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Dear Aaron, 

 

Better protections for life support customers in Victoria – Draft Decision 

 

Jemena Electricity Networks (Vic) Ltd (Jemena) welcomes the opportunity to make a 
submission in response to the Essential Services Commission’s (Commission) draft 
decision released on 5 March 2026 on better protections for life support customers in 
Victoria. 

We appreciate the opportunity to engage constructively with the Commission in relation 
to this draft decision. Jemena’s comments in relation to the draft decision paper are 
set out below.  

 

New ‘life-threatening’ system flag 

• We support the proposed introduction of a ‘life-threatening’ system flag as 

outlined in the draft decision as a practical mechanism to improve emergency 

agency triage during prolonged power outages. The proposed flag strikes an 

appropriate balance between improving the quality and usability of data 

provided to emergency agencies, and avoiding the creation of tiered consumer 

protections, as the flag is explicitly limited to emergency management purposes 

and does not alter existing life support protections for customers. 

• We support the proposed terminology of ‘life-threatening condition’, including 

the definition and term itself, appropriateness and usefulness for the purposes 

of emergency triage. The term ‘life-threatening condition’ explicitly defines the 

urgency and criticality of a customer’s condition and would reduce any 

ambiguity when it comes to emergency triaging as it is a commonly understood 

terminology in emergency services. 
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Updating the responsibility for the life support register, including all related 
processes 

• We support the proposal to make retailers and exempt sellers solely 

responsible for the registration, deregistration and ongoing maintenance of life 

support customer details, subject to appropriate safeguards to protect 

customers experiencing vulnerability. Retailers and exempt sellers are best 

placed to own the life support process because they are the primary contact 

point for customers throughout the lifecycle and already manage the vast 

majority of life support registrations. 

• We support the draft rule that where a customer contacts a distributor for a life 

support need, the distributor collects the customer’s details and notifies the 

retailers within one business day to enable the retailer to commence 

registration. We believe that this notification should be conducted via 

establishing a new B2B process, rather than emails or other manual processes, 

which would create unnecessary operational burden and increase the risk of 

error. We also highlight that from a distributor’s perspective, no life support 

protections should apply until the retailer has registered the customer and 

notified the distributor via the B2B system to ensure the effectiveness and 

clarity of the life support register and guarantees a single point of responsibility. 

• We believe that the responsibility for collecting, updating and maintaining 

contact details and communication preferences should be assigned exclusively 

to retailers (as the primary customer interface) to ensure a single source of 

truth. A mixed model where retailers manage some cohorts and distributors 

manage others creates avoidable complexity, increases the likelihood of 

conflicting records, and makes it harder for customers to understand who to 

contact. This is particularly important for nominated secondary contacts, where 

there are heightened privacy and family violence risks and a greater risk of 

unauthorised updates if multiple parties can accept and action changes. We 

therefore recommend the Commission extend the intent of the rule change 

(noting that if the change cannot be done within this review the Commission 

should consider this as part of another review) by adopting a single point of 

contact model under which all customer contact details and communication 

preferences are managed exclusively by the retailer. This would require 

corresponding amendments to relevant Victorian instruments (including 

Electricity Distribution Code of Practices clause 11.4) to reassign accountability 

from distributors to retailers to ensure clear, consistent obligations across fuels 

and customer cohorts.  

• We support strengthening the deregistration framework, particularly the 

introduction of mandatory deregistration following confirmed changes in a 

customer’s circumstances. However, we are concerned that without clearly 

defined processes and safeguards for retailers when considering deregistration 

due to a lack in medical confirmation, this may lead to some customers 

remaining registered for life support protections without a genuine or ongoing 

entitlement. 

This would increase the risk of inaccurate or inflated registers and limit the 

ability of emergency agencies to triage customers and provide effective support 

and during prolonged outages. We recommend the Commission considers 
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setting out a clearly defined process to assist retailers in their deregistering 

procedures. 

