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Introduction 

1. Orion welcomes the opportunity to submit on the consultation paper ‘Evolving multiple retailing 
and switching’.1  

2. Orion owns and operates the electricity distribution infrastructure in central Canterbury, 
including Ōtautahi Christchurch city and Selwyn District. Our network is both rural and urban and 
extends over 8,000 square kilometres from the Waimakariri River in the north to the Rakaia River 
in the south; from the Canterbury coast to Arthur’s Pass. We deliver electricity to more than 
231,000 homes and businesses and are New Zealand’s third largest Electricity Distribution 
Business (EDB).  

Executive summary 

3. Orion supports the concept of multiple trading relationships (“MTR”) as part of the electricity 
sector’s future evolution, when implemented at the right time, with proper justification, and at 
appropriate cost. However, Orion does not support the Electricity Authority’s (“Authority”) current 
MTR code proposal as presented due to significant concerns about the current implementation 
approach. The current proposal appears premature, poorly justified, and likely to impose 
disproportionate costs on those consumers who are unable to participate in an MTR, while 
delivering uncertain benefits.  

4. Orion submits that MTR represents a fundamental change to the underpinnings of the electricity 
system, and how all participants interact. This is not a simple regulatory enhancement, but a 
complete restructuring of market arrangements that will require substantial investment and 
operational changes across the sector. Orion has identified estimated implementation costs 
ranging from $2.79m – $3.89m.2 

 
1 Evolving multiple retailing and switching  
2 This includes changes to our Registry and Billing tools, internal resources, updates to Pricing Methodology, and 
personnel costs to support the changes.  
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5. Orion submits that the Authority has not provided a quantified cost-benefit analysis for this 
proposal. This contrasts with similar international proposals, and regulatory good practice. 
Similar proposals in Australia, in both 2015 and 2024, were subject to comprehensive economic 
analysis, which found negative benefits for consumers in most scenarios. Without quantified 
economic analysis, the economic case for this proposal remains unclear.  

6. Orion submits that the Authority's approach raises questions about alignment with its 
Consultation Charter Principles.3 The Authority has not demonstrated a “clear case for 
regulation” (Principle 1), has provided only a superficial evaluation of costs and benefits that 
acknowledges costs “cannot be quantified at this point” while offering only vague, unquantified 
benefits (Principle 2).4 The Authority has not shown preference for market solutions over 
regulatory intervention (Principle 5) and has dismissed the less prescriptive Option 2 without 
adequate justification contrary to its stated preference for non-prescriptive options (Principle 7). 

7. It is challenging to see how the Authority’s proposal meets its statutory objective to “protect the 
interests of domestic and small business consumers in relation to their supply of electricity.”5 The 
proposal imposes system-wide costs across all ICPs to enable a sophisticated market 
mechanism that will primarily benefit a small number of highly engaged prosumers with 
distributed energy resources. This approach risks harming the interests of domestic and small 
business consumers without distributed generation, who will bear the costs of MTR 
implementation through higher network and system costs, while being unable to access any 
benefits. 

8. The accelerated timeline for MTR implementation is particularly concerning given the preliminary 
results from the on-going Wellington Multiple Trading Trial.6 Despite claiming to want to “use the 
lessons from the trial,” the Authority is proposing permanent Code changes only 1 year into a 5-
year trial period.7 The trial's 6-monthly reports reveal operational issues and complex 
implementation requirements. Most tellingly, the trial struggled to recruit participants (achieving 
only 174 of a targeted 200), potentially contradicting the Authority’s assumptions about 
consumer demand for MTR, and demonstrating the challenge of achieving meaningful uptake 
even among motivated consumers. 

