each EDB to tailor the approach to suit its unique 
customers, network, and systems. 

 
19 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, 5.200 
20 The high voltage demand capacity map is accessible via https://www.powerco.co.nz/get-connected/commercial-and-industrial-electricity  
 The distributed generation capacity map is accessible via https://www.powerco.co.nz/get-connected/utility-scale-generation  
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• We expect to combine DG and load connections into a single pipeline, which should improve efficiency 
and support equitable network access for both customer types. 

• We recommend setting the thresholds at greater than 1 MVA for load and 1MW for DG. 
 
M) What are your thoughts on the proposal for distributors to provide information directly to the Authority 
on an ongoing basis?  

• As we note alongside figure 1 above, Powerco has developed demand capacity maps which we have 
published on our website for access seekers to readily, and easily see where they can connect to our 
network which uses the information the Authority is asking us to publish, but delivered in a way in 
which consumers can actually consume complex data. 

• As the Authority notes21, the Commerce Commission’s requirements are for EDBs to produce zone 
substation data in geospatial form by 31 August 2025. We disagree with the Authority’s suggestion that 
network capacity information should not be required in geospatial form22 given that it would be 
unintelligible and useless. We support the suggestion that EDBs provide information in a form that is 
useful to access seekers (rather than the Authority per se) on an ongoing basis where known but 
emphasise that any such requirement will be ineffective unless the data is made available in geospatial 
form. 

• Giving the Authority confidential information may be an issue for Powerco due to Privacy Law. We do 
not see how knowing the identity of the customer helps the Authority make better holistic planning and 
decision-making. 

 
Proposal D questions: Require distributors to provide more information on network capacity  
N) What do you think of the proposal to publish more information on network capacity? What challenges 
do you see with providing the data? What changes would you make, if any?  

• We support the intent of this proposal — providing customers with capacity information so they can 
assess whether their desired connections are feasible. However, we believe the proposed approach 
could be improved. 

• For instance, providing constraint or capacity information down to the distribution transformer level 
may not be practical or valuable. Without geospatial presentation, such as interactive maps, this data 
would be extremely difficult for customers to interpret or use effectively. Thousands of rows of detailed 
information are unlikely to be useful, more data isn’t necessarily better. For smaller connections 
(typically ≤300kVA), we also anticipate automating approvals and upgrading transformers as needed, 
making highly detailed data at the distribution transformer level less relevant. 

• Additionally, overly prescriptive requirements could stifle innovation in how this information is delivered 
to customers. We recommend that EDBs focus on developing customer-friendly, self-service tools to 
provide capacity information. For example, we already provide high-voltage demand capacity maps 
online for larger customers, offering clear and actionable insights. 

• We believe a less prescriptive approach, combined with comparison of practices among EDBs, like the 
Authority's pricing scorecards model, would better encourage continuous improvement while meeting 
customer needs.  

• The capacity published is a snapshot taken in time and is a deterministic quantity, e.g. summer circuit 
rating. In reality, if a time series load profile is considered for the loads & DGs, then a dynamic rating 
profile should be used for the assessment of the connection.   

O) What are your thoughts on the scope and granularity of the information to be published?  
 

21 Electricity Authority, Network Connections project stage one amendments consultation paper, October 14, at 5.217 
22 Ibid 5.227 
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• We note the Authority is proposing to limit the requirement to publish data to that “where known” but 
also that access seekers will require visibility of network capacity on low voltage networks.  

• We do not agree that requiring low voltage capacity data in any form other than geospatially will 
“support ongoing access to networks” in any substantial way. To this end, while the Authority concludes 
that its proposal ‘does not add costs for distributors to gather’, it would not be net beneficial because 
the information would be effectively unusable.  

• Pragmatically, the Authority should align the timing of a requirement to publish geospatial information 
on network capacity at an LV level with its work on LV data access and matching allowable cost recovery 
through Part 4. 

Proposal E questions: Update the regulated terms for DG  
P) What are your thoughts on the proposed changes to the regulated terms?  

• The Authority proposes to remove clause 15A of the regulated terms, which currently requires the 
distributed generator to construct the distributed generation within 18 months of final approval, or a 
later date agreed by the parties.  

• The Authority’s rationale is that this is no longer required given the proposal to manage DG applications 
through the queueing and management process. Under the proposal, that only applies for Process 3 
(DG > 300kW) and Process 5 (load >300kVA). For all other categories, once final approval has been 
granted, the distributor is obliged to allow the applicant to connect on the regulated terms/prescribed 
terms as soon as practicable once the period for negotiation of a connection contract has expired and 
the applicant has met the connection conditions reasonably specified by the distributor in the final 
approval; from then on, the regulated terms/prescribed terms require the distributor to use reasonable 
efforts to minimise interruptions to the connection.  

• Accordingly, for DG < 300 kW and load <300kVA, there is nothing in Part 6 that would entitle the 
distributor to revoke or deprioritise an approved project due to delays in constructing the assets, 
potentially resulting in a situation where an applicant with a final approval can ‘bank’ capacity rights (to 
the detriment of other applicants) indefinitely. At a minimum, the Code should make clear that 
Distributors are entitled to set conditions as part of each final approval that allow the final approval to 
be revoked or deprioritised if the load or generation is not ready within (say) 18 months of final 
approval.  

