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This submission was made as part of the formal consultation process on the Draft 2025 Victorian 
Transmission Plan (VTP), released by VicGrid. 

The analysis, titled “Power Without Consent: A Vision Shaped by Omission and Contradiction”, offers 
a critical review of the draft plan’s structural, procedural, and regulatory foundations. While the VTP 
presents itself as a roadmap for Victoria’s energy transition, this review finds that the plan is built on 
flawed assumptions, a lack of genuine scenario planning, and an illusion of stakeholder engagement, 
focusing on the foundational inconsistencies rather than detailed technical aspects. 

Key concerns include: 

• Predetermination of the Western Renewables Link (WRL): The WRL is treated as a committed 
outcome despite being classified by AEMO as an “anticipated” project. No alternative scenario is 
presented where the WRL is delayed, reconfigured, or does not proceed. 

• Misalignment with AEMO’s own frameworks: VicGrid’s modelling contradicts both the National 
Electricity Rules and the AER’s cost-benefit guidelines by treating WRL as baseline infrastructure 
in all scenarios. 

• Insufficient consideration of community and Traditional Owner concerns: Public opposition 
and cultural heritage considerations have been sidelined. The plan admits its own heritage 
assessment is incomplete. 

• Selective adoption of previously rejected ideas: The VTP now quietly embraces principles 
central to the previously dismissed “Plan B” approach, such as upgrading existing corridors, 
without acknowledging or explaining the reversal. 

• Lack of comparative economic modelling: No rigorous analysis is offered of lower-impact or 
community-supported alternatives such as the Syncline Community Cable. 

This review calls for a fundamental shift in Victoria’s transmission planning, from a top-down, centralised 
process to a negotiated, community-informed model. It recommends: 

1. Transparent modelling of alternative futures, including without WRL. 

2. Formal acknowledgement of the VTP’s convergence with Plan B. 

3. Robust economic comparisons of all viable options. 

4. Introduction of a negotiated settlement framework that shares decision-making power with 
landholders, Traditional Owners, and communities. 

5. Demonstration of how public input has truly shaped actual planning outcomes. 

Energy Grid Alliance submits this analysis in the interest of achieving a fair, credible, and community-
driven energy transition in Victoria. Transmission infrastructure is essential, but how it is planned and 
delivered will determine whether the transition earns public trust or fuels further opposition. 



 

 

Power Without Consent: A Vision Shaped by Omission and 
Contradiction 
The Draft 2025 Victorian Transmission Plan (VTP), released by VicGrid on 16th May 2025, is 
presented as a strategic roadmap to guide Victoria’s electricity infrastructure. But beneath its 
technical language and glossy projections lies a planning document marred by methodological 
inconsistencies, strategic omissions, and questionable assumptions that fundamentally 
undermine its credibility. 

Nowhere is this more apparent than in the plan’s treatment of the Western Renewables Link 
(WRL), portrayed not as a proposal under consideration, but as a foregone conclusion, 
immune to public scrutiny, required planning approvals (such as the Environmental Effects 
Statement)  or planning alternatives. Equally concerning is the draft’s striking resemblance to 
elements of the previously dismissed “Plan B” transmission alternative, without any 
acknowledgement or explanation of this reversal. 

These foundational flaws call into question the legitimacy of the planning process itself. They 
suggest a transmission future shaped less by transparent, evidence-based evaluation and more 
by a predetermined political agenda. 

While VicGrid has provided detailed technical appendices, including candidate pathways, 
power system modelling, and economic assessments, this review focuses on the structural and 
procedural foundations of the plan. Until those foundations are corrected to reflect genuine 
scenario planning, inclusive governance, and meaningful community engagement, further 
technical analysis is unlikely to address the plan’s most urgent deficiencies. 

 

The WRL Assumption: A Strategic Planning Blind Spot 
At the heart of the draft VTP is the uncritical inclusion of the Western Renewables Link, a 
project that remains entangled in community opposition, regulatory uncertainty, and 
unresolved environmental and cultural risks. While the plan notes that the WRL’s route is 
“subject to assessment through relevant planning and environmental approvals,” it models no 
alternative scenario where the project does not proceed. 

