
 

24 January 2025 

Electricity Authority  
PO Box 10041  
Wellington 6143  
 
By email to: connecƟon.feedback@ea.govt.nz  
 
 
Dear Katherine, Allen and teams,  

Cross-submission to the Electricity Authority (Authority) on DistribuƟon 
connecƟon pricing proposed Code amendment and Network connecƟons 
project: stage one  
We thank the Authority for the opportunity to review and comment on other submissions as part of 
this process. We acknowledge that this is not standard pracƟce for Authority consultaƟon processes 
and are grateful for its inclusion in the distribuƟon connecƟon pricing (‘DCP’ or ‘pricing’ consult) and 
network connecƟons project (‘NCP’ or ‘process’ consult) consultaƟons. We would welcome the 
Authority to consider including cross-submission periods in more of its consultaƟon processes in 
future. 

ENA is the industry membership body that represents the 29 electricity distribuƟon businesses 
(EDBs) that take power from the naƟonal grid and deliver it to homes and businesses (refer 
Appendix A for list of members). EDBs employ 10,000 people, deliver energy to more than two 
million homes and businesses and have spent or invested $8 billion in the last five years. ENA 
harnesses members’ collecƟve experƟse to promote safe, reliable and affordable power for our 
members’ customers. 

 

ExecuƟve summary 

There were some strong views both in favour of and opposed to the Authority proposals, and 
submissions by access seekers, consumers and related organisaƟons provided further useful and 
varied insight. 

We consider there to be four main themes from the submissions: 

1. Lack of clear problem definiƟon leads to diversity of submission points 

A lack of evidence and clear framing for the problem definiƟon, for both the connecƟon 
pricing and connecƟon process consultaƟon, has led to a wide variance in posiƟons put 
forward by submiƩers. This suggests to ENA that there is no clear basis to determine how 
the Authority’s proposals address the problem, and therefore submiƩers have found it 
difficult to judge if the proposals hit the mark or not.  

For example, some submiƩers have stated that the Authority’s Ɵmescales for connecƟon 
applicaƟon processes are far too short, others state that they are far too long. It is not clear 
from these submissions the basis for these assessments, other than the obviously different 



 

preferences of EDBs and access-seekers. From this, we infer that it has proven very difficult 
for submiƩers to objecƟvely judge whether the Authority proposals address the problem, in 
the absence of clear evidence for, and descripƟon of, what the problem is.  

Proposed soluƟon: ENA recommends that the Authority reconsider its approach of 
introducing strict Code requirements for network connecƟon pricing and process – at least 
for the immediate future. Instead, possibly as an interim measure, either: 

i. Revert to a principles-based approach for both connecƟon pricing and processes 
and allow industry to develop the specific mechanisms, thresholds and Ɵmescales 
etc to reflect these. This would be consistent with the Authority’s approach to 
distribuƟon pricing, which is proving to be successful. 

ii. Establish a more workshop-like approach (as per MEUG’s suggesƟon1) to working 
with the industry to define mechanisms, thresholds and Ɵmescales, etc that beƩer 
reflect the needs of industry and access-seekers. 

Either of these approaches would allow the Authority and industry to have greater 
confidence that the specific measures being introduced will adequately address the real 
challenges that access-seekers face. This will allow Ɵme for the Authority to gather more 
robust evidence (e.g. consistent and robust data on EDB connecƟon applicaƟon processing 
Ɵmescales) to inform the design of any further intervenƟons, if deemed necessary. 

 

2. The problem seems to be confusion / lack of consistency in billing and quotes so 
connecƟng parƟes can understand what is driving the different costs to connect. A 
standardised quote / bill template could address the majority of the concerns and provide 
the transparency that connecƟng parƟes need to understand the costs of connecƟng, and 
who is paying for the connecƟon.  

Proposed soluƟon: Leverage the work already being done by the Streamlining ConnecƟon 
Programme2 with regards connecƟon journey mapping and a consistent glossary of terms. 
Develop this into a standardised quotaƟon template as an alternaƟve fast-track soluƟon. 
This can be developed as a joint industry effort, geƫng all EDBs and key connecƟon 
stakeholders in a room to understand and meet connecƟng parƟes’ informaƟon needs.  

 

3. Take a deeper consultaƟon and engagement approach. There has been a lot of confusion 
and different interpretaƟons regarding the proposals and underlying regulatory pracƟce. 
The proposals appear to have jumped straight to soluƟons, without detailed analysis of, and 
giving stakeholders a clear understanding of, the problems. This is resulƟng in messaging to 
‘slow down’ and more clearly consider and arƟculate the costs and benefits of the soluƟons.  

 
1 MEUG, MEUG_-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 4 
2 The Streamlining ConnecƟons Programme reflects a combinaƟon of the work by the Authority on regulatory 
requirements, the Electricity Engineers’ AssociaƟon (EEA) on standardisaƟon of technical requirements and 
the ENA in relaƟon to best pracƟce processes. The ENA work is being delivered through the Future Networks 
Forum ConnecƟons Journey Mapping project. Deliverables within the scope of this project are already 
designed to enhance the access seeker experience when connecƟng to distribuƟon networks, including 
development of a standard glossary of terms to be applied consistently across EDBs, aligning process steps and 
developing self-service capabiliƟes to access informaƟon to aid with connecƟon planning. 