9. Orion submits that the Authority's approach to implementing MTR appears influenced more by 
technological enthusiasm and influence from prosumers, rather than clear overall consumer 
sentiment or demonstrated system benefits. Consumer NZ's submission on the decentralisation 
green paper highlights that “many [consumers] have become disengaged from the energy 
industry and as such are unlikely to readily invest time or capital in distributed energy 
technologies.” This proposal drives costs to optimise for approximately ~77,000 customers while 
imposing costs across the entire consumer base.8 

 
3 https://www.ea.govt.nz/documents/482/Consultation Charter 2024.pdf.  
4 Evolving multiple retailing and switching, paragraph 8.15. 
5 Electricity Industry Act 2010, clause 15(2).  
6 https://www.araake.co.nz/project/kainga-ora-mtt. 
7 Evolving multiple retailing and switching, paragraph 2.40. 
8 As of 31 May 2025, there are 76,819 ICPs with installed DG across all ICP types. See 
https://www.emi.ea.govt.nz/ for further details.   
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10. The Authority's proposal creates legal challenges. While clause 11.13C(b) requires distributors to 
apportion charges between consumption and generation traders, the Authority has provided no 
mechanism for distributors to levy or enforce payment from generation traders. Generation 
traders could simply refuse to pay, leaving distributors with no recourse beyond Code breach 
proceedings that do not create payment obligations.    

11. Our specific responses to the questions posed by the Authority are set out in Appendix A.  

Key themes from our submission 

The Authority has not sufficiently defined the problem requiring regulatory intervention 

12. While the Authority identifies some technical issues with current arrangements (paragraphs 3.10 
– 3.12), the consultation reads as though MTR implementation has been predetermined as the 
solution rather than being justified by demonstrated consumer need or market failure. The 
Authority states that “Multiple trading has been identified by many participants (and potential 
participants) as the next step in the industry evolution” (paragraph 2.39) but provides no evidence 
of consumer demand for MTR, or analysis of problems with current market arrangements that 
would justify regulatory intervention. 

13. The Authority has not demonstrated that a lack of MTR is preventing highly engaged prosumers, or 
consumers more generally, from connecting their distributed energy resources or benefiting from 
their investments. Existing price-mode offerings, time-of-use tariffs and buy-back arrangements 
already enable consumers to optimise value from their distributed energy resources.9 The 
Authority has not shown that these current market mechanisms are inadequate or that MTR 
would deliver superior outcomes that justify the significant implementation costs or complexity.  

14. As mentioned in point 8, the Wellington Multiple Trading Trial provides evidence that MTR 
implementation faces significant practical challenges. If the benefits of MTR were compelling and 
implementation straightforward, the Authority would be showcasing successful trial results to 
support system-wide rollout. Instead, the Authority is rushing through Code changes mid-trial 
while the trial reports document operational problems and implementation complexity that raise 
questions about mass market viability. 

15. Australia considered a similar MTR proposal in 2015-2016.10 Energy Networks Australia noted that 
there was a “lack of clear evidence to justify any current demand from customers to support the 
urgent implementation of multiple trading relationships. Unless broad evidence of significant 
unmet demand is provided, the disruption and increased cost imposts across all customers 
should not be undertaken.”11 While not progressed then, a similar proposal was implemented in 
2024 with comprehensive cost-benefit analysis showing negative benefits except in optimistic 
scenarios. See our comments in points 25-27 for further detail. 

System architecture requires fundamental re-build not incremental fixes 

16. The Authority cannot continue to add complexity to an Electricity Registry (“Registry”) 
implemented in 1999, that still relies on text file transfers between participants.  

 
9 The Authority has not adequately considered that market-based solutions already exist to achieve the stated 
competition objectives for distributed generation. For example, see Harrisons Solar partnering with Mercury to 
offer enhanced buy-back rates of 18 cents per unit for customers installing solar systems, and Ecotricity offering 
both flat rate peak/off-peak buy back rates or based on wholesale prices. 
10 https://www.aemc.gov.au/rule-changes/multiple-trading-relationships  
11 ENA - Submission on AEMC consultation paper, page 10 
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17. The Authority's recent regulatory changes demonstrate issues with its approach to updating 
market infrastructure. Rather than developing a strategic roadmap for Registry modernisation, 
the Authority has pursued fragmented updates (Omnibus 3, Network Connections, Consumer 
Care Obligations, and now MTR) that require overlapping system changes without coordinated 
implementation.  