This failure is more than a technical oversight; it is a fundamental breach of planning logic. 
Infrastructure plans of this scale require contingency modelling, risk assessment, and 
transparent testing of multiple scenarios. The absence of such analysis signals that VicGrid is 
not genuinely weighing alternatives but reaffirming a predetermined outcome. 

 

Misclassification and Regulatory Blindness 
Even more concerning is VicGrid’s treatment of the Western Renewables Link as a baseline 
input across all planning scenarios, despite the project being formally classified as 
“anticipated” in AEMO’s 2024 Integrated System Plan. 

According to the AER’s Cost Benefit Analysis Guidelines and the National Electricity Rules, 
anticipated projects: 

https://engage.vic.gov.au/download/document/40389
https://www.westernrenewableslink.com.au/
https://www.vepc.org.au/_files/ugd/92a2aa_76c7e6d656a6439b8ad5488f0a37c941.pdf
https://engage.vic.gov.au/project/victransmissionplan/page/document-library
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2024/2024-integrated-system-plan-isp.pdf
https://www.aer.gov.au/system/files/AER%20-%20Cost%20benefit%20analysis%20guidelines%20-%2025%20August%202020.pdf
https://www.aemc.gov.au/regulation/energy-rules/national-electricity-rules


 

 

• Have not met all five commitment criteria (such as land acquisition, construction 
approvals, and financing); and 

• Should not be assumed as guaranteed in all scenarios, specifically because they 
remain subject to risk. 

Yet VicGrid has done exactly that, treating WRL as inevitable while failing to present any 
scenario in which the project is delayed, cancelled, or substituted. 

This is not a minor oversight. It is a clear breach of regulatory guidance, a distortion of proper 
planning process, and a misrepresentation of risk. By conflating “anticipated” with 
“committed”, the VTP: 

• Undermines the transparency of the transmission planning process; 

• Misleads stakeholders, including investors and communities; and 

• Leaves Victoria vulnerable to cost blowouts, stranded assets, and public backlash if 
the WRL collapses under regulatory or community pressure. 

 

AEMO’s Shift: A Timeline of Reclassification 
Over time, AEMO has significantly shifted its position on the Western Renewables Link, a shift 
that underscores just how unjustified VicGrid’s current treatment of the project truly is. 

• In the 2020 Integrated System Plan (ISP), AEMO incorrectly classified the WRL as a 
Committed project, despite the project lacking full regulatory approval and community 
support. 

• By the 2022 ISP, AEMO appeared to hedge, listing the WRL under both committed and 
anticipated projects without clear clarification (p.13), a move that raised eyebrows. 
However, on page 66, AEMO finally reclassified the WRL as an Anticipated project. 

• In the 2024 ISP, this status was reaffirmed: the WRL remains clearly listed as 
Anticipated (p.60), meaning it is not guaranteed and is still navigating key approval 
hurdles. 

Despite this clear and now longstanding classification, VicGrid has chosen to define the WRL 
as a “committed” project across all scenarios in the draft 2025 Victorian Transmission 
Plan, stating that “these projects are assumed as a baseline input.” (Appendix A, pp. 9–10). 

This is not just a planning oversight, it is a direct contradiction of AEMO’s own framework and a 
fundamental breach of good governance. By treating the WRL as a certainty, VicGrid is 
bypassing both the cautionary classifications set out by AEMO and the transparency 
required by the AER’s planning guidelines. 

The result? A foregone conclusion dressed up as strategic planning, and one that raises serious 
questions about the political motivations behind this decision. 

 

  

https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2020/final-2020-integrated-system-plan.pdf
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2022/2022-documents/2022-integrated-system-plan-isp.pdf
https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2024/2024-integrated-system-plan-isp.pdf
https://engage.vic.gov.au/download/document/40186


 

 

Shifting Goalposts and Delayed Delivery 
Further compounding the credibility gap is the project’s shifting timeline. Over the past five 
years, the Western Renewables Link has drifted further from its original delivery schedule, 
despite being consistently presented as a near-certain outcome in AEMO and VicGrid 
documents. 