 

The scale of the proposed changes is not trivial and, for pricing, is in the same ballpark as a 
price reset. As a result, taking a similar approach to a price reset may be beneficial:  

i. Firstly, review previously developed best-pracƟce pricing frameworks and consider 
how they apply now to connecƟon pricing.  

ii. Secondly, develop and agree a framework of robust economic principles and 
guidelines for what an efficient level of upfront contribuƟons is and define this in 
terms of what good pricing looks like, and the behaviours that are fundamental to 
good pricing.3 

iii. Thirdly, assess current pracƟce, e.g. highlighƟng if an EDB’s approach to connecƟon 
pricing is not efficient. An assessment will also idenƟfy whether any inefficiencies 
idenƟfied are isolated or whether wholesale regulaƟon is jusƟfied. This will inform 
what kind of behaviour changes are required, and the intervenƟons that may 
achieve these behaviour changes. 

iv. Fourthly, consult on changes that will change EDB behaviour in the relevant manner, 
linking back to how this fits within the framework and definiƟon of efficient 
connecƟon pricing.  

Proposed soluƟon: ‘Reset’ the DCP consultaƟon and consult on a framework to define what 
efficient connecƟon pricing looks like and the behaviours that are fundamental to efficient 
pricing. This can help bring stakeholders together to develop a shared understanding of 
what efficient connecƟon pricing is. Apply a similar approach to the NCP consultaƟon. 

 

4. The Authority has stated that consumers will be worse off. In the Q&A, the Authority 
stated that the cost of their proposals to residenƟal consumers is approximately $0.71 per 
month to at least March 2030.4 (A cross-subsidy to connecƟng parƟes?) We do not think it is 
appropriate to increase costs to consumers in this way without first being really clear and 
evidence-based in the assessment of the current problem with the status quo. 

Proposed soluƟon: The Authority develop a revised consultaƟon (which may be aŌer the 
framework is developed). This consultaƟon could include a comprehensive, economic cost-
benefit analysis that can demonstrate that placing addiƟonal costs on consumers is in their 
long-term benefit and aligns with the Authority’s statutory objecƟve. This could be done as 
part of the full reform development. However, the Authority should apply cauƟon in its 
applicaƟon of fast-track measures in the meanƟme to avoid the unintended consequences 
highlighted in many of the submissions. 

 

 
3 We understand that the Authority has developed distribuƟon pricing principles in the past, but these were 
not apparent throughout this consultaƟon process. It would be useful to join up these principles to clarify how 
they retain consistency of applicaƟon. 
4 Electricity Authority, DistribuƟon connecƟon pricing proposed Code amendment | Our consultaƟons | Our 
projects | Electricity Authority, FAQ 2: “What is the impact on households and businesses already connected 
to the network?”, accessed 13/01/2025 



 

Seeking consistency and transparency 

In most cases, access seekers and related organisaƟons have been clear in their submissions that 
they support a user-pays approach to new connecƟons. They have stated that access seekers are 
willing to pay for their new connecƟons and do not believe that exisƟng consumers should cross-
subsidise those costs. 

However, the root of their concerns appears to be that they are confused by the inconsistency of 
new connecƟon pricing and processes across the country and are therefore not confident that the 
charges being applied to them are fair and reasonable. 

Likewise, there seems to be a significant diversity of views from submiƩers on the appropriate 
applicaƟon thresholds (both for distributed generaƟon (DG) and load connecƟons) and Ɵmescales to 
process these. We think this points to a clear need for further careful consideraƟon of many of the 
seƫngs in these proposals, before strict regulaƟon is imposed via the Code. 

The first steps should be to understand the status quo beƩer to determine whether both connecƟon 
pricing and processes are in fact inefficient, or whether the problem lies more in shortcomings in 
communicaƟon and a lack of transparency. 

Our members, the EDBs, are very grateful for the feedback provided through this submission 
process. We are keen to work with access seekers to ensure that we can provide cosƟng informaƟon 
in a way that beƩer suits their needs, and to work in a consistent and predictable manner in the 
processing of connecƟon applicaƟons. 

To that end, ENA supports MEUG’s suggesƟon of a workshop – or even a series of workshops.5 ENA 
looks forward to more collaboraƟon with access seekers to beƩer understand the problems each 
party are facing and how we can work together to provide greater clarity and understanding. 

Fonterra, Contact and EECA, amongst others, have provided useful examples in their submissions of 
what they would like to see included in a breakdown of costs. Bolstered by further 1:1 access seeker 
engagement and broader workshops, ENA believes we can help facilitate a template with 
standardised layout, terminology and content for quoƟng new connecƟons that could substanƟally 
address many of the problems idenƟfied by access seekers. This will help connecƟng parƟes 
compare quotes and understand the drivers that result in locaƟonal or project-specific differences in 
connecƟon costs.  It could ensure that the full costs are broken down, regardless of treatment as 
‘capital contribuƟons’, ‘vested assets’ or any other label. 

ENA recommends that we proceed with working with the industry to develop a connecƟon pricing 
template in parallel to the Authority reseƫng its own process around connecƟon pricing and 
processes, as suggested in recommendaƟons 3 and 4, and discussed further below. This would 
ensure that access seekers see benefits, regardless of the outcome of this consultaƟon process. 

 

Concerns raised over the Authority’s process, principles and evidence 

From our reading of the DCP submissions, half of the non-EDB submiƩers have been concerned 
about the Authority’s process, consistency of applicaƟon of principles or evidence-basis for the 
proposals. When ENA and EDBs are included, there are approximately 70% of submiƩers expressing 

 
5 MEUG, MEUG_-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 4 



 

concerns. Many submiƩers on the NCP also raise concerns around the lack of evidence base and 
non-existent cost-benefit analysis (CBA). 

In addiƟon, all five of the external consultants engaged for the DCP consult, on behalf of both EDBs 
and access seekers, have raised concerns around the Authority’s process or problem statement.  