Proposal F questions: Add regulated and prescribed terms for load applications and amend dispute 
resolution requirements  
Q) What are your thoughts on the proposed regulated and prescribed terms for load? What changes 
would you make, if any?  

• As we note above, the proportionate response would be to allow for negotiated terms with a circuit 
braker such as disputes resolution process as a back stop protection for customers.  

• We don’t think regulated and prescribed terms for load are necessary and recommend the Authority 
reconsider whether it is consistent with the intention to rely principally on information disclosure in 
relation to connection pricing whilst at the same time implementing a large number of mandatory 
measures in relation to non-price elements of load connections.  

R) What are your views on the proposed dispute resolution changes for Part 6? In what ways could 
dispute resolution be further improved? What are your thoughts on the alternative options to deliver 
dispute resolution discussed in this paper? Do you have any feedback on the 20-business day timeframe 
proposed?  
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• We broadly support the intent but note our suggestion that the regulated processes for connection 
should be overall backstops which trigger a light handed circuit-breaker or more formal dispute 
resolution process. 

• We recommend the introduction of a negotiation step prior to formal dispute resolution would provide 
a valuable opportunity for EDBs and customers to resolve minor issues collaboratively before escalating 
to a formal dispute resolution process. 

S) Do you consider the alternative contractual terms option discussed in this paper (and in the 
Distribution connection pricing consultation paper) would be better than the proposal without 
contractual terms? What are your thoughts on the other alternative options referred to?  

• Consistent with our observations above, we support the idea of alternative contractual terms if 
regulated processes are cast as a backstop triggering a light handed circuit-breaker or more formal 
dispute resolution process rather than describing a multi-stage process with regulated time gates and 
prescribed terms. 

Proposal G questions: Increase record-keeping requirements for distributors  
T) Do you support the proposal to increase the record-keeping requirements for distributors and why? 
What changes would you make, if any?  

• We have made repeated observations about the importance of ensuring the costs of regulation are 
proportionate to their benefits. To ensure this, as well as suggesting that benefits and costs should be 
quantified for regulations at different sizes of connection, we have suggested that the pipeline 
obligations could be generalised to achieve many of the benefits the Authority is pursuing without 
imposing costly obligations on EDBs. 

• The record keeping proposals in the draft Code amendment could be incorporated with the backstop 
pipeline management regulations – requiring no more than that the EDB does no more than keep 
records on a customer-friendly process. 

Proposal H questions: Introduce new Part 1 definitions and amend existing definitions (Part 1 only)  
U) What are your thoughts on the proposed new definitions and amended definitions for Part 1 of the 
Code? What changes would you make, if any?  

•  None 

V) What other terms do you think the Authority should define and what definitions do you propose for 
those terms?  

•  None 

Proposal I question: Make minor and incidental amendments to Part 6  
W) What are your thoughts on the proposed minor and incidental changes to Part 6? What minor and 
incidental changes has the Authority missed and what changes would you make, if any?  

•  None 

Transitional arrangement questions  
X) What are your thoughts on the transitional arrangements for the proposals in this paper? Submitters 
can consider individual proposals when responding to this question.  

• We have suggested quantifying the benefits of reform and coordinating price and non-price regulations 
to ensure the greatest public benefit, particularly with fast-track reforms. 

• But if the Authority has evidence that there is a problem and that it’s in the public interest to intervene, 
then the Authority should proceed at pace. We have argued in our submission on connection pricing 
reform that financeability should not be a barrier to EDBs changing their contribution policies, and 
coordination with the Commission is capable of resolving any related issues. 
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Y) What proposals do you consider the most important? How long do you think is needed to implement 
these?  

• Clearly the priority is around large load and DG connections where we have suggested that the pipeline 
requirements could address many of the other non-price barriers the Authority has suggested and 
where pricing reforms applied only to the very largest load connections are particularly important. 

 
Code drafting question  
Z) Do you have comment on the Authority’s drafting of the proposed Code changes? What changes 
would you make, if any?  
  
To affect the intention that the process regulations in Schedule 6.1 have the effect of a backstop, add a 
new clause (e) to 6.4 (Distributor and applicant may agree to simpler process for existing connection) 
based on the new “Principles and requirements for operational terms” in the final version of Part_12A_-
_Distributor_Agreement_Amendments23: 
 
6.4A  Distributor and distributed generator applicant may agree to simpler process for existing 

connection  
 
The parties agree to terms which are  
(a) be consistent with the Authority's main objective in section 15 of the Act; and  
(b) reflect a fair and reasonable balance between the legitimate interests of the distributor and the 
requirements of the applicant 
 
And add a new condition under 6.8 Dispute Resolution 
(c) within 50 business days after the date of receipt of a completed application made in accordance 
with clause 2, the distributor has not given notice in writing to the applicant stating whether the 
application is approved or declined. 
 