 

 
Updating medical confirmation processes 

• We strongly support the development and use of a single, standard medical 

confirmation form across the sector to include the type of equipment used; 

whether the life support resident has a life-threatening condition and the contact 

details for the customer and for a secondary contact person. A standardised 

form will reduce confusion for customers and medical practitioners, improve 

consistency and completeness of information collected, support portability of 

medical confirmation when customers change retailers and reduce 

administrative burden and duplication across retailers and distributors. 

• The updated medical confirmation form should contain specific requests for a 

mobile number and an email address for both the life support customer and 

any nominated secondary contact person for the purpose of receiving 

notifications of planned power outages. 

 

Yearly check-ins 

• We support mandating retailers to undertake yearly check-ins to update 

information in life support registers as a minimum control necessary to maintain 

register accuracy and ensure information relied upon by emergency agencies 

remains current. However, we note that yearly check-ins alone are likely 

insufficient to maintain accurate registers if they are not supported by effective 

consequences for nonresponse or non confirmation.  

 

Improving communication methods for contacting life support customers 

• We support allowing life support customers to nominate a secondary contact 

person to receive communications, recognising the potential safety benefits of 

an additional contact point during outages and emergencies. 

• We support improving the reliability and effectiveness of communications with 

life support customers and their nominated secondary contacts, including the 

use of electronic communications where appropriate. However, we emphasise 

that there should be no preference management for secondary contacts and 

only electronic communication methods should be recorded for secondary 

contact persons. Requiring non‑electronic methods based on secondary 

contact preferences would introduce undue delays, reliance on third‑party 

services, and reduced reliability for time‑critical communications. Where a 

mobile phone number or email address is provided for the secondary contact, 

these details should be utilised as the primary means of communication. All 

notifications should be sent electronically, ensuring timely and reliable delivery 

without the need for alternative communication preferences. 

• We also propose that notifications to secondary contacts should be subject to 

best endeavours standard, rather than a strict compliance obligation carrying 

enforcement consequences, recognising that secondary contacts are third 
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parties outside the retailer–customer contractual relationship and the existing 

EDCoP framework. 

• As stated in the above sections, we support a consistent, retailer-led model for 

the capture and ongoing maintenance of contact details and any nominated 

communication preferences, for all customers (including life support customers 

and any secondary contact persons), with distributors relying on retailer-

provided data via established B2B channels. This approach provides a single 

point of accountability, reduces the risk of conflicting records, and is better 

aligned to privacy/family violence controls (including verification of authority to 

update a secondary contact). Specifically, we recommend the Commission 

clarify in the final determination and accompanying guidance that:  

o retailers are the default point of contact for establishing and updating 

contact details and any nominated preferences;  

o distributors should not accept or action direct customer requests to change 

contact details/preferences (including for secondary contacts); and  

o jurisdictional instruments should be updated (or an implementation 

statement provided) to ensure consistency where current codes permit 

customers to lodge preferences directly with distributors (e.g. EDCoP 

clause 11.4). 

 

Implementation Considerations 

• We support the intent of the draft decision to strengthen protections for life 

support customers; however, the implementation scope is material and extends 

beyond a simple procedure change. Delivering the proposed reforms requires 

coordinated changes across market B2B transactions, multiple customer and 

operational systems, outage communications platforms, operational 

procedures, and extensive training and embedment across customer, 

operational and control room functions. 

• The industry is undergoing the delivery of other major NEM Reform / AEMO-

led market change initiatives that impact the same market processes, systems 

and delivery teams, specifically for Jemena. These include the Consumer 

Energy Resources (CER) integration reforms (including AEMO market 

transaction / schema changes such as MITE) and other concurrent metering 

reforms (including the introduction of Type 8/9 metering and associated 

process/system changes). The overlapping initiatives create a material 

resourcing, sequencing and testing constraint, and elevates the risk of 

implementing defects, outages, and compliance issues if delivery timelines are 

compressed. 

• The proposed 1 December 2027 commencement date would require industry 

participants to go live on the first day of the Australian summer period, when 

distribution businesses are typically managing heightened operational risk 

associated with heatwave conditions, extreme weather events and bushfire 

mitigation activities. These conditions can place material and competing 

demands on operational, technical and emergency response resources across 

the network. Commencing critical regulatory and system changes at this time 

would introduce unnecessary implementation and consumer risk, as key 
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Attachment – Detailed responses to questions in the ESC draft 
decision 

 

New ‘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? 