Drive Electric has been a significant advocate for the regulaƟon of connecƟon pricing and processes 
on behalf of their CPO members. Their expert consultant, Sapere, has been perhaps the most criƟcal 
of the Authority’s processes in their submission. Their recommendaƟon is for a complete rewrite 
and reissue of the proposals.6  This suggests that further clarificaƟon is needed from the Authority 
on maƩers of detail such as reliance limits, connecƟon thresholds and Ɵmescales, etc. It would 
therefore be prudent to either redraŌ the proposed regulaƟons to be more flexible in the face of 
this uncertainty (e.g. less prescripƟve, more principles-based) or further engage with industry and 
access-seekers to arrive at specific regulaƟons with greater confidence of their appropriateness. 

Sapere, Axiom Economics, Houston Kemp Economics and FronƟer Economics all highlight the lack of 
evidence in support of the Authority’s proposals. As Houston Kemp put it: “absent from every aspect 
of the Authority’s problem definiƟon is empirical evidence of any inefficiency.”7 

Incenta and Sapere both also highlight the potenƟal overlap between the pricing and process papers 
and how more aƩenƟon should be placed on their alignment and co-development. Whilst Sapere’s 
language is much stronger around the “scant reference”8 between the two papers and how they 
should be developed more closely together, Incenta provides some examples of where measures in 
one negate the value of measures in the other,9 which could further call into quesƟon net benefit 
assessments of the proposed amendments in each paper. 

 

Build solid foundaƟons for future regulaƟon 

The recent Regulatory Standards Bill (RSB) consultaƟon10 and its associated submissions outline 
some sound principles for good regulatory pracƟce, which the Authority could consider. We also 
note that whilst the RSB is sƟll subject to consultaƟon prior to any final draŌing and 
implementaƟon, it does leverage government guidelines already in existence, including 
“Government expectaƟons for good regulatory pracƟce” from 2017 and “StarƟng out with 
regulatory stewardship: a resource” from 2022.11  

Within their recent submission on the RSB, BusinessNZ made this assessment: 

“Before opƟng for a regulatory approach, the nature of ‘the problem’ should first be fully 
understood - who is affected by it, the costs of taking acƟon and who will bear those costs. 
Regulatory intervenƟon, because of its cost, should generally be a last resort only when all other 
cost-effecƟve approaches have been exhausted. In order to jusƟfy government intervenƟon, 
there must be a clear case of market failure and the failure must be significant.  

Given that markets are generally faster at self-correcƟng than governments are at intervening, 
the onus of proof should be on a Government to prove beyond reasonable doubt that the 

 
6 Sapere, Drive_Electric-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, pages 5-6 
7 Houston Kemp Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 84 
8 Sapere, Drive_Electric-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, pages 5 
9 Incenta, Unison_and_Powercos_joint_submission_-_Incenta_Report.pdf, paragraph 47 
10 Ministry for RegulaƟon, Have-your-say-on-the-proposed-Regulatory-Standards-Bill-final.pdf 
11 Ministry for RegulaƟon, Regulatory stewardship | Ministry for RegulaƟon, accessed 12 January 2025 



 

benefits of intervenƟon will exceed the cost, including the cost of any unintended outcomes 
(such as non-compliance).  

Regulators generally have strong incenƟves to minimise their own risk by imposing higher 
standards than might arguably be jusƟfied. Because they do not bear the costs associated with 
their decisions (costs will ulƟmately fall on consumers), they may well over-regulate rather than 
take into account or adequately consider the cost/quality trade-offs consumers would be willing 
to make.  

BusinessNZ is disappointed that too oŌen papers and discussion documents start off by not 
asking the fundamental quesƟon, “Is there a problem?” before considering any change to 
regulatory pracƟces.”12 

As noted by most submiƩers on the Authority’s DCP and NCP consultaƟons, there are doubts 
around the robustness of the Authority’s problem definiƟons, which in turn creates doubts around 
the suitability of any proposed soluƟons. For DCP, Houston Kemp say “almost all these potenƟal 
inefficiencies trace back to the Authority’s preconcepƟon that connecƟon charges are currently ‘too 
high’”13 [underlining emphasis added].   

Axiom Economics summarise the situaƟon as “robust soluƟons require robust problem definiƟon” 
and go on to say that the Authority’s problem statement is “flawed” and that there is “no clear link 
between problem and proposed soluƟon.”14 The perceived flaws their report outlines, includes, but 
is not limited to: 

 A purely theoreƟcal analysis, “with no empirical evidence provided to substanƟate the 
claim that connecƟon rates are being constrained to inefficiently low levels.”15 

 A lack of clarity around why “radical pricing reforms would be the opƟmal soluƟon.”16 

Houston Kemp also conclude that “in our opinion, regulatory intervenƟon jusƟfied by reference to 
casual, in-principle observaƟon, absent any evidence of inefficiency, falls significantly short of 
establishing grounds for material regulatory intervenƟon by reference to the Authority’s statutory 
objecƟve.”17 

It is noteworthy that if even those access seekers that these proposals are purportedly designed to 
help are not convinced the Authority’s proposals will bring about the intended improvements, then 
the Authority has failed to demonstrate “beyond reasonable doubt that the benefits of intervenƟon 
will exceed the cost.”18 

We therefore recommend that prior to reissuing a consultaƟon, the Authority establish a clear, 
evidence-based problem statement and a framework on which to base efficient connecƟon pricing 
and process principles, as outlined above. Any proposed regulatory intervenƟon can then be linked 
back to the framework to clearly and simply explain why the proposed regulatory intervenƟon will 
be for the long-term benefit of consumers. 