50 days being the 30 days under clause 3 and 20 days under clause 4 (extensions) in 5 processes of 
Appendix 1 
 
 
  

 
23 https://www.ea.govt.nz/documents/6057/FINAL - Code - Part 12A - Distributor Agreement Amendments - 25 NOV 24 - NM.pdf  
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Appendix B: Suggested Code Drafting Changes 
 

 

 

 

Electricity Industry Participation Code 2010 Part 1 

Preliminary provisions 
applicant, for the purposes of Part 6, means any person who: 
(a)  applies to a distributor to have load or distributed generation 
owned or operated by that person connected to a distribution network 
or to a consumer installation that is connected to a distribution 
network, including by a network extension; or 
(b)  applies to a distributor to continue an existing connection of load or 
distributed generation in the circumstances specified in clause 6.1(b)(ii) 
and (iii); or 
(c)  is a distributed generator and applies to a distributor to change the 

Code drafting question 

Z) Do you have comment on the Authority’s drafting of the proposed Code changes? What 
changes would you make, if any? 

Yes. Powerco has proposed drafting changes. We have adopted the Electricity Authority’s 
approach to edits i.e., 

As there are proposed edits throughout Part 6, Powerco has included the proposed 
Part 6 of the Code Connection to distribution networks in its entirety. 

The Code wording in Appendix A is set out as: 

a) unchanged text remains black 

b) the Electricity Authority’s added text or formatting is red underlined 

c) the Electricity Authority’s deleted text is red strikethrough 

d) Powerco’s added text or formatting is purple underlined and shaded grey 

e) Powerco’s deleted text is purple strikethrough and shaded grey 

 

Where the Electricity Authority has proposed more than three amendments 
to an existing clause, the entire clause is red underlined. Where Powerco has 
proposed more than three amendments to an existing clause, the entire 
clause is purple underlined and shaded grey.  
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maximum export power or fuel type of connected distributed 
generation; or 
(d)  is a consumer and applies to a distributor to change the connected 
capacity of the person’s load connection. 
connection and operation standards, in relation to a distributor or 
distributed generation or load,— 
(a) means requirements, as amended from time to time by the distributor, that— 

(i) are set out in written policies and standards of the distributor; and 
(ii) relate to connecting distributed generation or load to a 

distribution network or to a consumer installation that is 
connected to a distribution network, and the operation of the 
distribution network, including requirements relating to the 
planning, design, construction, testing, inspection, and operation 
of distributed generation or load that is, or is proposed to be, 
connected; and 

(iii) are made publicly available in accordance with clause 6.3; and 
(iv) reflect, or are consistent with, reasonable and prudent operating 

practice; and 
(b) includes the following, as amended from time to time by the distributor: 

(i) the distributor's congestion management policy, as referred to in 
clause 6.3(2)(d); and 

(ii) the distributor's emergency response policies; and 
(iii) the distributor's safety standards; and 

(c) until 1 September 2026, may include the distributor’s policies for 
specifying available maximum export power amongst categories of 
network users, a maximum export power threshold for applications 
under Process 1A of Schedule 6.1, and the methodology used to 
determine that threshold 

 
connection contract, for the purposes of Part 6, means a contract for the 
connection of distributed generation or load to a distribution network 
 
distributed generator, for the purposes of Part 6, means a person who owns 
or operates, or intends to own or operate, distributed generation 

 
final application, for the purposes of Part 6, means an application made 
under clause 7 of Appendices 2 and 4 of Schedule 6.1 and clause 12 of 
Appendices 3 and 5 of Schedule 6.1 

 
flexible connection means an arrangement whereby an applicant’s export 
or import of electricity is managed (often through real-time control) based 
upon contracted and agreed principles of available capacity 

generating plant means equipment collectively used for generating 
electricity. For the purposes of Part 6, this includes energy storage systems, 
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bi-directional chargers, inverters and equipment that converts solar energy 
to electricity, and which inject electricity into a distribution network 

 
grouped applications means, for the purposes of Part 6, a first final 
application, a second final application, and one or more further final 
applications that the distributor receives within 20 business days of the 
first final application and that the distributor is required to consider 
simultaneously under Appendices 2, 3, 4 and 5 of Schedule 6.1 

 
initial application, for the purposes of Part 6, means an application made 
under clause 2 of appendices 2, 3, 4 and 5 of Schedule 6.1 

 
interim application, for the purposes of Part 6, means an application made 
under clause 7 of appendices 3 and 5 of Schedule 6.1 
 
interposed arrangement has the meaning given in Part 1 of the Code 
(Preliminary provisions) 

load means, for the purposes of Part 6, any connection to a distribution 
network or to a consumer installation that consumes more than 69 kVA 
1MW of electricity, other than distributed generation 

maximum export power means the maximum active power exported into 
a network the local network or embedded network at an ICP of a 
distributed generator, and is equal to— 

(a) the nameplate capacity of the distributed generation minus the minimum 
load at the point of connection; or 
(b) the active power export limit imposed by an active power export 
control device 

 
network connections pipeline, for the purposes of Part 6, means the 
applications to a distributor under Part 6 to connect distributed 
generation or load to the distribution network of the distributor, by 
network, ranked in the order of their priority position for consideration of 
those applications by the distributor. 

