Essential Services Commission
Level 8, 570 Bourke St
Melbourne VIC 3000

16 April 2026

To Commissioners,
Better Protections for Life Support Customers in Victoria

ENGIE Australia & New Zealand (ENGIE) appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Essential Services
Commission’s (the Commission) draft decision on the Better Protections for Life Support Customers in
Victoria reforms.

The ENGIE Group is a global energy operator in the businesses of electricity, natural gas and energy
services. In Australia, ENGIE operates an asset fleet which includes renewables, gas-powered generation,
and battery energy storage systems. ENGIE also provides electricity and gas to retail customers across
Victoria, South Australia, New South Wales, Queensland, and Western Australia.

ENGIE supports the Commission’s draft decision and considers this revised direction strikes a better balance
between improving the accuracy of life support registers and improving outcomes for life support
customers. ENGIE is pleased the Commission has addressed its feedback on the importance of retaining
flexibility in life support registration and deregistration processes to ensure customers in need do not lose
their life support protections.

ENGIE also agrees with the Commission that retailers are best positioned to own the registration and
deregistration process, reflecting the central role retailers play at the primary point of contact for
customers engaging with the energy market. Likewise, a standardised medical confirmation form is helpful
in creating greater consistency for customers.

Regarding these revised reforms, ENGIE appreciates that the Commission has taken an extensively
consultative approach, working with the Australian Energy Market Commission (AEMC) to harmonise these
requirements as much as possible. This collaborative engagement approach should be the standard when
both regulators are dealing with similar reforms and issues in their respective jurisdictions.

In response to the key themes of the submission, ENGIE provides more focused comments below.
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‘Life-threatening’ system flag

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

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

While ENGIE has previously acknowledged the potential benefits of distinguishing life support customers as
having either ‘critical’ or ‘assistive’ needs, this approach would have required significant system and
operational updates to capture and transmit this additional field. While ENGIE is pleased that the
Commission has opted for a simplified alternative, ENGIE notes that this will continue to place a regulatory
burden on retailers to update customer management systems and market communications.

ENGIE acknowledges that the Commission has set out a clear use case for the ‘life-threatening’ flag to help
emergency services identify customers at higher risk of injury or death during prolonged power outages. For
that reason, ENGIE is comfortable with the proposed introduction of this additional field.

Retailer led registration and deregistration

3. Do you have any views on making retailers solely responsible for registration, deregistration and updating
life support customers’ details?

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

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)?

As previously outlined, ENGIE believes that retailers are best placed to manage the registration and
deregistration process as they are the primary point of contact for customers engaging with the energy
market.

With regards to the proposal for mandatory deregistration following changes in a customer’s
circumstances, ENGIE is supportive. However, ENGIE believes additional clarity may be needed around the
requirement for retailers to make and retain a record of the reasons behind a decision not to deregister a
customer when they have not provided a medical confirmation form. While ENGIE notes that the
Commission has acknowledged that retailers should have discretion as to whether they follow through with
deregistration in this instance, it is currently unclear what the Commission would consider acceptable
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reasoning for not deregistering. Indeed, this additional requirement creates a point of difference with the
AEMC'’s draft determination, which has not proposed a similar requirement.

Medical Confirmation form
6. Do you have any views on our proposal to update medical confirmation processes?

ENGIE is pleased that the Commission, with engagement with the AEMC and AER, is proceeding with the
design of a standardised medical confirmation form. ENGIE agrees with the Commission that it would bring
clarity for customers and medical practitioners if it is well-designed for those users. This approach would
likewise ensure that there is consistency among retailers and that information retailers receive is
standardised across jurisdictions. Retailers should continue to be engaged to inform the final design of the
medical confirmation form.

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

ENGIE previously raised concerns that a four-year request of an updated medical certificate, while
improving accuracy of the register, would have been challenging for some life support customers to meet
and would have likely contributed to some customers missing out on the protections they are entitled to.?
ENGIE is, therefore, pleased that the Commission has adopted its proposal that retailers instead undertake
a regular check-in with life support customers to confirm and update the information in their life support
register. ENGIE considers this new obligation will likely improve the accuracy of the life support register
with fewer risks to customers than the proposal for mandatory deregistration in the rule change request.