We support the proposed introduction of a ‘life-threatening’ system flag, as outlined in 
the draft decision, as a practical and proportionate mechanism to improve emergency 
agency triage during prolonged power outages. 

The proposed flag strikes an appropriate balance between: 

• Improving the quality and usability of data provided to emergency agencies, 
and 

• Avoiding the creation of tiered consumer protections, as the flag is explicitly 
limited to emergency management purposes and does not alter existing life 
support protections for customers. 

Key strengths of the draft decision include: 

• Clinical assessment by medical practitioners, rather than energy businesses, 
ensuring medical judgement is applied consistently and appropriately.  

• Simplicity for emergency triage, giving agencies a clear indicator of customers 
at higher risk of death or permanent injury during prolonged outages, without 
requiring complex interpretation. 

• Avoidance of confusion and perceived hierarchy, which was a significant 
concern raised by consumer advocates in response to alternative 
“critical/assistive” categorisations. Overall, we consider this approach to be well 
targeted, operationally feasible, and responsive to stakeholder feedback, 
particularly from emergency services and consumer groups. 

 

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?   

We support the proposed terminology of ‘life-threatening condition’, including the 
definition and term itself, appropriateness and usefulness for the purposes of 
emergency triage. The term ‘life-threatening condition’ explicitly defines the urgency 
and criticality of a customer’s condition. This terminology would reduce any ambiguity 
when it comes to emergency triaging as it is a commonly understood in emergency 
services. 

 

In addition, we propose including the definition of ‘life-threatening condition’ in the 
medical confirmation form to support the medical practitioners in assessing the 
customer’s condition. 
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Updating the responsibility for the life support register, 
including all related processes 

 

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

registration, deregistration and updating life support customers’ details? 

We support the draft decision to make retailers and exempt sellers solely responsible 

for the registration, deregistration and ongoing maintenance of life support customer 

details, subject to appropriate safeguards to protect customers experiencing 

vulnerability. The current shared responsibility model has contributed to: 

• fragmented ownership of data, 

• inconsistent deregistration practices 

• inflated registers containing outdated or incorrect information, which 

undermines effective emergency triage.  

 

From this perspective, the proposed reform is a structural improvement that directly 

responds to findings from the Network Outage Review and stakeholder feedback. We 

agree with the Commission that retailers and exempt sellers are best placed to own 

the life support process because they: 

• are the primary contact point for customers throughout the lifecycle 

• already manage the vast majority of life support registrations 

If retailers and exempt sellers are to be solely responsible for the registration, 

deregistration, and ongoing maintenance of life support customer details, it is essential 

that the process is underpinned by unequivocal and exclusive role delineation.  

 

We also support the draft proposal that where a customer contacts distributors for a 

life support need, the distributor should collect the customer’s details and notify the 

retailers within one business day to enable the retailer to commence registration. It is 

important that this notification should be conducted via establishing a new B2B 

process, rather than emails or other manual processes, which would create 

unnecessary operational burden and increase the risk of error. 

 

From a distributor’s perspective, no life support protections should apply until the 

retailer has registered the customer and notified the distributor via the B2B system.  

This would ensure the effectiveness and clarity of the life support register and 

guarantees a single point of responsibility, fosters accurate information flow, and 

supports a robust, streamlined process for life support customers. 

 

In addition, it is vital that retailers implement effective communication strategies to 

ensure customers are well informed about how to register for life support. This could 

be achieved by incorporating clear and accessible information within their ongoing 

marketing and communication campaigns, such as bill inserts, website updates, and 

targeted outreach. By proactively educating customers and raising awareness of the 
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registration process, retailers can help customers understand their eligibility and the 

steps required, ultimately enhancing support for those who need it most. 

 

4. Are there any preferable alternative methods to streamline processes to 

register, deregister or update life support customer details? 