prescribed terms means the terms set out in Schedule 6.2B 

process 1, for the purposes of Part 6, means the process that applies to 
applications to connect distributed generation that has a maximum 
export power of 10 kW or less to a distribution network under appendix 1 
of Schedule 6.1 

process 1A, for the purposes of Part 6, means the one-stage process that 
applies to applications to connect distributed generation that has a 
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maximum export power of 10 kW or less to a distribution network under 
Appendix 1A of Schedule 6.1 

process 2, for the purposes of Part 6, means the process that applies to 
applications to connect distributed generation that has a maximum export 
power above 10 kW and below 300 kW to a distribution network under 
Appendix 2 of Schedule 6.1 

process 3, for the purposes of Part 6, means the process that applies to 
applications to connect distributed generation with a maximum export 
power of 300 kW or more to a distribution network under Appendix 3 of 
Schedule 6.1 

process 4, for the purposes of Part 6, means the process that applies to 
applications to connect load above 69 kVA and below 300 kVA to a 
distribution network under Appendix 4 of Schedule 6.1 

process 5, for the purposes of Part 6, means the process that applies 
applications to connect load of 300 kVA 1MVA or more to a distribution 
network under Appendix 5 of Schedule 6.1 

queueing and management policy means each distributor’s policy for 
queueing and managing an application to connect distributed generation 
or load to a distribution network, and to change the capacity of a 
distributed generation or load connection, required under Part 6, where— 
(a)  queueing includes the distributor’s processes to set the priority position 
of, and manage, applications in the network connections pipeline 
(b)  managing includes the distributor’s process for managing applications 
with final approval to construction and completion, including setting 
project milestones, applying tolerance, and what occurs when project 
milestones are missed 

regulated terms means the terms set out in Schedule 6.2 and Schedule 6.2A 
 

second final application means, for the purposes of Part 6, a final 
application that a distributor receives within 20 business days after the 
date on which the distributor receives a first application, and second 
final applications has a corresponding meaning. 

 

Electricity Industry Participation Code 2010 

Part 6 
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Connection of distributed generation Connection to 
distribution networks 

 
Contents 

 
6.1 Contents of this Part 
6.2 Purpose 
6.2A Application of Part to distributors in respect of embedded networks 
6.2AB 
6.2B 

Application of Part to applicants who are not participants 
Application of Part to distributors in respect of systems of lines not directly or 
indirectly connected to grid 

6.2C Connection and operation standards 
6.3 Distributors must make information publicly available publish information 
6.3A Distributor must provide information to the Authority 
6.3B Distributor may identify confidential information 
6.3C Authority may publish information 
6.4 Process for obtaining approval 
6.4A Distributor and distributed generator applicant may agree to simpler process for 

existing connection 
6.5 Connection contract 
6.6 Connection on regulated terms 
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(ii) that is not— 
(A) directly connected to the grid; or 
(B) indirectly connected to the grid through 1one or more other 
networks; or 

(d) a distributed generator when the distributed generator wishes to 
connect or has distributed generation connected to a system of lines 
described in paragraph (b). 

 
6.2 C Connection and operation standards 

Each distributor must have connection and operation standards, including 
a queueing and management policy and congestion management policy, 
that align with good electricity industry practice. 

 
6.3 Distributors must make information publicly available publish information 
(1) The purpose of this clause is to require each distributor to make certain 

information publicly available publish certain information to enable the 
efficient approval of distributed generation and load under Schedule 6.1. 

(2) Each distributor must make publicly available, free of charge, from its 
office and Internet site, publish— 
(a) application forms for applications under Schedule 6.1; and 
(b) the distributor's connection and operation standards; and 
(c) a copy of the regulated terms and prescribed terms, together with an 

explanation of how: 
(i) in respect of distributed generation, the regulated terms and 

prescribed terms will apply if— 
A. approval is granted under Schedule 6.1; and 
B. the distributor and the distributed generator applicant do not 

enter into a connection contract; and 
(ii) in respect of load: 

A. if approval is granted under Schedule 6.1; and  
B. the distributor and applicant do not enter into a connection contract, 
then the distributor and applicant may agree to contract on the basis 
of the regulated terms or prescribed terms, failing which the 
connection will proceed on the basis of an interposed arrangement; 
and 

(d) a statement of the circumstances in which distributed generation or load 
will be, or may be, curtailed or interrupted from time to time in order to 
ensure that the distributor's other connection and operation standards 
are met; and 

(da)  a list, updated on the first business day of January, April, July and October, of all 
locations on its distribution network that the distributor knows to be subject to 
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(c) there is a change in the nameplate capacity maximum export power or 
fuel type of the distributed generation.; or 

(d) there is a change to the capacity of the existing load connection. 
 

6.5 Connection contract 
If approval is granted under Schedule 6.1 and a distributor and a distributed 
generator an applicant enter into a connection contract for the connection of to 
connect distributed generation, or load to a distribution network— 
(a) their rights and obligations in respect of the connection of distributed 

generation or load are governed by that contract, and accordingly the 
regulated terms and the prescribed terms do not apply; and 

(b) a breach of the terms of that contract is not a breach of this Code. 
 

6.5A  Interposed arrangements for load 
If approval is granted under Schedule 6.1 for the connection of load to the 
distribution network on the basis of an interposed arrangement: 
(a) the applicant’s rights and obligations in respect of the connection of load 

are governed by the trader’s customer agreement for the supply of 
electricity and distribution services; and 

(b) the distributor’s rights and obligations in respect of the connection of the 
load are governed by the distributor agreement with the trader. 

 
6.5 Connection on regulated terms  
(1) Schedule 6.2 sets out the regulated terms for the connection of distributed 

generation 
and Schedule 6.2A sets out the regulated terms for the connection of load. 

