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1 May 2026

Essential Services Commission of
Victoria

Level 8, 570 Bourke Street
Melbourne Victoria 3000

Submitted on-line

Better Protections for Life Support Customers in Victoria
Dear Sir / Madam

Alinta Energy welcomes the opportunity to make a submission on the Draft Decision
“Better Protections for Life Support Customers in Victoria" (Draft Decision)

Any new or amended obligations placed on energy retailers to provide protections
for life support customers should prioritise outcomes that directly benefit consumers,
including simpler, clearer and more efficient processes for accessing and
maintaining protections. Alinta Energy strongly supports a consistent approach to
life support protections across the NECF and Victorian jurisdictions, as jurisdictional
variation increases complexity, costs and the risk of consumer confusion, potentially
undermining the effectiveness of these protections.

Simplicity in the process for consumers to access protections is paramount to ensure
they receive the desired support, while minimising the administrative and practical
burden on customers, carers and households managing life support needs.

In this context and noting the importance of simplicity and consistency for
consumers, we further note that, in addition to the Commission consulting on
changes to life support processes in Victoria, the AEMC is also reviewing protections
for life support customers. This presents an important opportunity to better align life
support protections across Victoria and the NECF jurisdictions, reducing unnecessary
variation and supporting clearer, more consistent outcomes for consumers.

Consistent with these objectives, Alinta Energy has concerns that the proposed
data collection requirements for identifying and managing life support customers
exceed what is functionally necessary to deliver those protections. Information
shared with distribution network service providers should be limited to the minimum
data required to enable them to perform their operational functions.
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The collection and exchange of more detailed customer information is not required
for distributors to fulfil these functions and risks adding unnecessary complexity
without delivering corresponding consumer benefit. Our detailed responses to the
consultation questions are provided in the following response.

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss our submission further | may be
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Yours sincerely
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Better Protections for Life Support Customers in Victoria

New “life-threatening” system flag

Questions
1. What are your views on the proposed identification of customers with a life-
threatening condition to support emergency agenciese Are there any
alternative approaches that should be considered?

While we understand the intent of infroducing an additional identification flag for
customers with “life-threatening” conditions, its value to customers depends on how
effectively the flag is applied and used by emergency service agencies. Any
reforms should support better outcomes for customers, without creating uncertainty
about the level of assistance that will be provided during an outage.

Care must therefore be taken to avoid creating unrealistic expectations for
customers or carers that the presence of this flag guarantees priority assistance.
Clear and consistent communication will remain critical to ensure customers
understand how the flag operates in practice.

Customers with life-threatening conditions must continue to be clearly advised of
the need to maintain their own emergency backup arrangements in the event of
extended power outages, as reliance on any single system flag may expose
vulnerable customers to heightened risk.

Of the three proposed options for recording the criticality of life support customers,
adding a “life-threatening” flag to the medical application form is the least
disruptive for customers. However, it still infroduces additional administrative steps,
and the practical benefit of collecting and maintaining this information for
customers remains unclear. Further, the geographic dispersion of customers with
this flag across a network area may limit its overall usefulness in supporting timely,
customer focused emergency responses.

2. Is the terminology of ‘life-threatening condition’, including the definition and
the term itself, appropriate and useful for the purposes of emergency friage?
If not, what other terminology or definition should we use?

Please refer to our response to question 1

Updating the responsibility for the life support register, including all related
processes

Questions
3. Do you have any views on making retailers solely responsible for registration,

deregistration and updating life support customers' details?

A single point of registration has the potential to make it simpler and clearer for
customers to access life support protections, reducing confusion about where and
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how to register and helping ensure customer details are recorded
accurately. Providing customers with a clear and consistent primary point of

contact supports more timely engagement and reduces the risk of errors or delays
in registration.

To support this outcome, where customers initially contact distributors to request life
support registration, distributors should direct them to their retailer as the primary
point of contact. Retailers are best placed to collect the necessary information
directly from customers and to ensure ongoing engagement as customer
circumstances change. Accordingly, network distribution companies should advise
customers to register directly with their energy retailer.