We note that the proposed medical confirmation form appears to be positioned as a 
one stop mechanism for collecting a wide range of customer information. While it is 
reasonable for the form to capture customer and secondary contact details to support 
emergency response, Jemena considers the ongoing management of contact details 
and communication preferences should sit with a single point of accountability to avoid 
duplicate and conflicting records. 

 

The responsibility for collecting, updating and maintaining contact details and 
communication preferences should be assigned exclusively to retailers (as the primary 
customer interface) to ensure a single source of truth. A mixed model where retailers 
manage some cohorts and distributors manage others, creates avoidable complexity, 
increases the likelihood of conflicting records, and makes it harder for customers to 
understand who to contact. 

 

This is particularly important for nominated secondary contacts, where there are 
heightened privacy and family violence risks and a greater risk of unauthorised updates 
if multiple parties can accept and action changes. Jemena therefore recommends the 
Commission extend the intent of the rule change (noting that if the change cannot be 
done within this review the Commission should consider this as part of another review) 
to all customers by adopting a single point of contact model under which all customer 
contact details and communication preferences are managed exclusively by the 
retailer. This would require corresponding amendments to the relevant Victorian 
instruments (including Electricity Distribution Code of Practice clause 11.4 for 
electricity and the equivalent arrangements for gas) to reassign accountability from 
distributors to retailers and ensure clear, consistent obligations across fuels and 
customer cohorts. 

 

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)? 

We support strengthening the deregistration framework, particularly the introduction of 

mandatory deregistration following confirmed changes in a customer’s circumstances.  

 

We remain concerned however that, in practice, a subset of customers continues to 

be registered for life support protections without genuine or ongoing entitlement, 

despite repeated requests for medical confirmation. Allowing customers to remain 

indefinitely registered in the absence of medical verification creates opportunities for 

misuse of the framework, whether intentional or otherwise. 
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Furthermore, we wish to emphasise that where customers have not provided medical 

confirmation, the mandatory check-in process should also require customers to supply 

evidence to support their ongoing registration. If such evidence is not provided, this 

should trigger an auditable deregistration process. Implementing these measures will 

help ensure the integrity and reliability of the life support register is maintained, 

reducing the risk of inaccurate or inflated registers and enabling emergency agencies 

to effectively support and triage customers during prolonged outages.  

There are also administrative and cost implications in managing and maintaining 
registers that are inflated and inaccurate. This requires significant administrative 
resources, which ultimately increase operational costs. We therefore recommend the 
implementation of deregistration due to its administrative complexity and cost 
increases to customers overall. 
 

Without tighter deregistration reviews, there is a material risk that registers will continue 

to grow (and become more inaccurate) over time, and emergency agencies will receive 

inflated data sets that limit their ability to support and triage customers during 

prolonged outages. This inflation of registers not only hampers emergency response 

efforts, but also indirectly puts people’s lives at risk because it becomes unclear who 

genuinely requires life support protections. When the register is inaccurate, resources 

may be misallocated or delayed, making it difficult for emergency agencies to prioritise 

those who legitimately need urgent assistance. 

 

 

Updating medical confirmation processes 

 

6. Do you have any views on our proposal to update medical confirmation 

processes?  

We strongly support the development and use of a single, standard medical 

confirmation form across the sector. 

 

A standardised form will 

• reduce confusion for customers and medical practitioners, 

• improve consistency and completeness of information collected, 

• support portability of medical confirmation when customers change retailers 

• reduce administrative burden and duplication across retailers and distributors. 

 

We agree that medical confirmation should be clinician led, with medical practitioners 

best placed to assess whether life support equipment is required and whether a 

customer has a life-threatening condition. Embedding this assessment into a 

consistent form improves confidence in the data relied upon by emergency agencies. 

 

We also want to highlight that the updated medical confirmation form should contain 

specific request for a mobile phone number and an email address for both the life 
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support customer and any nominated secondary contact person, for the purpose of 

receiving notifications of planned power outages. 

 

Furthermore, we contend that there should be no preference management for 

secondary contacts. Where a mobile phone number or email address is provided for 

the secondary contact, these details should be utilised as the primary means of 

communication. All notifications should be sent electronically, ensuring timely and 

reliable delivery without the need for alternative communication preferences. 