 
12 BusinessNZ, 250113-DraŌ-Proposed-Regulatory-Standards-Bill-Submission.pdf, pages 4-5 
13 Houston Kemp Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 72 
14 Axiom Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 44 and 49 
15 Axiom Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 45 
16 Axiom Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 45 
17 Houston Kemp Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 84 
18 BusinessNZ, 250113-DraŌ-Proposed-Regulatory-Standards-Bill-Submission.pdf, pages 4-5 



 

We understand that the Authority is unlikely to be supporƟve of a ‘stop and reassess’ approach. 
However, we also remind the Authority of its principles in secƟon 4 of the Authority’s recently 
reviewed ConsultaƟon Charter.19 Principle 3 states: 

“Preference for small-scale ‘trial and error’ opƟons: The Authority will prefer opƟons that are 
iniƟally small-scale, and flexible, scalable and relaƟvely easily reversible with relaƟvely low 
value transfers associated with doing so. The Authority will monitor the implemented opƟon 
and reject, refine or expand that soluƟon in accordance with the results from the monitoring.”20 

Principle 3 is to be used “where analysis demonstrates a clear benefit to a Code amendment 
proposal, but there is no clear best opƟon in terms of a soluƟon.”21 Subject to comments on Principle 
1 below, this could be seen to be the case with the proposed connecƟon pricing Code amendment – 
in the absence of quanƟfied CBA for regulaƟons, there is a risk of adverse unintended consequences 
where regulaƟons are not proporƟonate to benefits. 

Given many have submiƩed on the lack of a quanƟfied CBA, and the lack of an analysis of costs of 
the proposed amendments, in general, it is also clear that Principle 2 has not been met.22 Arguably, 
with this lack of evidence base, and the wide range of submiƩer views, Principle 1 appears not to 
have been met either, where the Authority commits that it “will only consider amending the Code 
when there is a clear case to do so” [emphasis added].23 

Any fast track measures the Authority conƟnues to want to adopt prior to a full reworking of its 
consultaƟon should therefore be limited to non-Code affecƟng guidelines and principles only. This 
would also miƟgate some of the issues idenƟfied in the secƟon below, as well as aligning beƩer with 
Principle 7, which commits to a preference for non-prescripƟve opƟons. 

 

The need for further consultaƟon 

As noted in our original submission, we did not review the Code amendments, as we felt it was 
premature to do so. We note that a high proporƟon of other submiƩers explicitly made the same 
caveat in their own submissions. We expressed a recommendaƟon for the Authority to confirm their 
policy decisions and then reconsult on the technical draŌing of the changes prior to codifying or 
gazeƫng them.  

Sapere did review the Code amendments as part of their work on behalf of Drive Electric and their 
submission comments raise significant red flags. They refer to how they are “unable to reconcile the 
Code wording to the Authority’s proposal document.”24 They go on to say that “the wording is so 
confusing that we have had to change our view on what the proposal intends and what the code 
amendment states many Ɵmes.”25  

 
19 We note that this Charter is dated 27 February 2024 and therefore we assume these principles have recently 
been reviewed and confirmed as current relevant guiding principles for the Authority’s work 
20 Electricity Authority, ConsultaƟon Charter, ConsultaƟon Charter 2024.pdf, page 3 
21 Electricity Authority, ConsultaƟon Charter, ConsultaƟon Charter 2024.pdf, page 3 
22 Principle 2 states: “Costs and benefits are summarised: The Authority is required to include with any Code 
amendment proposal an evaluaƟon of the costs and benefits of the proposed amendment. The Authority will 
also include a summary of this evaluaƟon.” Electricity Authority, ConsultaƟon Charter, ConsultaƟon Charter 
2024.pdf, page 3 
23 Electricity Authority, ConsultaƟon Charter, ConsultaƟon Charter 2024.pdf, page 3 
24 Sapere, Drive_Electric-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 5 
25 Sapere, Drive_Electric-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 27 



 

Several of their interpretaƟons of the Authority’s proposals and the intent behind them is very 
contrary to our own reading of the proposal documents. It is perhaps because of this ambiguity and 
the extra insight they have from reviewing the Code amendments, that such different 
interpretaƟons are arising. 

For example, Sapere states “this has meant that the Authority’s short-term focus is on costs being 
too low.”26 Our interpretaƟon of the Authority’s paper, as referenced in our original submission, is 
the opposite. We feel the Authority’s paper focuses on bringing down what it feels are excessively 
high costs, whilst overlooking what are potenƟally inefficiently low costs at the other end of the 
spectrum. This appears supported by the Authority’s Q&A response on the website that, despite 
some EDBs showing zero capital contribuƟons in the Authority’s charts, “we have not seen a trend 
of lower reliance on capital contribuƟons so do not see [a minimum reliance level] as an issue at 
present.”27  

Meridian made similar comments: “As we found the consultaƟon paper relaƟvely complex and 
confusing, it’s unclear whether the proposed Code changes will deliver the outcomes envisaged by 
the Authority’s proposals.”28 

If industry experts are taking away completely opposite interpretaƟons of the Authority’s proposals 
and problem statements, then it suggests there is a significant problem with the Authority’s papers 
and proposals that needs recƟfying prior to any further decision-making. It also suggests that the 
current ambiguous consults are insufficient to meet the requirements of an informed consultaƟon 
and a further consultaƟon on any amendments is required prior to finalising policy decisions. 

