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16 July 2026 

Mr Paul Harrigan 
Executive Director, DMO and Consumers 
Australian Energy Regulator 
GPO Box 3131 
Canberra  ACT  2601 

Email: consumers@aer.gov.au 

Dear Mr Harrigan, 

Retail Guidelines Review Draft Report  

Energy Queensland Limited (Energy Queensland) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comment to the Australian Energy Regulator (AER) in response to the Retail guidelines 
review - Consultation paper (consultation paper). This submission is provided by Energy 
Queensland on behalf of its related entity, regional service delivery retailer Ergon Energy 
Queensland Pty Ltd (EEQ). 

EEQ welcomes the intent of this review to modernise the AER’s retail-specific guidelines 
and consolidate the four separate guidelines into a single Retail Guideline. EEQ 
acknowledges that the draft Retail Guideline largely achieves this objective by bringing 
together requirements previously contained across four separate guidelines, creating a 
more streamlined and accessible reference point for retailers. 

Nonetheless, EEQ is concerned that the draft Retail Guideline largely retains the highly 
prescriptive nature of the existing guidelines while introducing new and updated design 
principles with which retailers must comply. Rather than simplifying compliance 
obligations, this approach risks increasing complexity by requiring retailers to navigate 
both detailed prescriptive requirements and broader principles-based expectations. In 
particular, we question how the continued reliance on prescription aligns with the AER’s 
stated objective of moving towards a more principles-based regulatory framework. This 
also appears inconsistent with the policy direction reflected in the Energy and Climate 
Change Ministerial Council’s rule change proposal, Requiring retailers and distributors 
to engage with customers in a way that meets their needs1, which states: 

“Currently, the National Energy Customer Framework (NECF) is largely focussed 
on prescriptive engagement obligations and activity-based compliance activities 
for the supply and sale of traditional energy from the grid. This typically includes 
information disclosure to satisfy explicit informed consent requirements, 
complying with the Australian Energy Regulator’s (AER) guidelines for bill 
presentation, and meeting strict notification timeframes for benefit changes or 
upcoming disconnections. This current approach to the rules assumes a one-
size-fits all engagement approach will benefit customers and is not reflective of 

1 https://www.aemc.gov.au/rule-changes/requiring-retailers-and-distributors-engage-customers-
way-meets-their-needs. 
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real customer circumstances. The difference between what is legally required, 
and customer-centred engagement that results in good outcomes, leaves many 
customers without meaningful assistance until their situation has escalated.” 

Given this, the prescriptive nature of the draft Retail Guideline appears inconsistent with 
broader reform efforts to move away from a rules-based, one-size-fits-all approach which 
does not meet the needs of all customer types.  

EEQ also notes that the draft Retail Guideline reproduces several obligations already 
contained in the National Energy Retail Law (NERL) and National Energy Retail Rules 
(NERR). While EEQ recognises the intent to provide retailers with a single point of 
reference for understanding obligations, we suggest that legislative or regulatory 
obligations reproduced within the Retail Guideline be referenced consistently throughout 
the document. We also note that changes to the NERR or NERL will necessitate the 
development of a new version of the Retail Guideline, creating additional administrative 
burden and increasing the risk of inconsistencies arising between the guideline and the 
underlying legislative and regulatory requirements. 

Consultation timing and approach 

This consultation occurs during the busiest time of year for a retailer. As this may be the 
first, and potentially only, opportunity for retailers to review the draft guideline in detail, 
EEQ is concerned that retailers may not have sufficient opportunity to consider changes 
arising from this consultation prior to the final guideline being published. We suggest the 
AER include an additional consultation phase to enable retailers to consider changes 
made to the draft guideline in response to stakeholder submissions. As part of this 
additional step, EEQ requests the AER provide more detailed explanations of its 
decisions in the consultation documents. 

Billing 

EEQ is concerned that the draft Retail Guideline introduces additional billing obligations 
that appear inconsistent with the original intent of the Better Bills Guideline (BBG), which 
sought to simplify billing requirements and reduce retailers’ cost to serve. 

Bill content requirements have increased over time. Prior to the BBG, retailers were 
required under the NERR to include 24 items of information in a customer’s bill. Under 
the BBG, this increased to 39 items. Under the draft Retail Guideline, the number of 
required bill content requirements has increased to 44. In EEQ’s view, the cumulative 
effect of these obligations risks undermining the simplification objectives that 
underpinned the BBG reforms and is inconsistent with the intent of the Australian 
Government and the Australian Energy Market Commission to move away from 
prescriptive based regulation. EEQ again suggests that retailers are best placed to 
develop their bill template in response to the needs of their customers – one size does 
not fit all with respect to customer billing.   

Hardship 

EEQ considers the hardship component of the draft Retail Guideline remains overly 
prescriptive, limiting retailers’ ability to innovate and tailor support arrangements to 
customers experiencing payment difficulty. The proposed approach places emphasis on 
procedural requirements, potentially at the expense of outcomes-focused engagement. 


