(2) The regulated terms in Schedule 6.2 apply in the following circumstances: 
(a) if a distributor and a distributed generator an applicant for connection of 

distributed generation do not enter into a connection contract by the expiry of the 
period for negotiating a connection contract under clauses 9 or 24clauses 6 
of Appendix 1, 13 of Appendix 2 and 18 of Appendix 3 of Schedule 6.1: 

(b) in accordance with clause 9Gclause 7 of Appendix 1A of Schedule 6.1. 
(2A) The regulated terms in Schedule 6.2A apply if a distributor and an applicant for 
connection of load do not enter into a connection contract by the expiry of the period for 
negotiating a connection contract under clause 13 of Appendix 4 and clause 18 of 
Appendix 5 of Schedule 6.1 a distributor and an applicant for connection of load do not 
enter into a connection contract but do agree to contract on the basis of the regulated 
terms. 

(3) If the regulated terms apply,— 
(a) the parties' rights and obligations in respect of the connection of the 

distributed generation are governed by the regulated terms; and 
(b) a breach of the regulated terms is not a breach of contract. 

(4) Despite this clause, a distributor and a distributed generator an applicant 
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considering the application under this Schedule, populating the network 
connections pipeline, enabling the connection or continued connection 
to a distribution network, and meeting the registry requirements under 
Part 11; and 

(b) an obligation to destroy the information as soon as is reasonably 
practicable after the later of— 
(i) the date on which the information is no longer required for the 

purposes in paragraph (a); and 
(ii) 60 months after receiving the information. 

Record keeping 
 

6   Distributors must keep records 
A distributor must maintain records of each application and notice received 
under this Schedule and the resulting outcomes, for a minimum of 60 months 
after the day on which the initial applications, interim applications and final 
applications were approved or declined, including records of: 
(a) how long it took to approve or decline initial applications, interim applications 

and final applications: 
(b) the number of and time duration of each extension sought by the distributor: 
(c) the number of and time duration of each extension sought by the applicant: 
(d) and justification for these outcomes. 

 
Costs 

7   Responsibility for costs under this Schedule 
A distributor and an applicant must pay their own respective costs (including 
legal costs) incurred under this Schedule. 

 
Appendix 1 

Process 1: Applications to connect distributed generation with maximum export 
power of 10 kW or less in total 

 
1   Contents of this Appendix 
(1) This Appendix sets out Process 1 and applies to applications to connect 

distributed generation that has a maximum export power of 10 kW or 
less in total, unless the distributed generator that owns or operates the 
distributed generation has elected, under clause 4 of Schedule 6.1, to apply 
under Process 1A. 

(2) Process 1 provides for a one-stage application process. 
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network (for example, the ICP identifier and street address): 
(v) details of either or both of any inverter and battery storage: 
(vi) details of any load at the proposed or current point of connection: 
(vii)   details of the voltage (for example, 400 V or 11 kV) when 

electrically connected: 
(i) information showing how the distributed generation complies with the 

distributor's connection and operation standards: 
(j) the maximum active power injected (MW max): 
(k) the reactive power requirements (MVArs) (if any): 
(l) resistance and reactance details of the distributed generation: 
(m) fault level contribution (kA): 
(n) method of voltage control: 
(o) single line diagram of proposed connection: 
(p) means of synchronising with, electrically connecting to, and 

electrically disconnecting from, the distribution network, including the 
type and ratings of the proposed circuit breaker: 

(q) details of compliance with frequency and voltage support 
requirements as specified in this Code (if applicable): 

(r) proposed periods and amounts of electricity injections into, and 
offtakes from, the distribution network (if known): 

(s) any other information that is required by the system operator: 
(t) any additional information or documents that are reasonably required by the 

distributor. 
(4) The distributed generator must provide the distributor with the information 

required by clause 7(1)(o) of Schedule 11.1. 
 

(5) The distributor must, within five business days of receiving an initial 
application, give written notice to the applicant advising whether or not the 
application is complete and, if not, what information is needed to complete the 
application. 

 
3   Distributor must give information to distributed generator 

A distributor must give a distributed generator that makes an initial 
application the following information within 30 business days of receiving the 
completed initial application: 
(a) information about the capacity of the distribution network, including 

both the design capacity (including fault levels) and actual operating 
levels: 

(b) information about the extent to which connection and operation of the 
distributed generation may result in a breach of the relevant standards 
for safety, voltage, power quality, and reliability of electricity conveyed to 
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(1A) The distributor may waive the requirement that the distributed generator test 
and inspect if the distributor is satisfied that the distributed generation 
complies with the distributor’s connection and operation standards. 

(2) The distributed generator must give adequate notice of the testing and 
inspection to the distributor. 

(3) The distributor may send qualified personnel to the site to observe the 
testing and inspection. 

(4)   The distributed generator must give the distributor a written test report when 
testing and inspection is complete, including suitable evidence that the 
distributed generation complies with the distributor’s connection and 
operation standards. 

(5)   The distributed generator must pay any fee specified by the distributor in 
accordance with clause 6.3(2)(e) for observing the testing and inspection. 