 

Commitment to protecƟng domesƟc and small business consumers 

The Authority states under its strategic outcomes: “We want to achieve a secure and resilient, 
efficient and affordable energy system that protects domesƟc and small business consumers and 
improves long-term outcomes for all consumers and New Zealand.”29 

The Authority has also stated that the distribuƟon connecƟon pricing proposals will impact 
residenƟal consumers by increasing their bills by $0.71 per month from April 2026 to March 2030.30 

Whilst the Authority also states that it expected the proposals to be in the long-term best interests 
of consumers, it has been unable to demonstrate this in its proposals. So, currently the only 
quanƟfiable evidence the Authority has presented is that the average consumer will be negaƟvely 
impacted by the proposals unƟl at least March 2030. As Axiom Economics put it, “the welfare 
calculus is incomplete.”31 

This combines with the concerns raised by access seekers in their submissions that the Authority has 
not been clear on its problem statements and therefore the proposed soluƟons are not expected to 

 
26 Sapere, Drive_Electric-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 27 
27 Electricity Authority, DistribuƟon connecƟon pricing proposed Code amendment | Our consultaƟons | Our 
projects | Electricity Authority, FAQ 7: “Why haven’t you proposed a minimum reliance level?”, accessed 
13/01/2025 
28 Meridian Energy, Meridian_Energy_-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 1 
29 Electricity Authority, Our strategy and prioriƟes | Electricity Authority, accessed 13/01/2025 
30 Electricity Authority, DistribuƟon connecƟon pricing proposed Code amendment | Our consultaƟons | Our 
projects | Electricity Authority, FAQ 2: “What is the impact on households and businesses already connected 
to the network?”, accessed 13/01/2025 
31 Axiom Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 52 



 

generate the benefits to access seekers that the Authority anƟcipates. Given the expected flow on 
cost increase to consumers (as stated by the Authority themselves), at a Ɵme when they are already 
facing large cost increases due to the recent DPP4 decision, it is important the Authority ensures 
that the benefits of regulaƟon outweigh the costs – something it has thus far failed to do. 

 

Next steps 

We have focused the body of this cross-submission on our key points. However, we also include 
further important cross-submission points and themes within Appendices B and C that we 
encourage the Authority to consider. 

We acknowledge that the volume and range of views and recommendaƟons presented in the 
submissions are likely to make the Authority’s next steps very difficult to work through. However, we 
encourage the Authority to consider how the volume and variety of submission points demonstrates 
that the problem and the soluƟon are not sufficiently clear to progress in their current state. 

Where there is significant diversity of submiƩer views, and no clear raƟonale for that diversity, it 
may be prudent to pause the introducƟon of strict regulaƟons (and associated compliance 
requirements) currently proposed and move to a more flexible, or even principles-based, approach - 
at least in the interim. This will give Ɵme for the Authority to work with industry and access-seekers 
to gather evidence and carry out further, detailed consultaƟon, to ensure if strict requirements are 
imposed via regulaƟon that they are fit for purpose. 

ENA and its members are keen to work with the Authority and our access seekers to beƩer 
understand the problems being faced and collecƟvely work towards the most effecƟve and efficient 
soluƟons for all parƟes. 

If you have any quesƟons about ENA’s submission please contact Gemma Pascall, Regulatory 
Manager (                                               ) or Richard Le Gros, Policy and InnovaƟon Manager                      
(                                              ). 

Yours sincerely 

  

Gemma Pascall Richard Le Gros 

Regulatory Manager Policy and InnovaƟon Manager 

  



 

Appendix A: ENA Members  
 

Electricity Networks Aotearoa makes this submission along with the support of its members, listed 

below:  

 Alpine Energy    

 Aurora Energy    

 Buller Electricity    

 Centralines   

 Counties Energy    

 Electra    

 EA Networks    

 Firstlight Network   

 Horizon Networks   

 Mainpower     

 Marlborough Lines    

 Nelson Electricity    

 Network Tasman    

 Network Waitaki    

 Northpower    

 Orion New Zealand    

 Powerco    

 PowerNet (which manages The Power Company, Electricity Invercargill, OtagoNet and 
Lakeland Network)  

 Scanpower    

 Top Energy    

 The Lines Company    

 Unison Networks    

 Vector    

 Waipa Networks   

 WEL Networks    

 Wellington Electricity  

 Westpower   

  



 

Appendix B: Further distribuƟon connecƟon 
pricing proposed Code amendment cross-
submission points for consideraƟon 
 

Reliance limits 

One of the most problemaƟc of the Authority’s fast-track proposals appears to be that of the 
reliance limits. Only a handful of submiƩers support this proposal compared to the vast majority 
that either explicitly or implicitly oppose the limits. The objecƟons largely come from a place of 
understanding that they are “not supported by the evidence or sound economic principles.”32  

MEUG, for example, “cannot support reliance limits based on evidence presented” and thinks that 
the limits go against a user-pays principle and risk socialising connecƟon costs across all 
consumers.33  

We support that view and request that the Authority remove reliance limits from their fast-track 
measures, or at the most, apply Contact Energy’s suggesƟon of “soŌ caps, whereby more acƟve 
monitoring is triggered should those caps be exceeded”34 or Incenta’s suggesƟon that “the Authority 
could simply require EDBs to not change their capital contribuƟon policies in a way that leads to a 
material increase in connecƟon prices, except where this has been done to implement the measures 
implemented by the Authority.”35 

Our alternaƟve proposal of consistent itemised quote templates would ensure transparency during 
the fast-track period and would highlight if any inefficient policy or methodology changes were 
made by EDBs. 

