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C2 Require retailers to publish catalogue of 
all available plans 

We are unclear on the scope of the proposed 
obligation – see our comments in response 
to question 16 in the table below. 

C3 Strengthen Consumer Care Obligations We oppose the requirement on retailers to 
provide better plan advice whenever a 
customer contacts a retailer 

D1 Limit back-billing of historic usage to 
maximum of 6 months 

Support, but propose timeframes aligned to 
revision cycles (Code-regulated market 
settlements process) i.e. 14 months 

D2 Proactive measures to manage back-
billing 

Support 

 
 
However, we note the proposed options in the consultation paper go well beyond 
regulatory options that are necessary to solve the problems as defined by the 
Authority.  We strongly oppose some of these measures, specifically proposed six-
monthly “better plan” provisions and requirement to review time-varying price plans 
after three months (our detailed responses to the consultation questions are set out in 
the table below), and make the following general comments: 
 
Better plan proposals lack clear problem definition or benefit-cost analysis 

The Authority’s proposed “better plan” provisions (options B1 and B2) will add 
significant cost to the sector without commensurate additional consumer benefits at a 
time when delivering energy affordability is a priority for both industry and the 
Government.  It is unclear from the paper why the proposed “better plan” provision 
(B1) is needed.  Two datapoints are relied on as evidence of a problem: switching 
rates of under 6 per cent, and a completed switch rate of around one-quarter of 
initiated comparisons on Powerswitch.  By no means does this evidence demonstrate 
there is a problem warranting a “better plan” intervention (however, we accept the 
evidence does suggest switching could be made easier through improved bill 
information and standardisation, which we support).  Indeed, these datapoints could 
equally be read as demonstrating the majority of consumers who use Powerswitch (75 
per cent) are satisfied with their plan, and that there are not significant barriers to 
switching.  And of course, if implemented, the better plan regulations may not lift the 
switching rates but may in fact strengthen customer stickiness, which suggests that 
the prescribed solution is not well-linked to the problem statement and supporting 
evidence. 
 
Government, including through the Authority, has multiple initiatives underway that will 
support more seamless and efficient consumer comparison and switching, particularly 
the new Consumer Data Right for the electricity sector under the new Customer and 
Product Data Act, the Authority’s reform of Electricity Information Exchange Protocols, 
and the Authority’s new comparison and switching platform.  Combined, these 
initiatives will support even more efficient price plan comparison and switching.  We 
urge the Authority to first monitor the efficacy of these initiatives before moving to 
implement a potentially costly regulatory option ostensibly targeting the same problem.   
 
Ultimately, consumers are best placed to choose the right energy plan for their 
circumstances and priorities.  And retail competition, rather than prescriptive 
regulation, is the best mechanism for ensuring an optimal level of switching.   
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Cumulative regulatory burden will add costs and complexity, could harm competition 

While we support most of the Authority’s proposals, in its totality the whole package 
amounts to another significant increase in regulatory burden, coming soon after other 
significant regulatory changes targeting the electricity retail sector.  As a matter of 
principle, we question whether this approach is consistent with the Government’s 
stated priority of “cutting red tape”.  Alongside other recent Authority regulatory 
initiatives, cumulative regulatory burden may weaken retail market competition by 
unnecessarily elevating costs to do business while also forcing a level of homogeneity 
amongst retailer price plan offerings.  Competition and choice are key features of a 
thriving retail market, and we question whether this approach is consistent with a 
competitive retail market.   
 
We also question the timing and sequencing of these proposals, given they expand 
Consumer Care Obligations and time-varying price plan regulations, the former of 
which has only recently been implemented, and the latter of which has just been 
confirmed by the Authority.  It is difficult for retailers to plan and implement mandated 
changes to plans and billing processes, communications material, staff training, and 
associated administrative infrastructure and processes, when the regulatory 
framework changes as frequently as is presently the case.   
 
The totality of changes proposed by the Authority would require significant business 
process change for retailers.  If the Authority proceeds with its proposed changes, we 
will require at least twelve months to implement the changes, including significant 
training and upskilling for customer service representatives (CSRs) to give effect to 
“better plan” requirements, re-designing billing information and related 
communication, contracting changes with relevant third-parties suppliers and 
contractors, and ensuring internal business processes are aligned.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

Mitchell Trezona-Lecomte 
Senior Advisor – Government Relations & Regulatory Affairs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
























