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ERGANZ SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED ENERGY FLEXIBILITY REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
FOR ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGERS

The Electricity Retailers’ and Generators’ Association of New Zealand (‘ERGANZ’) welcomes the
opportunity to comment on EECA’s consultation paper ‘Proposed energy flexibility regulatory
requirements for electric vehicle chargers’, dated July 2026.

ERGANZ is the industry association representing companies that generate and sell electricity to Kiwi
households and businesses. Collectively, our members supply almost 90 percent of New Zealand’s
electricity. We work for a competitive, fair, and sustainable electricity market that benefits
consumers.

ERGANZ supports the direction of this work

ERGANZ fully supports efforts to increase electrification, including efforts to promote flexibility and
smarter use of available generation and distribution capacity. Electrification of transport is one of the
largest decarbonisation opportunities available to New Zealand, and residential charging is one of
the largest flexible loads that will sit behind the meter.

Whether that load is managed or unmanaged makes a material difference to what consumers pay.
Flexible charging shifts demand away from the evening peak, defers distribution and generation
investment, and allows existing capacity to serve more consumers. Those savings accrue to all
consumers, not only to EV owners. Setting product requirements now, while the installed base is still
small, is considerably cheaper than trying to retrofit capability later.

ERGANZ also notes this is the first product to be regulated for smart functionality in New Zealand.
The approach taken here will set a precedent for hot water, space heating and other flexible loads.
ERGANZ encourages EECA to design the framework with that wider application in mind, and
confirms its answer to question 8 and question 40 is that an outcome-focused, protocol-agnostic
approach is appropriate for other products.



Outcome-focused rules

ERGANZ supports the proposed two pathway structure at section 4.11. An outcome pathway allows
the market to adopt better approaches as they emerge without waiting for a rule change. Prescribing
a single protocol version now would lock the market to a technology choice that is likely to date
quickly.

For the same reason, ERGANZ does not support setting a minimum of OCPP 2.0.1 at this stage
(question 39). The relevant test is whether the charger delivers the required functionality and can be
controlled by a third party, not which version number it carries. ERGANZ supports the strict pathway
being developed with industry and would welcome participation in that work.

Direct and open communication

ERGANZ strongly supports the proposal that communication be direct with the charger and not
dependent on an intermediary that translates, authorises or brokers the signal (questions 5 and 7).

A charger that can only be controlled through the supplier’s cloud service ties the consumer to that
supplier for the life of the asset, and ties any flexibility offering to a commercial relationship with the
hardware vendor. That is a barrier to switching, a barrier to competition between flexibility providers,
and introduces a single point of failure if the service is later withdrawn.

ERGANZ supports proprietary protocols being permitted where documentation genuinely enables a
third party to build to them (question 6). ERGANZ suggests the rules make clear that documentation
must be publicly available, free of charge, and not conditional on a commercial agreement,
certification fee or non-disclosure agreement with the supplier. Documentation that is available only
on terms set by the vendor does not deliver the openness the requirement is intended to achieve.

Consumer control underpins uptake

ERGANZ strongly supports consumer override, continued charging on loss of communications, and
the requirement to retain the settings in place immediately prior to disconnection (questions 12 and
13).

Consumer trust is extremely important to build confidence and greater flexibility uptake. Retailers
already carry the customer relationship, and if customers’ vehicles fail to charge overnight it will
damage their willingness to participate further in flexibility services. Requirements that make
managed charging visibly safe for the consumer are in the long-term interests of the sector.

Cyber security
Section 4.5 proposes no cyber security requirements, on the basis that EECA does not hold the

mandate and the Bill is not expected to change that. ERGANZ understands the constraint but
considers the resulting gap significant.



There are consumer-level risks, but ERGANZ'’s concern is principally with the system-level risk. The
paper is proposing to require that every charger above 2.4kW be remotely controllable by a third
party, over an open and documented interface, with the express intent that control be transferable
between providers. This is the correct design for a competitive flexibility market. It also creates, over
time, a large population of individually small but collectively significant loads that can be started,
stopped or ramped simultaneously by whoever holds the control channel.

At 7.4kW per unit, and with chargers geographically concentrated in the same residential feeders,
the aggregate of a compromised population is capable of producing a step change in demand large
enough to raise voltage and frequency issues. This is the same simultaneity concern that motivates
the randomised delay and ramp rate requirements at section 4.3. Those requirements address
accidental simultaneity. They do not address deliberate simultaneity, and two features of the
proposals increase the exposure:
e the randomised delay is adjustable to a different maximum duration by a separate device,
entity or system, including to zero.
e chargers must be capable of receiving software updates, but an update channel that can
change device behaviour is also a channel through which behaviour can be changed by a
party the consumer did not authorise.

ERGANZ therefore recommends that EECA:

e confirm with DPMC, the National Cyber Security Centre, MBIE and the Electricity Authority
which agency holds the mandate for connected energy device security, so this issue does
not fall between regimes;

e seek to have the enabling Bill accommodate security requirements in rules, or confirm the
instrument through which they will otherwise be set;

e inthe interim, require the notification form at section 4.8 to capture the authentication and
access control approach used for the external communications interface and for software
updates. This is an information requirement rather than a performance standard, it sits
within existing mandate, and it builds the evidence base for whatever is done later;

e align any future requirements with established international baselines rather than
developing a New Zealand-specific standard, given the scale of the New Zealand market
relative to global supply chains.

ERGANZ raises this now because it is markedly cheaper to resolve before a product standard takes
effect than after an installed base exists.

Alignment with the Electricity Authority’s work

ERGANZ supports EECA’s framing of its role as complementary to the Electricity Authority’s work on
distributed energy resource interoperability, energy flexibility and distribution system operator
capabilities. ERGANZ asks that the two workstreams be reconciled explicitly before the rules are
made, particularly on the definitions of flexibility service provider roles and on the data specified at
section 4.4, so that suppliers, retailers and aggregators are not building to two overlapping
specifications.



ERGANZ also notes the interaction with section 4.3. The ability of a distributor to vary or remove the
randomised delay requirement is sensible in principle, but ERGANZ asks EECA to confirm how a
charger is expected to reconcile a distributor instruction with an instruction from the consumer’s
chosen flexibility provider. Without a clear order of precedence, the same device will have
competing signals from parties with different objectives.

Conclusion

ERGANZ thanks EECA for the opportunity to comment on this consultation paper.

If there are any outstanding questions or a need for further follow-up, please let me know.
Yours sincerely,

Kenny Clark
Policy Consultant