 

Network capacity cosƟng requirements  

We support EECA’s suggesƟon that within the network capacity charging proposal, the wording is 
changed to reflect that costs should be based on forecast/anƟcipated headroom expected to be 
consumed.36 

 

Minimum scheme and flexibility 

With regards the flexibility aspects of the minimum scheme, we draw aƩenƟon to the remarks made 
by Incenta: 

“We note, however, that EDBs would need to retain some control over the circumstances or 
condiƟons under which such opƟons are offered. We have had examples in Australia where real 
estate developers have reduced connecƟon costs by implemenƟng demand side measures (in 

 
32 FronƟer Economics, ENA_-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 38 
33 MEUG, MEUG_-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 4 
34 Contact Energy, Contact_Energy_-_DCP_Submission_2024.pdf, page 7 
35 Incenta, Unison_and_Powercos_joint_submission_-_Incenta_Report.pdf, paragraph 39a 
36 EECA, EECA_-_combined_submission_2024.pdf, page 8 



 

this case, limits to household demand), but not properly communicated these measures to 
subsequent purchases, and the EDB in quesƟon has had to subsequently augment the 
network.”37 

This provides further evidence in respect of concerns we raised in our own original submission. 

 

Balance point 

There appear to be very conflicƟng views of the economic principles around the ‘balance point’ and 
whether this is a useful reference point in the context of connecƟon pricing. It seems some of the 
challenge is that it is a confusing concept. We support suggesƟons from the likes of Contact, who 
recommend the Authority could be more explicit about what is or isn’t appropriate for upfront 
charging.38 This goes back to our third key recommendaƟon about being clear on what efficient 
connecƟon pricing looks like. 

 

ReconciliaƟon and revenue risk 

Several submiƩers refer to the risk that proposed revenue offset mechanisms pass unnecessary risk 
onto consumers, should access seekers not deliver anƟcipated revenue over the life of their 
connecƟons. Many of the consumer trusts reference the example of Pike River, whose failure would 
have significantly impacted consumer prices, had they not been required to pay for their connecƟon 
upfront. 

Some of the expert reports also suggest examples where certain connecƟon types are perhaps less 
suited to this approach and should be excluded, such as agreements with developers, or high 
volume standard residenƟal connecƟons. 

We support suggesƟons in submissions that offer EDBs more discreƟon to make risk assessments in 
the calculaƟon of expected revenue to ensure risks remain with the access seeker. Houston Kemp 
references the Australian system, where the Australian Energy Regulator (AER) permits prepayments 
and financial guarantees to miƟgate risk, explaining that: 

“SecuriƟes fees, whether by prepayment or financial guarantee, help to insure DNSPs 
[distributed network service providers] against the risk of failing to collect the total esƟmated 
incremental revenue associated with a connecƟon offer. In the absence of a security scheme, if 
the DNSP does not collect the total esƟmated incremental revenue, then the shorƞall would 
eventually be recovered through higher network tariffs to all other network users.”39 

Houston Kemp observe that the Authority makes no reference in their consultaƟon documents to 
the “significant risk” to consumers from the incremental revenue proposals. 

We encourage the Authority to give this risk more consideraƟon in the next consultaƟon and 
directly address measures to miƟgate this risk for consumers. 

 

 
37 Incenta, Unison_and_Powercos_joint_submission_-_Incenta_Report.pdf, paragraph 30 
38 Contact Energy, Contact_Energy_-_DCP_Submission_2024.pdf, page 4 
39 Houston Kemp Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 106 



 

Fast-track v full reform 

We think it is parƟcularly important that informaƟon gathered from any fast-track measures be used 
to inform full reform developments, but equally important, that any fast-track measures rushed 
through, parƟcularly in light of the discussions above, do not become ‘approved or implemented by 
default’ into the full reform.  

There are enough quesƟons raised through the submissions, for example, to highlight uncertainty 
around the specifics of the reconciliaƟon requirement that it should not be assumed that upon full 
reform, any fast-track reconciliaƟon disclosure become a mandatory pricing methodology without 
the Authority providing much further quanƟtaƟve evidence to support the problem definiƟon and 
to ensure that the right soluƟons are being implemented. 

Should the Authority reject our suggesƟon of an alternaƟve disclosure (standard itemised quote 
templates) and proceed with their proposed reconciliaƟon, we encourage the Authority to be 
explicit that this reconciliaƟon is for informaƟonal purposes only under the fast-track, is not 
enforceable as a methodology and will be comprehensively reviewed and reconsidered as part of 
the full reform measures. 

 

Many valid reasons for price variaƟons 

We understand BP40 and Meridian’s41 intenƟons by showing different connecƟon prices for what 
they deem to be the same connecƟons. However, we note that there are many variables in 
connecƟon pricing, including length from exisƟng network infrastructure and local network capacity, 
which might jusƟfy variaƟons in connecƟon prices. Such simplified comparisons should be used with 
cauƟon in analyses. Our proposed industry-led standard quote template could however include 
enough variables to make comparisons more meaningful. 

 

CompeƟƟon and contestability  

“If the Authority’s objecƟve is to promote compeƟƟon in the provision of connecƟon services, in 
line with its statutory objecƟve, it would be best served by opƟons that place distributors and third 
party providers on an equal fooƟng when bidding for connecƟon projects.”42 

There are mixed views on whether the proposals are compaƟble with contestability. EECA highlights 
that “some of the technical requirements (e.g. ‘minimum schemes’) could potenƟally create barriers 
if the required methodology is complex or not transparent.”43  

QuesƟons are also raised as to whether there should be a consistent approach to connecƟon 
pricing, regardless of which network is being connected to, transmission or distribuƟon.44 

We encourage the Authority to further consider and directly address these issues in a subsequent 
consultaƟon paper. 