• 2019 PACR (Project Assessment Conclusions Report): AEMO projected the WRL, then 
known as the Western Victoria Transmission Network Project, would be fully operational 
by 2025, with 500kV double-circuit lines connecting Sydenham to North Ballarat. 

• 2020 ISP: Still forecast commissioning in two stages by 2025. 

• 2022 ISP: Delivery revised to July 2026, based on advice from the proponent. 

• 2024 ISP: Delivery delayed again to July 2027, with full capacity timing also pushed out 
to 2027. 

• April 2025: Media reports reveal that AusNet has further delayed WRL construction 
until after the November 2026 Victorian state election, raising fresh concerns that 
political considerations are now driving the project’s timeline. 

• Appendix A of the Draft 2025 Victorian Transmission Plan (page 50) confirms this 
assumption: WRL is modelled as completed by 2027 in Scenarios 1 and 2. Only 
Scenario 3 allows for a minor slippage to 2028, the same year Yallourn Power Station is 
forecast to close (Draft VTP, page 22). 

These delays expose a widening gap between what is being modelled and what is actually 
feasible. Despite this drift, the draft VTP continues to treat WRL as a baseline certainty, 
contradicting AEMO’s own trend of pushing delivery dates and ignoring the project’s 
increasingly uncertain status. 

Crucially, there is no scenario in which the WRL does not proceed. This precludes any serious 
consideration of alternatives and reinforces a narrow and increasingly outdated planning lens. 

It is difficult to reconcile VicGrid’s confidence with the reality that the WRL has: 

• Never met the criteria of a committed project; 

• Been repeatedly reclassified and re-delayed; 

• And now appears to be on pause until after a state election, suggesting political optics 
are taking priority over infrastructure need. 

The refusal to reflect these realities in the VTP is not just misleading, it undermines the 
foundations of sound infrastructure planning, and it risks undermining the credibility of 
Victoria’s entire transmission framework. 

  

https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/electricity/nem/planning_and_forecasting/victorian_transmission/2019/pacr/western-victoria-rit-t-pacr.pdf
https://www.weeklytimesnow.com.au/news/victoria/western-renewables-link-construction-delayed-until-after-november-2026-election/news-story/87751e8d43f49eb13356a8e4126414ba


 

 

Ignoring the Community Voice and Undermining Trust 
The WRL has faced sustained and well-documented opposition from communities, 
landholders, Traditional Owners, and local governments. These concerns, ranging from land 
use, biodiversity loss, and visual amenity to cultural heritage and mental health impacts, have 
already contributed to major project delays. 

Yet the draft VTP treats the WRL as progressing on schedule, with no scenario acknowledging 
potential cancellation or long-term deferral. In doing so, VicGrid effectively dismisses the 
community voices it claims to value. This contradiction between rhetoric and reality reinforces 
distrust, fuelling the perception that public consultation is performative rather than 
meaningful. 

Even the plan itself admits that its assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage is incomplete, 
noting: 

“The information in the draft Victorian Transmission Plan relating to Aboriginal cultural heritage 
is limited and does not capture or reflect all known heritage values.” 

Such an admission, combined with a refusal to model alternatives, suggests that major 
infrastructure decisions are being made without complete cultural or environmental data. 

 

Centralised Power and the Illusion of Collaboration 
While the Western Renewables Link exposes a critical fault line in VicGrid’s planning 
assumptions, a deeper concern lies in the institutional structure underpinning the draft VTP 
itself: a centralised, top-down decision-making model cloaked in the language of 
collaboration. 

VicGrid repeatedly states that its approach marks a “new beginning” for transmission planning 
in Victoria, one that is participatory, place-based, and shaped by early community engagement. 
Its materials, both in the draft VTP and on its website, highlight a desire to work with 
landholders, Traditional Owners, communities, and industry “from the start.” 

Yet a closer look reveals this commitment to engagement is rhetorical, not structural. 