15    Connection of distributed generation if connection contract negotiated 
(1)   This clause applies if a distributor and a distributed generator whose 

final application is approved enter into a connection contract before 
the period for negotiating a connection contract under Process 2 
expires. 

(2) If the application is to connect distributed generation under clause 2(1)(a) of 
Schedule 6.1, the distributor must allow the distributed generator to connect 
the distributed generation in accordance with the contract as soon as 
practicable. 

(3) If the application is to continue an existing connection of distributed 
generation under clause 2(1)(b) of Schedule 6.1, the distributor must use its 
best endeavours to ensure that the new terms under which the distributed 
generator’s existing connection continues apply— 
(a) as soon as practicable, if the previous connection contract has expired; or 
(b) no later than the expiry of the previous connection contract, if the 

contract is in force. 
(4) If the application is to continue an existing connection for which there is no 

connection contract under clause 2(1)(c) of Schedule 6.1, the distributor must 
use its best endeavours to ensure that the new terms under which the 
distributed generator’s existing connection continues apply as soon as 
practicable. 

(5) If the application is to change the maximum export power or fuel type of 
connected distributed generation under clause 2(1)(d) of Schedule 6.1, the 
distributor must use its best endeavours to ensure that the new terms under 
which the distributed 
generator’s existing connection continues apply as soon as practicable. 
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must do so within 60 business days after receiving a notice under subclause 
(4), otherwise the distributed generator must submit a new interim 
application to the distributor. 

(6) The distributor must not charge a distributed generator for interim 
applications that are resubmitted in accordance with subclause (5). 

 
10 Time within which distributor must decide interim applications 
(1)    A notice required by clause 9 must be given by a distributor to a distributed generator 

no later than— 
(a)    45 business days after the date of receipt of the interim application, in the case of 

distributed generation with maximum export power of less than 1 MW; or 
(b)   60 business days after the date of receipt of the interim application, in the 

case of distributed generation with maximum export power of 1 MW or 
more but less than 5 MW; or 

(c)    80 business days after the date of receipt of the interim application, in 
the case of distributed generation with maximum export power of 5 
MW or more. 

(2) The distributor may seek up to two extensions of the time specified in subclause (1). 
(3) If the distributor requires grid studies to decide the interim application, and 

the distributor has sought two extensions of time under subclause (2), the 
distributor may seek up to two additional extensions of time after subclause 
(2). 

(4) If a distributor seeks an extension of time under subclauses (2) and (3) it must 
provide the distributed generator with a notice in writing specifying the 
reasons why the extension of time is sought. 

(5) A distributed generator that receives a notice seeking an extension of time 
under 
subclause (4)— 
(a) may grant an extension which must not exceed 40 business days; and 
(b) must not unreasonably withhold consent to an extension. 

(6)   Subclause (7) applies if the distributor requests or requires further information 
from the distributed generator that was missing from the interim 
application, during the period set out in subclause (1). 

(7) The total timeframe will pause on the making of the request or requirement 
and will resume on the business day after the distributor receives the 
information. 

(8) If the distributor does not give notice in accordance with subclause (1) 
before the expiry of the timeframes in this clause, including any extensions 
of time, the distributor must treat the interim application as approved. 

(9) If subclause (8) applies, the distributed generator may choose to defer the 
distributor’s decision on its interim application until a later date of its choosing. 
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Schedule expires. 
(2) If the application is to connect distributed generation under clause 2(1)(a) of 

Schedule 6.1, the distributor must allow the distributed generator to connect 
the distributed generation in accordance with the contract as soon as 
practicable. 

(3) If the application is to continue an existing connection of distributed 
generation under clause 2(1)(b) of Schedule 6.1, the distributor must use its 
best endeavours to ensure that the new terms under which the distributed 
generator’s existing connection continues apply— 
(a) as soon as practicable, if the previous connection contract has expired; or 
(b) no later than the expiry of the previous connection contract, if the 

contract is in force. 
(4) If the application is to continue an existing connection for which there is no 

connection contract under clause 2(1)(c) of Schedule 6.1, the distributor must 
use its best endeavours to ensure that the new terms under which the 
distributed generator’s existing connection continues apply as soon as 
practicable. 

(5) If the application is to change the maximum export power or fuel type of 
connected distributed generation under clause 2(1)(d) of Schedule 6.1, the 
distributor must use its best endeavours to ensure that the new terms under 
which the distributed 
generator’s existing connection continues apply as soon as practicable. 

20 Connection of distributed generation on regulated terms if connection contract not negotiated 
 
 

(1) This clause applies if a distributor and a distributed generator whose final 
application is approved do not enter into a connection contract before the 
period for negotiating a connection contract under this Part of this Schedule 
expires. 

(2) If the application is to connect distributed generation under clause 2(1)(a) of 
Schedule 6.1, the distributor must allow the distributed generator to connect 
the distributed generation on the regulated terms as soon as practicable 
after the later of the following: 
(a) the expiry of the period for negotiating a connection contract under 

this Part of this Schedule: 
(b) the date on which the distributed generator has fully complied with any 

conditions (or other measures) that were specified by the distributor 
under clause 15 as conditions of the connection. 