 

 
40 BP, BP_NZ_-_Combined_submission_2024.pdf, page 2 
41 Meridian, Meridian_Energy_-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 2 
42 Houston Kemp Economics, Vector_-_DCP_and_NCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 108 
43 EECA, EECA_-_combined_submission_2024.pdf, page 4 
44 ETNZ, ETNZ_-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 5 



 

Scarce resources and alternaƟves to regulaƟon 

EECA also highlight the potenƟal risks of diverƟng scarce resources to deliver regulatory changes, 
rather than beƩer serving consumers in other ways.45  

As the Authority has prepared the pricing and process consultaƟons separately, it doesn’t feel that a 
collecƟve view of the impact on resource across the sector has been factored into its net benefits 
assessment. Although, as EECA (and others) also rightly highlight, the Authority has not presented 
“discussion of possible/likely drawbacks and costs, which makes it difficult to comment on the net 
benefits of the proposal.”46 

BusinessNZ also remind us that “regulatory intervenƟon, because of its cost, should generally be a 
last resort only when all other cost-effecƟve approaches have been exhausted.”47 As noted through 
our alternaƟve recommendaƟons in the body of this cross-submission, there are potenƟal soluƟons 
that would deliver quick win benefits to access seekers that do not require the ‘heavy handed’ 
approach of jumping straight to regulaƟons.  

We urge the Authority to reconsider their preference for jumping straight to Code amendments and 
regulaƟon, which risk increasing costs and diverƟng resources, whilst (based on the submission 
feedback) not delivering the benefits the Authority intends. 

 

Secondary networks 

We, along with several other submiƩers, are unclear on how these proposals would apply to 
different types of secondary networks. We encourage the Authority to consider which networks 
should and should not be subject to the proposed measures and then set out these thoughts in a 
further targeted consultaƟon. 

It is potenƟally telling when an embedded network claims “the issues that these regulatory changes 
are trying to address don’t exist in embedded networks,”48 whereas customers of embedded 
networks think it’s “vital” they be included in scope49 and UƟliƟes Disputes Limited also urge the 
Authority to be clear in relaƟon to secondary networks.50  

 

Further consultaƟon 

We support several other submiƩers who refer to the need for further consultaƟon and robust 
discussion prior to full reform, as well as MEUG’s51 suggesƟon of a workshop aŌer the cross-
submission period.  

We originally recommended a ‘technical consultaƟon’ be added into the process to allow for a 
separate process to review Code changes and more pracƟcal implementaƟon maƩers once policy 
decisions have been decided on. 

 
45 EECA, EECA_-_combined_submission_2024.pdf, page 5 
46 EECA, EECA_-_combined_submission_2024.pdf, page 2 
47 BusinessNZ, 250113-DraŌ-Proposed-Regulatory-Standards-Bill-Submission.pdf, pages 4-5 
48 Tenco, Tenco_DistribuƟon_ConnecƟon_Pricing_ConsultaƟon_17Dec2024_Redacted.pdf, page 10 
49 Retyna, Retyna_-_Combined_submission_2024.pdf, page 3 
50 UDL, UDL_-_combined_submission_2024.pdf, page 1 
51 MEUG, MEUG_-_DCP_Submissions_2024.pdf, page 4 



 

However, in light of various submission comments quesƟoning the problem statement, proposed 
soluƟons, confusing proposals and inconsistencies idenƟfied, we feel a further consultaƟon on the 
revised policy proposals is required prior to a technical consultaƟon. 

In addiƟon to Sapere’s broad criƟcisms of inconsistencies between the consultaƟon paper and the 
Code amendments referred to above, Orion have also noted a difference in the basic definiƟon of 
‘connecƟon charge’ between the consultaƟon paper (2.8c) and the Code amendments (6B.13(1)).52 
If there isn’t even internal consistency in the definiƟon of the ‘thing’ to be regulated, this requires 
urgent aƩenƟon in the next consultaƟon. 

 

Quality data benefits 

We support advocacy for EDBs to have beƩer access to smart meter data.53 

 
52 Orion, Orion - DCP Submissions 2024.pdf, page 2 
53 Rewiring Aotearoa, Rewiring_Aotearoa_-_DCP_submission_2024.pdf, page 2 



 

Appendix C: Further network connecƟons project: 
stage one amendments cross-submission points 
for consideraƟon 
 

Proposed thresholds for both medium and large DG and load connecƟon processes 

There is a wide range of views from submiƩers on the appropriate thresholds for both medium and 
large DG and load connecƟon processes. For example, the IEGA submiƩed: “In our view the new 
thresholds are arbitrary” and “The IEGA recommends a connecƟon applicaƟon approach based on a 
New Zealand wide categorisaƟon of complexity will create efficiencies in the applicaƟon process for 
connecƟng distributed generaƟon and load”.54 

The Authority has not provided clear evidence in its proposals to describe what the current 
performance of the distribuƟon sector is, in terms of processing network connecƟons. It is therefore 
difficult for both EDBs and access-seekers to form a view on what the correct connecƟon thresholds 
and Ɵmescales should be to achieve the intended upliŌ in performance. We believe this lack of 
evidence is one of the reasons for the wide variaƟon of responses we’ve seen on these proposals 
from submiƩers. We also believe it is an indicaƟon that the Authority appears not to have 
appropriately calibrated the thresholds it proposes in the consultaƟon. In addiƟon, many submiƩers 
pointed out that DG and load connecƟons are not analogous and as such should be treated quite 
separately in terms of thresholds and Ɵmescales. 