 

Yearly check-ins 

 

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?   

We support mandating retailers to undertake a yearly check-in process to update 
information in life support registers. A mandatory check-in is a minimum control 
necessary to maintain register accuracy and ensure information relied upon by 
emergency agencies remains current.  

 

If mandatory deregistration for failure to provide medical confirmation is not adopted, 
then a yearly check in becomes essential, not optional as this provides the primary 
mechanism to prevent registers becoming increasingly inaccurate over time.  

 

A mandated yearly check in creates a regular trigger to confirm whether life support 
equipment is still required, prompts customers to provide overdue medical 
confirmation, supports identification of changed circumstances (including relocation or 
cessation of equipment use), and partially mitigates the risk of register inflation where 
deregistration settings are weak.  

 

However, we note that yearly check ins alone are likely insufficient to maintain accurate 
registers if they are not supported by effective consequences for non response or non 
confirmation. 

 

Improving communication methods for contacting 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?  

We support allowing life support customers to nominate a secondary contact person 

to receive communications, recognising the potential safety benefits of an additional 

contact point during outages and emergencies.  
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However, we strongly recommend that any obligation to notify secondary contact 

persons be limited to electronic channels only such as SMS and email. Requiring 

non‑electronic methods based on secondary contact preferences would introduce 

undue delays, reliance on third‑party services, and reduced reliability for time‑critical 

communications. 

 

Successful delivery of communications may be affected by factors beyond the 

business’s control, including incorrect or outdated contact details, changes not notified 

by the customer, or technical delivery failures. A secondary contact person may be 

located regionally, interstate, overseas or away from home. Reliance on a mail 

notification in these circumstances would not support the intended outcome of the 

secondary contact person. In addition, it is clear mail notifications are not possible for 

unplanned outages and other ‘real-time’ communications requirements. Use of 

electronic communications as the means of communication to a secondary contact 

person is the appropriate mechanism. 

 

Furthermore, we noted that, secondary contacts are not the primary customers who 

are not party to the energy contract and are outside the direct control of energy 

businesses. Therefore, the life support customer should remain the primary and critical 

recipient of all required communications. Secondary contact notification should 

operate as a risk mitigation measure, not a strict compliance obligation carrying 

enforcement consequences. Sending electronic notifications to secondary contacts 

should therefore be framed on a reasonable steps/best endeavours basis, rather than 

a mandated regulatory requirement.  

 

We also note that the EDCoP currently focuses notification obligations to the 

“customer” and does not expressly contemplate nominated contact persons. If the 

intent is to expand notification practices to include secondary contacts, the hierarchy 

and interaction between the national rule, procedures, and jurisdictional codes should 

be clarified to avoid inconsistent expectations and compliance ambiguity. 

 

 

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)? 

We support improving the reliability and effectiveness of communications with life 
support customers and their nominated secondary contacts, including the use of 
electronic communications where appropriate. Ensuring timely, successful contact 
during outages and emergencies is critical for customer safety. 

 

However, we emphasise that there should be no preference management for 
secondary contacts and only electronic communication methods should be recorded 
for secondary contact persons. Where a mobile phone number or email address is 
provided for the secondary contact, these details should be utilised as the primary 
means of communication. All notifications should be sent electronically, ensuring timely 
and reliable delivery without the need for alternative communication preferences. 
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For secondary contacts, centralising collection and updates with retailers is particularly 
important to manage consent and privacy risks (including family violence 
considerations) and to ensure changes are only actioned where the retailer has verified 
the customer’s authority to nominate or update a secondary contact. 

 

As noted, contact details and preference management for life support customers and 
secondary contacts, including any updates or changes to communication methods 
should be managed exclusively through the retailer to maintain a single point of 
accountability and reduce the risk of conflicting records across industry participants. 
This should extend to cover all customer bases to avoid complexity, reduce the 
likelihood of conflicting records, and makes it easy for customer contacts. Therefore, 
we request the final determination provide clear guidance on the intended ownership 
of contact details and preferences for the broader customer base, and address 
consistency with jurisdictional requirements (e.g. EDCoP clause 11.4) to avoid 
customer confusion and compliance ambiguity.  