18. This piecemeal approach imposes cumulative costs on participants while failing to address the 
inadequacy of a Registry system designed in 1999 for today’s sector needs. The Authority’s recent 
EIEP4A and Consumer Care Obligations decision papers acknowledged challenges raised by 
both retailers and distributors on the suitability of the existing EIEP file transfer system, the 
accuracy of data sent between participants, and requesting a longer implementation timeline for 
any changes impacting the Registry.   

19. As Ron Beatty acknowledged in 2018, “the industry has never stepped back and asked whether 
this is the best switching process for the future” and that “the industry could be a very different 
animal” requiring systems that can “cater for customers receiving services from more than one 
player.” We note that Ron stated that any such “change [to enable the above capabilities] would 
take at least three and a half years and probably five. A cost-benefit analysis would also be 
required to ensure it was worth undertaking.”12 We question why the Authority has allowed for 
only an 18-month implementation period for MTR.  

20. Rather than implementing MTR through further Registry modifications, Orion submits that the 
Authority should first prioritise a complete Registry replacement designed for the digital future.13  

Consumer equity concerns require careful consideration 

21. The Authority's proposals benefit a small segment of highly engaged consumers with distributed 
energy resources while imposing costs across the entire consumer base. This exacerbates 
existing inequalities between those who can afford to invest and those who cannot. International 
research reinforces these concerns. UK analysis found that “although it is likely that only a small 
portion of highly engaged consumers would engage with the offerings enabled by multiple 
suppliers, these costs would likely be born across the entire customer base. This would risk 
exacerbating existing inequalities between those who can and cannot afford to engage.”14  

22. The same research found that “long contracts, third party involvement, and multiple bills reduced 
stated likelihood of engagement,” demonstrating that “whilst consumers would like the benefits 
delivered by multiple suppliers, there is reluctance to accept additional complexity these market 
arrangements would bring.”15 

23. Consumer NZ's submission on the Authority's decentralisation green paper highlights that “equity 
must be a central concern.” Consumer NZ comments that “an industry [and Electricity Authority]-
assumed future [is] being projected onto consumers, many of whom neither asked for it, desire it, 
nor have the means to participate.”16 

Economic justification is not robust 

 
12 Electricity Authority eyes future of market registry.  
13 As described by the Authority recently in Our future is digital.  
14 Watson, N.E., et al, Future energy retail markets: stakeholder views on multiple electricity supplier models in 
the UK (2022). 
15 Ibid.  
16 Consumer NZ's submission on the decentralisation green paper. 
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24. Orion has identified estimated implementation costs ranging from $2.79m – $3.89m.17 We have 
not estimated ongoing operational costs. 

25. The Authority has provided no quantified costs, benefits, or uptake projections for MTR. This 
contrasts sharply with Australia's approach, where comprehensive cost-benefit analyses in both 
2015 and 2024 found that similar proposals would result in negative benefits for consumers 
except in best case, optimistic uptake scenarios.18 

26. Australia's 2015 analysis found that DNSP (EDB) implementation costs alone would range from 
$10.5 million (mean) to $18.2 million (maximum) per network, with ongoing costs of $2.7 million 
(mean) to $7.5 million (maximum) per year. The net present value analysis showed negative 
economic benefits under most plausible scenarios, with benefits only materialising under 
assumptions of high uptake rates that were considered unrealistic at that time.19 

27. Australia’s CBA on the voluntary 2024 proposal found that even under best-case scenarios, the 
breakeven analysis only shows a positive business case when both small and large customers 
have net positive CBA outcomes, which requires an additional 184k devices per year (totalling 
3.5m over 20 years) to be enrolled in CER flexibility services to break even. A similar level of 
uptake in New Zealand’s context is unrealistic given the significantly smaller scale and less 
mature DER market that would need to support MTR costs.20  

28. As mentioned in points 8 and 14, the Wellington Multiple Trading Trial reinforces concerns about 
the economic viability of MTR. The trial has experienced significant variance from projections, 
with revenue estimates revised downward.21 This raises questions about the Authority's 
qualitative benefit assumptions and uptake for a system-wide mandatory implementation, 
reinforcing our argument that the Authority has not provided adequate economic justification for 
MTR. 