This approach supports a more efficient registration process while improving the
customer experience by providing greater clarity and consistency. However, the
operational and administrative burden placed on retailers as the sole party
responsible for life support registration should not be underestimated, and the
additional costs associated with managing these processes should be recognised in
Victorian Default Offer (VDO) determinations

4. Are there any preferable alternative methods to streamline processes to
register, deregister or update life support customer detailse

Robust and clear processes for updating life support details, including
deregistration, are essential to ensure customers continue to receive appropriate
protections without interruption or confusion. The processes outlined in the draft
decision are sufficient to support this outcome. However, to safeguard customers
and ensure decisions are informed by the most up-fo-date customer information,
the final responsibility for deregistration must remain with the retailer.

5. Do you have any views on specific components of the proposed updated
deregistration process (including mandatory deregistration following
changes in a customer’s circumstances and the requirement to record
reasons for retaining a customer on the register where medical confirmation
has not been provided)?

Please refer to our response to the question 4.

Updating medical confirmation processes

Questions
6. Do you have any views on the proposal to update medical confirmation
processese

Updates to the medical confirmation process should only be made where they
deliver clear efficiencies and simplify requirements for customers, medical
practitioners and energy retailers. Simpler and more consistent processes reduce
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the effort required of customers and carers and help minimise complexity in
maintaining life support arrangements.

These processes should also align with confirmation arrangements used in NECF
jurisdictions, as greater consistency supports clearer expectations for customers and
medical practitioners and improves overall simplicity and efficiency.

7. Do you have any feedback on mandating retailers to undertake a yearly
check-in process to update the information in their life support register?

Retailers must have the flexibility to conduct the annual check at a time that aligns
with existing customer interactions, supporting more meaningful and less
burdensome engagement for customers. This flexibility also allows retailers to
complete checks at shorter intervals where appropriate, provided the period
between checks does not exceed 12 months, helping ensure customer details
remain accurate without creating unnecessary contact or confusion.

Improving communication methods for contacting life support customers

Questions
8. Do you have any views on our proposed approach fo enable the
nomination of a secondary contact person to receive communications in
addition to a life support customer?

The proposal requires the collection of contact details for a secondary person on
the medical confirmation form, with the intention that this individual receive
noftifications to assist the life support customer in preparing for outages. Where this
approach is adopted, it is important that clear and appropriate criteria are
established to ensure the secondary contact is suitable and willing to take on this
role, so that customers can have confidence in how their information and support
arrangements are managed.

From a customer perspective, the process of nominating and recording a
secondary contact for supply related communications is not straightforward and
may infroduce additional complexity for customers and carers already managing
life support needs. Clear guidance and safeguards are therefore essential to
ensure the process operates as intfended and does not create confusion or
unintended consequences for customers.

The Commission should also confirm whether, where a secondary contact has been
nominated and recorded, retailers are exempt from obligations under the Do Not
Contact Register when issuing life support nofifications. This is particularly relevant
where the secondary contact is not the retailer's customer and may not fall within
existing exemptions.

Further, the Commission should consider whether noftifications sent to secondary
contacts for life support purposes should be explicitly exempt from the Spam Act
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and Do Not Call Register requirements, to ensure critical information can
be provided reliably in a manner that supports customer safety.

9. Do you have any views on our proposal to mandate energy businesses fo
collect and use a life support customer and secondary contact’s preferred
communication method (including electronic communications) 2

Requiring retailers to maintain different preferred contact methods for primary and
secondary contacts infroduces additional administrative complexity. A more
consistent arrangement would be simpler to administer and support clearer, more
effective communication with life support customers and their careers.

The communication method for the secondary contact should therefore mirror that
of the primary contact, ensuring notifications are delivered to both parties in a
consistent and synchronised manner.

Implementation

Questions
10. Are there any additional costs and benefits that we should consider for the
proposed reforms?

No additional benefits have been identified.

11. Are there any additional implementation issues we should consider for each
proposed reforme

The proposed commencement period (1 July 2026 to 31 December 2026) for the
inifial check of customers registered for more than 12 months is not workable. It
coincides with other major regulatory activities, which will materially constrain
retailers’ ability to complete the checks effectively.

It also overlaps with a period of high customer communication volumes, increasing
the likelihood of customer inaction and undermining the intended outcome of the
reform.

To support effective customer engagement and ensure the objective of
maintaining accurate life support records is achieved, the commencement period
should be revised to 1 October 2026 to 31 March 2027.

12. Do you have any feedback on the proposed implementation timeframes for
the proposed reforms?e

Please refer to our response to question 11.