 

Another operational issue on which we’d like to seek clarification relates to the 
management of changes to contact details during planned outages. Clarity is needed 
on expectations where life support customer or secondary contact details change after 
a planned interruption has been scheduled and notification activities have commenced. 
In practice, once essential network maintenance is scheduled and is within short lead 
times (for example, within 15 business days of commencement), it is generally 
unreasonable to expect a distributor to alter its program of work, re-run notification 
campaigns, or add additional contact pathways at short notice, as this would create 
material program risk and may delay critical safety and reliability works.  

 

We therefore propose that the framework adopt a clear reasonableness and best 
endeavours approach, whereby distributors use best endeavours to notify life support 
customers and/or secondary contacts where updated details are received after 
planned works have been scheduled. 

 

Implementation Considerations 

 

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

proposed reforms?   

Jemena supports the intent of the draft rule to strengthen protections for life support 
customers, however the implementation scope is material and extends beyond a 
simple procedure change. Delivering the proposed reforms requires coordinated 
changes across market B2B transactions, multiple customer and operational systems, 
outage communications platforms, operational procedures, and extensive training and 
embedment across customer, operational and control room functions. 

 

The industry is undergoing delivery of a number of other major NEM Reform / 
AEMO-led market change initiatives that impact the same market processes, 
systems  and  delivery  teams,  specifically  for  Jemena.  These  include  the 
Consumer Energy Resources (CER) integration reforms (including AEMO market 
transaction  /  schema  changes  such  as  MITE)  and other  concurrent  metering 
reforms  (including  the  introduction  of  Type  8/9  metering  and  associated 
process/system changes).  
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The overlap of these initiatives creates a material resourcing, sequencing and testing 
constraint, and elevates the risk of implementation defects, outages, and compliance 
issues if delivery timelines are compressed. 

 

Furthermore, the proposed 1 December 2027 commencement date would require 
industry participants to go live on the first day of the Australian summer period, when 
distribution businesses are typically managing heightened operational risk associated 
with heatwave conditions, extreme weather events and bushfire mitigation activities. 
These conditions can place material and competing demands on operational, technical 
and emergency response resources across the network. Commencing critical 
regulatory and system changes at this time would introduce unnecessary 
implementation and consumer risk, as key personnel and operational capability may 
be prioritised toward maintaining network safety, reliability and public safety outcomes. 

 

Accordingly, Jemena recommends the effective date be deferred by approximately six 
months to 1 July 2028, to enable safe and orderly delivery and reduce implementation 
risk across industry participants. 

 

 

Other issues 

• We would like to seek confirmation from the reform that there are no obligations on 
distributors during the transitional period. Specifically, we seek clarity on whether 
the retailer check in requirements apply to all life support customers, regardless of 
which party is recorded as the Registration Process Owner (RPO).  Where life 
support customers are currently registered with distributors as the RPO, we also 
seek confirmation on whether responsibility for registration is required to transfer 
from the distributor to the retailer. 
 

• We recommend that the Commission adopt a retailer led approach to managing life 
support customers during retailer churn to ensure the accuracy and currency of the 
life support register. Specifically, outgoing retailers should be required to 
mandatorily deregister life support customers at the point of transfer and notify 
distributors to update the register accordingly. Incoming retailers should then be 
responsible for confirming the customer’s ongoing life support needs and, where 
applicable, completing a new registration and notifying the distributors via B2B 
processes. This model maintains clear accountability with retailers, avoids outdated 
or duplicate registrations, and supports a reliable and up to date life support register. 

 

• To ensure the correct fuel used for the customers life support equipment is 
captured, we recommend the implementation of a clearly defined process to specify 
the correct fuel that is used to power the customers life support equipment, whether 
it relies on electricity, gas, or both during the registration process. Having visibility 
of this information is important to support distributors in their operational decision-
making to prioritise those who legitimately require assistance. Registering the 
correct fuel means a life support customer receives the appropriate notification and 
support during planned interruptions. 