ENA suggests that the Authority should refrain from introducing its connecƟon processes (threshold 
and Ɵmescales) in their current form – at least as an interim measure while beƩer understanding of 
the issues and potenƟal soluƟons is developed. It should instead consider how the proposals could 
be amended to beƩer reflect the needs of the industry, including both EDBs and access-seekers. We 
suggest two possible approaches to the Authority: 

i. Revert to a principles-based approach for how medium and large DG and load connecƟons 
should be defined and allow industry to develop the specific thresholds to reflect this. This 
could include defining connecƟon processes (for either DG or load) based on their relaƟve 
complexity, rather than their ‘size’ in a kVA or MW raƟng. 

ii. Establish a workshop-like approach to working with the industry to define thresholds that 
beƩer reflect the needs and realiƟes of different types of connecƟon. 

Related to this, there is a prevalent view from submiƩers that the Authority has set the threshold for 
medium load connecƟons too low. For example, EA Networks submiƩed: “EA Networks does not 
support a separate and more involved process for medium load applicaƟons. …This size of 
connecƟon applicaƟon is considered very much business-as-usual, and the applicaƟon of a highly 
defined process may have to opposite [sic] effect of slowing down processing of straighƞorward 
connecƟon applicaƟons.”55 

 

 
54 IEGA, IEGA_submission_-_Network_connecƟons_project_20Dec24.pdf, page 2, 2nd para. 
55 EA Networks, EA_Networks_-_Network_connecƟons_project.pdf, page 4, secƟon G. 



 

ENA recommends that, if the Authority makes no other changes to its proposals, at a minimum the 
threshold for medium load connecƟons should be increased, and the large load thresholds changed 
correspondingly. 

 

Proposed Ɵmescales for both medium and large DG and load connecƟon processes are too short, 
not based upon evidence or referenced to problem definiƟon and inflexible 

Many EDBs submiƩed to the Authority that the Ɵmeframes proposed for processing connecƟon 
applicaƟons (of whatever sort) were too short and/or too inflexible to appropriately recognise the 
significant variaƟon in complexity that can exist in connecƟon applicaƟons. For example, Orion 
submiƩed: “The requirement to hold final applicaƟons for 20 business days to ensure that no 
compeƟng requests are received, the mandatory third-party noƟficaƟons, and the complex interplay 
of technical studies make the proposed Ɵmeframes impracƟcal.”56. Similarly, CounƟes Energy 
submiƩed (regarding proposed large load connecƟons): “The proposed interim to final applicaƟon 
period of 90 days may not be sufficient for these larger customers.”57 Other EDBs made similar 
comments in relaƟon to the Ɵmescales of other secƟons of the proposals. 

To address this general concern, ENA recommends that the Authority adopt the proposal from our 
submission whereby EDBs would only need to meet an overall performance level (in terms of 
meeƟng regulated connecƟon Ɵmescales) for a certain proporƟon of applicaƟons per year. This 
could sƟll be set relaƟvely high to begin with (e.g. 90%-95%) and the Authority can monitor sector 
performance over Ɵme and adjust as necessary. This approach would provide some flexibility to 
EDBs in conforming to a new and (for New Zealand) novel regime and would also provide some 
scope to accommodate significant complex connecƟon applicaƟons which arise from Ɵme to Ɵme. 

AlternaƟvely, the Authority could pause from imposing regulated connecƟon processing Ɵmescales 
in the Code and instead establish a principles-based approach, which provides flexibility for EDBs to 
develop (and adhere to) self-determined processing Ɵmescales that nevertheless meet the 
principles the Authority has set. 

 

Concerns around the scope of proposed ‘connecƟons pipeline’ informaƟon 

Several submiƩers have suggested that the proposal for EDBs to publish connecƟons pipelines be 
more narrowly scoped than what the Authority proposes. These submissions are driven variously 
by: 

 Concerns around the burden that gathering and publishing connecƟons informaƟon would 
impose on EDBs. For example, EA Networks submiƩed “EA Networks would cauƟon against 

 
56 Orion, Orion Submission - Network connecƟons project - Stage one amendments.pdf, page 2, secƟon 6b. 
57 CounƟes Energy, CounƟes_Energy_-_Network_connecƟons_project_-
_stage_one_amendment_submission_form.pdf,  page 3, secƟon H.  



 

requiring administraƟve intensive maintenance of the proposed pipeline of DG and large 
load network connecƟons requirements, parƟcularly if that is to an auditable standard.”58 

 Concerns around the commercial confidenƟality of DG and load connecƟons. For example, 
IEGA submiƩed: “GeneraƟon investment is a compeƟƟve market. The Authority should 
clarify that detailed locaƟon informaƟon (eg GPS coordinates) about new generaƟon 
connecƟons will not be publicly disclosed.”59 

 Concerns around the extent to which a connecƟons pipeline will provide value to access-
seekers and not inadvertently be misleading. For example, Aurora Energy submiƩed: “We 
encourage access seekers to contact us to discuss their connecƟon, rather than risk drawing 
inaccurate conclusions from a pipeline.”60 

ENA recommends the Authority engage with industry and access-seekers, via the workshop 
mechanisms proposed earlier in this submission, to refine (reduce) the scope of connecƟons 
pipeline in its proposals. At a minimum, we suggest that the Authority reduce the scope of the 
connecƟons pipeline to just DG connecƟons, at least iniƟally, and revisit the scope at some future 
date once further informaƟon is available.  

 
58 EA Networks, EA_Networks_-_Network_connecƟons_project.pdf, page 5, secƟon L. 
59 IEGA, IEGA_submission_-_Network_connecƟons_project_20Dec24.pdf, page 5, second bullet. 
60 Aurora Energy, Aurora Energy Submission - Network.pdf, page 8, secƟon L. 