However, ENGIE has concerns around the drafting of the rule for the proposal annual review, which does
not appear to align with the intent of the draft determination. The new clause 165A sets out that retailers
are required to communicate to customers that they may be removed from the register and thus no longer
receive life support protections if they fail to provide re-confirmation of their residence. Where a customer
already has a valid medical confirmation, this messaging is likely to cause unnecessary stress and confusion,
as it implies deregistration is a likely outcome despite the customer continuing to meet the medical
eligibility requirements. Further, ENGIE does not consider it appropriate to obligate customers to
proactively respond to each 12-monthly review where there has been no change in their circumstances and
their medical confirmation remains current. In practice, retailers would be unlikely to pursue deregistration
on the basis of a customer’s failure to respond to the 12-monthly check-in alone where medical
confirmation remains current. ENGIE also notes this approach does not align with the AEMC's draft rules,
which do not include an equivalent requirement.

L ENGIE 2025, Submission to Better Protections for Life Support Customers in Victoria — Consultation Paper, 4 September, p. 3.
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Communication requirements for life support customers

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

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

ENGIE acknowledges the Commissions rationale behind the requirement for retailers to allow for the
nomination of a secondary contact for life support communications. At present, some retailers, including
ENGIE, do have existing processes for adding additional contacts into an account. However, ENGIE notes
that introducing a contact type that solely receives life support communications may require a significant
enhancement to customer management systems to ensure this works as intended.

With the introduction of a new contact type in the Energy Retail Code of Practice, ENGIE considers there
should be further clarity about the role and authority of a secondary contact. For example, where the
12-monthly review notice is issued to both the registered life support customer and the secondary contact,
it is unclear whether (and in what circumstances) the secondary contact may provide confirmation and/or
change details on the customer’s behalf if the registered customer does not respond. Unlike the
Commissions draft determination, the AEMC specifically outlines in their draft determination that they ‘do
not intend for the secondary contact to act on behalf of the customer or life support user with respect to
the provision of energy services or life support protections’.2 ENGIE asks that the Commission specify this
intention in the code amendments to avoid any future confusion about the scope of account access for
secondary contacts.

Additionally, the draft code amendments require retailers to amend a secondary contact’s details upon
request; however, it is unclear how a retailer will verify this person’s identity if they contact the retailer
independently of the primary account holder. ENGIE asks that the Commission ensure secondary contacts
are required to provide sufficient identity verification information in the medical confirmation form to
enable retailers to ensure they only communicate sensitive information with appropriate people.

2 Australian Energy Market Commission 2026, Draft rule determination — National Energy Retail Amendment (Improving life support processes) Rule
2025, 5 March, p. 45. Page 4



Implementation

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

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

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

ENGIE is largely supportive of the implementation timeframes for this reform and appreciates that the
Commission has engaged extensively with industry on this issue. However, the draft determination lays out
additional requirements for retailers to check-in with customers within 6 months from the publication date

of the final decision for customers registered for more than 12 months as of 1 July 2026.

As the Commission is aware, retailers are already preparing an extensive number of additional
communications for customers in advance of the implementation of the Victorian Energy Consumer
Reforms in July and October 2026. These reforms are likely to create a high degree of operational and
customer communications burden for retailers. Additionally, ENGIE notes that the AEMC is not proposing a
similar check-in during the transitional period. In this context, ENGIE suggests it would be preferable for

there only to be one check-in for customers in 2027, if at all, prior to the go-live date.
Concluding Remarks

ENGIE looks forward to continuing to engage with the Commission as these reforms are progressed and

implemented.

Should you have any queries in relation to this submission please do not hesitate to contact me on,

telephone, NN

Yours sincerely,

Regulatory Advisor Manager, Regulation and Policy
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