29. Orion notes that between 2018 – 2021, the UK considered a modification that would have enabled 
multi-party supply. This was withdrawn, as the cost-benefit analysis concluded that “the costs… 
outweighed the benefits at that moment in time.”22 

Administrative and operational complexity requires further analysis 

 
17 This includes changes to our Registry Manager and Billing tools, internal resources, updates to Pricing 
Methodology, and personnel costs to support the changes.  
18 See Jacobs SKM Benefits and Costs of Multiple Trading Arrangements and Embedded Networks Table 2, page 
6; Energeia - Benefit Analysis of Load-Flexibility from Consumer Energy Resources: Final Cost Benefit Analysis 
pages 8-9, 32-35. 
19 See Jacobs SKM Benefits and Costs of Multiple Trading Arrangements and Embedded Networks Table 1, page 
3. 
20 See Energeia - Benefit Analysis of Load-Flexibility from Consumer Energy Resources: Final Cost Benefit 
Analysis , pages 42-43 for further details. 
21 As noted in the most recent 6-monthly trial report, estimated total revenue for the year has reduced from 
$150,000-200,000 annually to $70,000-110,000. This was primarily influenced by weather conditions, spot price 
volatility, and achieving only 174 participants against a target of 200. While these factors may explain the 
variance, they highlight the inherent uncertainty in forecasting MTR benefits and the sensitivity of returns to 
external market conditions and participation rates. 
22 Watson, N.E., et al, Future energy retail markets: stakeholder views on multiple electricity supplier models in 
the UK (2022). 
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30. The Authority's proposal creates gaps in contractual arrangements between distributors and 
generation traders. Under current arrangements, only load retailers are obliged to enter into a 
Default Distributor Agreement (“DDA”) with distributors, which provides essential protections 
and obligations for network operations, system security, payment, and liability allocation. 
Generation traders would have no such contractual relationship with distributors, creating 
unacceptable operational and commercial risks. 

31. Without a DDA between distributors and generation traders, distributors would have no 
mechanism to levy charges on generation traders or enforce payment for network services. This 
creates a risk that distributors are obliged to apportion charges between consumption and 
generation traders but have no way to enforce payment from generation traders, potentially 
leading to revenue shortfalls. The Code drafting appears to address these matters only partially 
through clause 11.13C(b), but without a DDA between the distributor and generation trader, there 
is no mechanism for the distributor to levy charges on the generation trader at all, nor any way to 
compel generation traders to pay for network services. The Authority has also not outlined the 
impact on Code obligations for ICP management and records. 

32. Critical operational matters currently managed through DDAs would remain unresolved for 
generation traders, including: supply of distribution services to specified service levels, payment 
for distribution services, planning and communication of service interruptions (noting that Part 
12A only requires communication to retailers party to a DDA), load shedding obligations, load 
management protocols for system security, prudential obligations and security posting, access 
to premises and damage to distributor equipment, network connection standards compliance, 
power quality acknowledgments, connections/disconnections procedures, breaches and dispute 
resolution, liability and indemnity arrangements, and customer agreement alignment. For 
example, distributors currently enforce network connection standards via retailers, but 
generation traders will not be similarly obliged to comply or ensure consumer compliance. 

