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Regulation without protection 

The Authority’s proposal to mandate connection raises several challenges. Unlike other jurisdictions, 

we don’t operate within defined franchise areas — boundaries often overlap, and many distributors 

have networks embedded within the service areas of others.   

On the surface, the Authority’s proposal could be interpreted to mean that an applicant may approach 

any distributor for a connection.  While the cost of requesting a connection from a distant distributor 

might discourage inefficient choices, determining that cost would impose a significant administrative 

burden. 

In areas where multiple distributors operate, it’s unclear whether all would be required to offer a 

connection.  If the obligation falls solely on the local distributor, they risk becoming the default supplier 

of last resort, absorbing all complex or marginal connections, while other distributors — not subject to 

the obligation — retain the ability to selectively engage. 

At the heart of this issue is the recognition that distributors operate as natural monopolies.  Regulation 

is appropriate in such circumstances, but it does not sit comfortably alongside competition.  Mandating 

an obligation to supply without corresponding protections undermines competitive benefits and risks 

unintended consequences.  If such regulation is to be pursued, it should be a deliberate policy choice, 

accompanied by safeguards — for example, the definition of franchise areas or other mechanisms to 

ensure obligations are applied equitably. 

Limit extent of regulation 

Mandating the connection of very large access seekers presents significant issues.  Some of the reasons 

for mandating supply does not apply in these cases, as such customers have the option to establish a 

direct connection to the transmission grid.  Moreover, requiring smaller distributors to connect very 

large loads could create untenable — even existential — stranding risks. 

If the Authority intends to progress with these obligations, we request that the scope be explicitly 

bounded to the “small consumer” access seekers identified in paragraph 10.17 of the consultation 

paper.  This approach would ensure that regulation remains proportionate, avoids unnecessary risk, 

and targets the consumers for whom the obligation is most relevant. 

Continuance of supply policy 

Providing for a continuance of supply policy is an essential component of any obligation to make 

supply available.  Distributors must retain the ability to withdraw service where line charges cannot be 

applied.  It is inequitable to other customers if we are required to maintain and reserve unused 

capacity for a customer that remains disconnected for an extended period. 

The framework and obligations for such a policy should explicitly reference the ability to apply line 

charges.  Consistent with the default distributor agreement, we propose that distributors be permitted 

to decommission supplies where charges cannot be applied for a period of six months or more. 

Safeguards should also be included to prevent gaming through short-term reconnections. 

Separately, we do not support the suggested 30-year minimum term.  Such a fixed duration would 

create tension and foster expectations of termination.  A more effective approach is to link the term to 

conditions under which continuance of supply remains acceptable, allowing it to operate indefinitely. 

Finally, we recommend establishing a pathway to replace the current statutory protections for 

connections in place as of 1 April 1993.  These protections impose an inefficient burden on network 