(3) If the application is to continue an existing connection of distributed 
generation under clause 2(1)(b) of Schedule 6.1, the regulated terms apply to 
the distributed generator's existing connection from the later of the 
following: 
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be undertaken by the applicant or the applicant’s agent, and the 
distributor must not require the applicant to pay another interim 
application fee (if any); and 

(d) the final application within 90 business days after approving the 
interim application, unless— 
(i) the distributor and the applicant agree that a final application is not 

required; and 
(ii) there are no persons to whom the distributor must give written 

notice under clause 13 at the time that the distributor and applicant 
agree that a final application is not required; or 

(iii) the distributor agrees to accept a final application received more 
than 90 business days after the approval of the interim 
application or the date on which a dispute was resolved under 
Schedule 6.3, under section 95 of the Act. 

(2) If the distributor and applicant agree a final application is not needed, the 
distributor 
must— 
(a) treat the applicant’s interim application as a final application for the 

purposes of clauses 13 to 22; and 
(b) receive, from the applicant, the final application fee (if any) specified by the 

distributor in accordance with clause 6.3(2)(e). 
 

13 Notice to third parties 
A distributor that receives a final application must, within 10 business days 
after receiving the final application, give written notice of the final 
application to all persons that have made an initial application, interim 
application and final application relating to a part of the distribution 
network that the distributor considers would be affected by the approval of 
the final application. 

14  Priority of final applications 
(1) Subclause (2) applies if— 

(a) a distributor receives a final application (the first application); 
(b) a second final application (the second application) and any other final 

applications (further applications) within 20 business days of receiving 
the first application; and 

(c)  the first application, the second application or any of the further 
applications (the grouped applications) relate to the same part of the 
distribution network and the distributor considers that any of those 
applications would be affected by the approval of any of those 
applications. 

(2) If this subclause applies— 
(a) the distributor may consider the grouped applications together as if 

they were competitive bids to use the same part of the distribution 
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distributor's lines: 
(b) advise the distributed generator within 2two business days of the 

completion of the work referred to in paragraph (a). 
(4) [Revoked] 
(5) [Revoked] 

Time frame for construction 
15A Distributed generator must construct distributed generation within 18 months of approval 
(1) This clause applies if the distributor approves the distributed generator's 

application to connect distributed generation under Part 1, Part 1A, or Part 2 
of Schedule 6.1. 

(2) The regulated terms cease to apply if the distributed generator does not construct 
the 
distributed generation within  
(a) 18 months from the date on which approval was granted; or 
(b) such later date as is agreed by the distributor and distributed generator. 

(3) The distributed generator must reapply under Schedule 6.1 if— 
(a) the regulated terms no longer apply in accordance with subclause (1); and 
(b) the distributed generator wishes to connect distributed generation to the 

distributor's distribution network. 

Time frame for construction 
15A Distributed generator must construct distributed generation within prescribed timeframe 
(4) This clause applies if the distributor approves the distributed generator's 

application to connect distributed generation under Part 1, Part 1A, or Part 2 
of Schedule 6.1. 

(5) The regulated terms cease to apply if the distributed generator does not construct 
the 
distributed generation within— 
(a) 18 months from the date on which approval was granted under Part 1 or Part 1A of 

Schedule 6.1; or 
(b) 36 months from the date on which approval was granted under Part 2 of Schedule 6.1; or 
(c) such later date as is agreed by the distributor and distributed generator. 

(6) The distributed generator must reapply under Schedule 6.1 if— 
(a) the regulated terms no longer apply in accordance with subclause (1); and 
(b) the distributed generator wishes to connect distributed generation to the 

distributor's distribution network. 

 
Confidentiality 

 
16 General obligations relating to confidentiality 

(1) Each party must preserve the confidentiality of confidential information, and 
must not directly or indirectly reveal, report, publish, transfer, or disclose the 
existence of any confidential information, except as permitted in clause 5 of 
Schedule 6.1 and subclause (2). 
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bringing the claim against the other party has at the time that the event 
(or, in the case of a series of related events, the first of such events) 
giving rise to the liability occurred; or 

(b) $1,000 per kW of connected capacity up to a maximum of $5 million. 
 

20  Liability clauses do not apply to fraud, wilful breach, and breach of confidentiality 
The exceptions in clause 18, and the limits on liability in clause 19, do not apply— 
(a) if the distributor or the applicant, or any of its officers, employees, 

directors, agents, or advisors, has acted fraudulently or wilfully in breach of 
these regulated terms; or 

(b) to a breach of confidentiality under clause 17 by either party. 
 

21  Force majeure 
(1) A failure by either party to comply with or observe any provisions of these 

regulated terms (other than payment of any amount due) does not give rise to 
any cause of action or liability based on default of the provision if— 
(a) the failure is caused by— 

(i) an event or circumstance occasioned by, or in consequence of, 
an act of God, being an event or circumstance— 
(A) due to natural causes, directly or indirectly and exclusively 

without human intervention; and 
(B) that could not reasonably have been foreseen or, if foreseen, 

could not reasonably have been resisted; or 
(ii) a strike, lockout, other industrial disturbance, act of public 

enemy, war, blockade, insurrection, riot, epidemic, aircraft, or 
civil disturbance; or 

(iii) the binding order or requirement of a Court, government, local 
authority, the Rulings Panel, or the Authority, and the failure is 
not within the reasonable control of the affected party; or 