33. The proposed Code amendments in clause 11.13B only partially address the relationship 
between consumption and generation traders, requiring generation traders to work through 
consumption traders for network changes and disconnections. Clause 11.13B(5) makes it a Code 
breach for consumption traders not to action generation trader requests within 2 business days, 
but this creates a complex dependency relationship without proper contractual framework, 
dispute resolution mechanisms, or clear obligations enforcement (outside of a Code breach). It is 
difficult to imagine consumption traders willingly taking responsibility for coordinating with 
generation traders, or generation traders being comfortable working within a framework where 
their network access rights are entirely derived from consumption traders. 
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34. The recent Energy Competition Task Force (“Task Force”) decision papers 2A and 2BC 
demonstrate a concerning pattern of introducing confusion and complexity into the Code and 
DDAs through poorly considered override provisions. For example, these proposals include terms 
such as “despite clauses 1 to 4 or anything contrary in a distributor agreement...” and “despite 
anything contrary in any agreement or the regulated terms.” As we described in our prior 
submission, these override clauses create legal uncertainty, undermine existing contractual 
arrangements, and force industry participants to navigate conflicting obligations between the 
Code and their commercial agreements.23 The MTR proposal continues the Authority's 
problematic pattern of overriding established contractual frameworks without adequate 
consideration of practical impacts on industry participants, introducing further network and 
system risk through inadequately thought-through arrangements. 

35. Overseas research found that unresolved administrative and operational arrangements create 
significant challenges for all parties. UK research found that multiple supplier arrangements 
create significant operational challenges, with analysis identifying “impacts on competition, 
related to challenges brought about by the increased risk and uncertainty for primary suppliers 
and the differentiation of responsibilities of primary and secondary suppliers.”24  

Task Force initiatives may compound MTR implementation challenges 

36. As the Authority is no doubt aware, the Task Force has recently released decision papers on two 
initiatives: distributors paying rebates to consumers who supply electricity during network 
congestion (2A), mandatory time-of-use pricing plans (2B), and mandatory variable buy-back 
rates reflecting peak-time value (2C). These initiatives require EDBs to pay rebates to retailers for 
customers who inject during periods of peak demand. However, without proper contractual 
frameworks between distributors and generation traders, there is no mechanism to ensure 
generation traders receive these rebates from distributors, creating uncertainty about whether 
intended consumer benefits would materialise and potentially leading to disputes about payment 
responsibility and compliance between multiple parties. 

Concluding remarks 

37. Orion supports the ENA’s submission in principle. 

38. The Authority and the Energy Competition Task Force are simultaneously pursuing multiple 
initiatives aimed at the same objectives that MTR is intended to address. All these initiatives will 
directly impact how consumers interact with and benefit from their distributed energy resources. 
Given this overlap in objectives and the significant implementation burden that concurrent 
regulatory initiatives place on industry participants, the Authority should allow these existing 
measures to be implemented and evaluated before introducing the additional complexity and 
cost of MTR.  

39. While we support MTR as a valuable future market mechanism, Orion submits that the Authority 
should not implement any MTR options at this time. Instead, the Authority should defer MTR and 
review the proposal again in 3-5 years when:  

a. New Zealand's DER market has matured sufficiently to justify the costs,  

 
23 Orion submission - Task Force proposals 2A & 2BC, paragraphs 9a, 40 and Q16.  
24 Watson, N.E., et al, Future energy retail markets: stakeholder views on multiple electricity supplier models in 
the UK (2022). 
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b. comprehensive cost-benefit analysis can be undertaken with realistic uptake projections,  

c. the Electricity Registry has been replaced with a modern platform capable of supporting 
more advanced market mechanisms, and  

d. clear evidence of consumer demand for MTR services has been demonstrated rather than 
assumed. 

40. Alternatively, we suggest pausing work on amending and gazetting the Code amendment to 
instead run trials on the five MTR types through the Power Innovation Pathway. This would enable 
the sector to gather actual data on costs, benefits, and consumer demand via Code exemptions, 
providing the evidence-based foundation currently missing from this proposal.  

41. This submission is not confidential and can be publicly disclosed.  

42. If you have any questions or queries on aspects of this submission which you would like to 
discuss, please contact us on  

Yours sincerely, 
 

Connor Reich 
Regulatory Lead – Electricity Authority 

  




