Language such as “we are investigating,” “we will determine,” and “we will identify” runs 
throughout VicGrid’s documents. The planning process is explicitly positioned as something 
done by VicGrid to stakeholders, not with them. Stakeholders are asked to provide feedback, 
but not empowered to co-design, negotiate, or decide. 

This reveals a persistent power imbalance that undermines the very legitimacy VicGrid seeks 
to claim. Communities, landholders, and Traditional Owners are invited to respond to a 
predetermined framework, but never to shape that framework itself. This is consultation, not 
collaboration; presentation, not partnership. 

Such a model is not just inequitable, it is unfit for purpose. During a once-in-a-generation 
transition away from fossil fuels, Victoria needs a transmission planning process that 
distributes power, not concentrates it. 

 



 

 

Introducing a Negotiated Settlement Framework 
If VicGrid is serious about this being a “new approach,” then it must go further. Specifically, it 
should introduce a negotiated settlement framework as a core feature of future transmission 
development. This would: 

• Clarify roles and expectations for all parties, including VicGrid, developers, and 
impacted communities. 

• Enable outcomes to vary depending on negotiation, including the possibility of 
scaling down, rerouting, or even rejecting proposals if consensus cannot be reached. 

• Provide third-party facilitation and independent technical advice to balance 
asymmetries in power and expertise. 

• Institutionalise community voice not as feedback, but as consent. 

Such a shift would represent not just a technical improvement, but a democratic one. It would 
recognise landholders, Traditional Owners, and regional communities as partners in the 
energy transition, not as obstacles to be managed. 

Until such a model is introduced, VicGrid’s claim to “early and meaningful engagement” will 
remain hollow. Real trust cannot be built through performative consultation. It must be earned 
through shared power, transparent processes, and negotiated outcomes. 

 

Economic Analysis: Missing, Incomplete, or Selective 
The VTP’s economic analysis is similarly flawed. Despite claiming to deliver “the best overall 
outcome for all Victorians,” the plan fails to compare the WRL to alternative configurations such 
as Plan B or the Syncline Community Cable. No modelling is offered for a scenario in which WRL 
is delayed or does not proceed, a glaring omission given its “anticipated” status under 
AEMO’s own definitions. 

This lack of comparative analysis is not only poor planning, it is poor governance. Victorians are 
being asked to accept a multi-billion-dollar project without being shown whether better, 
lower-impact, or more cost-effective options exist. 

 

A Quiet Reversal: The Plan B Resemblance 
Perhaps the most striking contradiction lies in the unacknowledged shift toward the very 
principles of Plan B, a whole-of-state approach to transmission planning released in 2023, 
which aimed to upgrade existing infrastructure corridors to minimise new impacts on 
communities and the environment. 

Key similarities between Plan B and the draft VTP include: 

• Greater use of existing transmission easements 

• A shift toward smaller, distributed Renewable Energy Zones rather than a single "super-
highway" 



 

 

• Planning centred on achieving Victoria’s Renewable Energy Targets (VRET) 

Yet these now-prominent principles were not just dismissed, they were publicly ridiculed by 
VicGrid, Jacobs, and AEMO. AEMO went so far as to label Plan B “reckless,” while the Jacobs 
review, commissioned to formally assess the proposal, rejected its recommendations without 
fully engaging with its core rationale. This dismissal was not a reasoned rebuttal, it was a 
strategic rejection of ideas that, ironically, are now being quietly adopted in the draft VTP. The 
result is a planning process that appears less grounded in objective assessment and more 
shaped by political optics and selective endorsement.  

As Jacobs concluded: “Jacobs does not support the Plan B report’s assessment of VNIW (being 
replaced by the Plan B configuration),” yet this conclusion came without fully assessing Plan 
B’s statewide approach or the broader planning benefits it offered. 

The failure to acknowledge or explain this strategic shift only reinforces the perception that 
transmission planning in Victoria is being guided not by transparent evaluation, but by 
expedience and the desire to validate a predetermined agenda. 