 
(iv) the partial or entire failure of the consumption of electricity from the 

distribution network; or 
(v) any other event or circumstance beyond the control of the party 

invoking this clause; and 
(b) the party could not have prevented such failure by the exercise of the 

degree of skill, diligence, prudence, and foresight that would reasonably 
and ordinarily be expected from a skilled and experienced distributor 
or a person similar to the applicant engaged in the same type of 
undertaking under the same or similar circumstances in New Zealand at 
the time. 
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is proposed to be connected— 
(i) within three business days of the request unless agreed otherwise; and 
(ii) in a manner agreed with the distributor; and 
(iii) formatted to comply with EIEP3 unless an alternative format is agreed; and 

(2) The metering installation measurement and accuracy for the purposes of 
clause (1) may be no more than required for a metering installation that is a 
certified metering installation as set out in Part 10 of this Code. 

Access 
 

6   Right of distributor to access applicant's premises 
(1) Clause 3(2) applies if the applicant— 

(a) does not provide the distributor, or a person appointed by the 
distributor, with safe and unobstructed access onto the applicant’s 
premises at all reasonable times for the purpose of— 
(i)   installing, testing, inspecting, maintaining, repairing, replacing, 

operating, reading, or removing any of the distributor's equipment 
and for any other purpose related to these prescribed terms: 

(ii)    verifying metering information: 
(iii)   ascertaining the cause of any interference to the quality of delivery 

services being provided by the distributor to the applicant: 
(iv)    protecting, or preventing danger or damage to, persons or property: 
(v)   electrically connecting or electrically disconnecting the applicant’s 

load connection; and 
(vi)    for any other purpose relevant to either or both of— 

(i)  the distributor connecting the applicant’s load 
installation in accordance with connection and operation 
standards; and 
(ii) maintaining the integrity of the distribution network. 

(2) The rights of access conferred by these prescribed terms are in addition to any 
right of access the distributor may have under a statute or regulation or 
contract. 

 
7   Process if distributor seeks to access applicant's premises 
(1) The distributor must exercise its right of access under clause 5 by,— 

(a) wherever practicable, giving the applicant reasonable notice of its 
intention and of the purpose or purposes for which it seeks to exercise 
its right of access; and 

(b) causing as little inconvenience as practicable to the applicant; and 
(c) observing reasonable and prudent operating practice at all times; and 
(d) observing any reasonable security or site safety requirements that the 
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(i) uses all reasonable endeavours to overcome or avoid the force 
majeure event; and 

(ii) uses all reasonable endeavours to mitigate the effects or the 
consequences of the force majeure event; and 

(iii) consults with the distributor on the performance of the obligations 
referred to in paragraphs (a) and (b). 

(3) Nothing in subclause (2) requires the applicant to settle a strike, lockout, or 
other industrial disturbance by acceding, against its judgement, to the 
demands of opposing parties 
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distributed generator take into account the relative expected 
peak of each distributed generator's injected generation; and 

(ii) may also have regard to the percentage of assets that will be 
used by each distributed generator, the percentage of 
distribution network capacity used by each distributed 
generator, the relative share of expected maximum 
combined peak output, and whether the combined peak 
generation is coincident with the peak load on the 
distribution network: 

(j) in order to facilitate the calculation of equitable connection charges 
under paragraph (i), the distributor must make and retain adequate 
records of investments for a period of 60 months, provide the 
rationale for the investment in terms of facilitating distributed 
generation, and indicate the extent to which the associated costs 
have been or are to be recovered through generation connection 
charges: 

Repayment of previously funded investment 
 

(k) if a distributed generator has paid connection charges that 
include (in part) the cost of an investment that is subsequently 
shared by other distributed generators, the distributor must 
refund to the distributed generator all connection charges paid to 
the distributor under paragraph (i) by other distributed 
generators in respect of that investment: 

(l) if there are multiple prior distributed generators, a refund to each 
distributed generator referred to in paragraph (k) must be provided 
in accordance with the expected peak of that distributed generator's 
injected generation over a period of 
time agreed between the distributed generator and the 
distributor. The refund— 
(i) must take into account the relative expected peak of each 

distributed generator's injected generation; and 
 

(ii) may also have regard to the percentage of assets that will be 
used by each distributed generator, the percentage of 
distribution network capacity used by each distributed 
generator, the relative share of expected maximum 
combined peak output, and whether the combined peak 
generation is coincident with the peak load on the 
distribution network: 
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Fee for inspection under clause 9C 3(3) 80 

Deficiency fee under clause 9E 5(4) 110 

Part Process 2 and Process 3 of Schedule 6.1 
applications 

Application fee for distributed 
generation with nameplate capacity of 
more than 10 kW but less than 100 kW 
under clause 11(2) 

770 

Application fee for distributed 
generation with nameplate capacity of 
100 kW or more in total but less than 1 
MW under clause 11(2) 

1,540 

Application fee for distributed 
generation with nameplate capacity of 1 
MW or more under clause 11(2) 

7,690 

 
 
 

 

 

 

Fee for observation of testing and 
inspection of distributed generation with 
nameplate capacity of more than 10 kW 
but less than 100 kW under clause 22 

180 

Fee for observation of testing and 
inspection of distributed generation with 
nameplate capacity of 100 kW or more 
under clause 22 

1,850 

  