Even AusNet Services, proponent of the highly contested Western Renewables Link, has now 
publicly endorsed the very principles that underpin Plan B, emphasising the value of upgrading 
existing infrastructure, minimising new corridors, and reducing community disruption. In a May 
2025 statement, AusNet praised VicGrid’s “clear emphasis on upgrading and strengthening the 
existing transmission network,” noting that it is “typically more cost-effective, faster to deliver, 
and less disruptive to communities.” Yet AusNet continues to champion the WRL, a project that 
directly contradicts these principles. This inconsistency further undermines the credibility of 
the current transmission strategy and raises fundamental questions about what truly guides 
project selection: public interest or entrenched investment paths? 

The selective logic underpinning transmission decision-making is not new. During the 
Regulatory Investment Test for Transmission (RIT-T) process for the Western Victoria 
Transmission Network Project (now WRL), AEMO identified two leading options, known as B3 
and C2. Option B3 proposed upgrading an existing line within an existing easement, offering a 
faster delivery timeframe and lower social and environmental impact. Option C2, by contrast, 
required a completely new corridor through greenfield land. Despite B3’s logistical and 
community advantages, AEMO rejected it on the basis of estimated outage costs during 
construction. 

According to the RIT-T documentation, AEMO assumed a total of 1,600 outage hours over three 
years and that half of the generation upstream of Ballarat would be constrained off during these 
outages. The cost was calculated as “the difference between the modelled generation cost and 
the generation cost in the Do Nothing base case,” with no serious consideration given to 
potential staging or mitigation strategies. In effect, AEMO judged B3 unviable because of short-
term market impacts, even though its long-term social and delivery advantages may have 
outweighed these temporary disruptions. Moreover, B3’s disqualification conveniently aligned 
with AEMO’s NemLink vision, which B3 could not fulfil. 

This case reveals how ostensibly neutral modelling assumptions can be used to exclude 
community-preferred options in favour of system-wide design priorities not subjected to public 
scrutiny. It also raises the question: if Plan B-style upgrades were once rejected on the basis of 
outage modelling, why are similar concepts now being embraced in the VTP without 
acknowledging this prior inconsistency? 

https://reneweconomy.com.au/aemo-claps-back-against-reckless-claims-made-in-scathing-critique-of-vni-west/
https://www.energy.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/700844/Summary-of-the-independent-assessment-of-Plan-B.pdf
https://www.energygridalliance.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/AusNet-LinkedIn-Post.jpg


 

 

The TEOR Contradiction: AEMO’s Moving Goalposts 
This credibility gap widens when examining AEMO’s Transmission Expansion Options Report 
(TEOR), published in 2023. The TEOR explored conceptual upgrades to REZs and the national 
grid’s backbone, many of which closely resembled Plan B’s configurations, albeit at significantly 
higher cost. 

When Plan B’s authors questioned the necessity and efficiency of these options during Jacobs’ 
review, AEMO publicly downplayed the TEOR’s relevance, stating: 

“This TEOR is an information document… To be clear, the TEOR is not a plan.” 

Yet despite this assurance, the TEOR’s concepts appear to have shaped the draft VTP far more 
than AEMO acknowledged, while Plan B was dismissed without fair comparison. 

To many observers, this inconsistency raises legitimate doubts: Was the TEOR used to reverse-
engineer a preferred outcome while publicly maintaining that alternative approaches were 
unviable? The appearance of procedural bias is hard to ignore. 

 

Rewriting the Narrative: From 'Reckless' to Reasonable 
The contradiction between past dismissals and present planning is not a minor oversight ,  it 
reflects a deeper credibility issue in Victoria's transmission planning process. AEMO claimed 
Plan B's reliance on spare easements was “simply not correct” and warned of widespread 
demolition of homes and compromised energy reliability. Jacobs echoed these claims, 
suggesting Plan B “underestimated development and construction risks” and would require 
“roughly the same amount of new easements.” 

Yet the 2025 Draft Victorian Transmission Plan directly contradicts this. It not only contemplates 
reusing existing easements and upgrading existing corridors but openly acknowledges the 
potential to widen or rebuild within these very same corridors ,  exactly as Plan B proposed. 
VicGrid admits it has not yet determined feasibility for many of these routes and will rely on 
public consultation and further assessment, which calls into question the earlier certainty 
expressed by both AEMO and Jacobs in their rejections. 

If the technical barriers cited in 2023 and 2024 are now unresolved or open to investigation, 
then they were either overstated or selectively applied. This quiet reversal raises serious 
questions: Were the initial assessments truly independent and thorough? Or were they shaped 
by a desire to protect an entrenched development pathway? The evidence suggests a pattern of 
strategic dismissal followed by retrospective co-option ,  a process that undermines public trust 
and compromises the integrity of planning decisions. 

 

  

https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/major-publications/isp/2023/2023-transmission-expansion-options-report.pdf


 

 

What’s at Stake: Communities, Consumers, and Developers 
When a multi-billion-dollar transmission plan is built on flawed assumptions and regulatory 
overreach, the consequences ripple far beyond the energy sector. The implications of this 
flawed planning process are serious and wide-ranging: 

• For communities and landholders, the premature inclusion of WRL marginalises local 
voices and entrenches distrust in transmission authorities. 

• For Aboriginal communities, infrastructure is being planned without fully 
understanding or incorporating cultural heritage values, contrary to VicGrid’s stated 
principles. 

• For energy consumers, the absence of transparent cost-benefit comparisons 
undermines confidence that the state’s transmission roadmap represents the best use 
of public and private capital. 

• For renewable energy developers, strategic inconsistency increases risk and 
uncertainty, potentially stalling investment and slowing the clean energy transition. 

 

A Path Forward: What Must Change 
To restore trust, credibility, and legitimacy, VicGrid must urgently revise the draft Victorian 
Transmission Plan (VTP) before it is finalised. This is not merely a matter of technical correction, 
it requires a fundamental shift in how transmission planning is conceived, governed, and 
implemented. 

At the heart of this shift must be a move away from top-down, centralised control toward a 
genuinely collaborative, negotiated model. Communities, landholders, and Traditional 
Owners must no longer be treated as consultees to a predetermined agenda, but as equal 
partners with the power to influence outcomes. 

This demands more than improved communication, it requires structural reform. Specifically, 
VicGrid must: 

1. Model alternative futures, including scenarios in which the WRL does not proceed or is 
replaced by lower-impact transmission alignments. Transparent scenario planning is 
essential to risk management and community confidence. 

2. Acknowledge the strategic convergence with Plan B, and clearly explain why 
previously dismissed ideas, such as reusing existing easements and distributed REZ 
development, have now been partially adopted. Selective adoption without 
transparency undermines trust. 

3. Present rigorous, comparative economic analysis of all major options, including 
community-supported alternatives like the Syncline Community Cable. A multibillion-
dollar infrastructure plan cannot be credible without cost-benefit comparisons 
grounded in evidence. 

4. Introduce a negotiated settlement framework that distributes power more equitably 
among all stakeholders. This framework must: 



 

 

o Clarify the roles and responsibilities of communities, VicGrid, developers, and 
governments; 

o Include independent facilitation and access to technical expertise; 

o Define public decision pathways and consensus triggers for project modification 
or rejection. 

5. Demonstrate how public input has materially shaped decisions, not just been 
“heard.” This includes publishing changes made as a result of landholder, Traditional 
Owner, and local community feedback. 

 

Victoria’s energy transition cannot be built on outdated models of authority and assumptions of 
compliance. It requires a planning framework that is technically sound, procedurally 
transparent, and democratically accountable. 

As it stands, the draft VTP fails on all three fronts. It enshrines predetermined outcomes, omits 
credible alternatives, and reinforces a power imbalance that undermines social licence at a 
time when public trust is critical to decarbonisation. 

Unless VicGrid embraces a new model, one based on shared power, genuine consent, and 
accountable governance, it risks repeating the very mistakes it claims to leave behind. 

In the race to decarbonise, legitimacy must be earned, not assumed. The future of Victoria’s 
energy system depends not just on what we build, but on how we choose to build it. 

 

 

 

Submitted by: Energy Grid Alliance 
This submission is made in the interest of transparent, accountable, and community-driven 
transmission planning in Victoria. 
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