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17 April 2026 
 
 
 
 
Gerard Brody 
Commissioner and Chairperson 
Essential Services Commission 
Level 8, 570 Bourke Street 
Melbourne VIC 3000 
 
Email: energyreform@esc.vic.gov.au  
 
 
 
Dear Mr Brody, 
 
Improving Life Support Processes – Draft Determination   

Origin Energy (Origin) appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the Essential Services 
Commission’s (ESC) consultation on life support protections in Victoria. While the obligations are included 
throughout a number of regulatory instruments in Victoria, the key obligations are set out in the Energy 
Retail Code of Practice (the Code). 
 
It is vitally important that the regulatory framework ensures that customers who rely on life support 
equipment receive appropriate and timely support, including clear communication and effective 
management of both planned and unplanned outages. 
 
We retain our view that these objectives would be best achieved through a centralised life support register. 
A single register would enable customers, carers and medical professionals to register and deregister life 
support needs directly through a single, standardised system, ensuring consistency. This approach would 
eliminate unnecessary complexity and enable medical confirmation forms to be provided and stored in one 
location. A centralised body managing a single source of truth would also ensure that distributors, retailers 
and metering service providers all rely on the same record before undertaking any activity. 
 
We share the Rule change proponents’ concerns that life support registers include customers registered 
unnecessarily which has resulted in over-sized registers that diminish resources that should be allocated 
to genuine life support customers. 
 
However, resolving this issue requires balancing significant risks. Introducing a mandatory deregistering of 
customers who fail to return a medical confirmation will result in a significantly reduced life support register 
which will result in lower costs for all customers. However, the trade-off is the risk that a legitimate life 
support customer could be deregistered. The consequence of making an error with a life support customer 
can be catastrophic.  
 
In balancing these trade-offs, the ESC has placed a greater weight on ensuring the Code minimise the risk 
of a genuine life support customer being deregistered. While we think this is appropriate it is unlikely to 
result in any meaningful reduction in the size of the life support registers. 
 
We support the defined registration and deregistration process where retailers are required to send medical 
confirmation reminders under given fixed timeframes, and seek medical confirmation annually, from 
customers that have not previously provided one. 
 





 

3 
Origin Energy Limited ABN 30 000 051 696• Level 32, Tower 1, 100 Barangaroo Avenue, Barangaroo NSW 2000 
GPO Box 5376, Barangaroo NSW 2000 • Telephone (02) 8345 5000 • Facsimile (02) 9252 9244 • www.originenergy.com.au 

 

Attachment A 
 
Responses to Draft Determination  
 
1. Definitions  

1.1 Life threatening condition definition  

We continue to have concerns regarding how medical practitioners will interpret the definition of a “life-
threatening condition”. The classification is subjective, and there is a risk that practitioners may adopt a 
precautionary approach—defaulting to classifying customers as having a “life-threatening condition” in 
circumstances of uncertainty or as a matter of professional risk management.  
 
This risk may be further exacerbated in the absence of clear guidance and targeted education for medical 
practitioners to support consistent and appropriate application of the classification. Without such support, 
there is the potential for this definition to be applied inconsistently across medical practitioners. 
 
1.2 Secondary Contact Person definition  

It is proposed that a secondary contact person details are captured to allow for these individuals to received 
notifications of outages and where there is a request to confirm life support status. While this concept is 
supported, the ability to capture and utilise this information will require time to design, develop and test. 
 
We understand from discussions with the ESC that a secondary contract person will have no authority on 
an account and cannot request amendments to account details.  The role of the secondary contact person 
should be made clear in the Code.  
 

2. Registration and Deregistration 

2.1 Life support registration  

The existence of multiple “registration process owners” creates ambiguity in both the registration and 
deregistration processes. We support retailers assuming sole ownership for the registration and 
deregistration process. This creates a single point of responsibility which reduces risk and customer 
confusion. 
 
We do not support allowing customers to advise either their retailer or distributor to register as requiring life 
support protections. Where a customer approaches a distributor directly to inform them of a life support 
customer, the network should refer that customer to their retailer. The network should not be recoding this 
notification and then passing this onto the retailer. Partial participation by distributors introduces 
unnecessary complexity to systems and processes and may constrain the retailer’s ability to engage with 
customers in a clear and effective manner to inform them of their life support obligations. 
 
Distributors should be removed from the registration process to ensure clear lines of communication 
between the life support customer and to create a single point of accountability. 
 
2.2 Medical confirmation  

The use of different medical confirmation forms leads to inconsistency in data collection and confusion. We 
agree a standardised medical confirmation form would improve the consistency and quality of data captured 
about life support customers. 
 
The Code appear to lack clarity in relation to circumstances where a customer initiates contact with a retailer 
and provides a valid medical confirmation form at the outset. Under the current drafting of Clause 163 of 
the Code, retailers are nonetheless required to issue dated medical confirmation forms upon notification of 
life support registration. This obligation may be unnecessary where the customer has already provided the 
required documentation.  We seek that the Code be reviewed to address this scenario. 
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We support the development of a standardised template, as it will streamline the completion of life support 
forms and improve overall usability for customers. While the information included on the form will be 
relevant to the life support person, we also propose that the form include a confirmation that the individual 
seeking life support declaration is living at the address. 
 
In terms of the content of the form, we support the removal of a medical practitioner selecting whether the 
life support equipment is either electricity or gas related.  This introduces a risk of an incorrect selection 
which may subsequently necessitate the customer to re-register against the relevant fuel type. From an 
operational perspective, this creates unnecessary complexity and administrative burden.  
 
We support the proposed four-year validity period for the medical confirmation form. We understand that 
the form will remain valid where the customer remains with the same retailer, including where they change 
products. However, if a customer transfers to a new retailer, they will be required to ensure that the form 
meets the applicable criteria at the time of transfer.  
 
Development of the template 

It is important that the content of these forms is developed through consultation not only with the medical 
profession and consumers, but also with retailers. Retailers will be responsible for capturing and recording 
this information, and due consideration must be given to current system capabilities in this context. 
 
Finally, while we note that the medical confirmation form is scheduled to be published by 1 December 2026, 
it will not be available for use until 1 December 2027. It is critical that this distinction is clearly communicated 
to both medical practitioners and consumers as retailers may not have the capability to accept or capture 
this information prior to the effective date.  
 
2.3 Ongoing requirement  

We agree the introduction of an annual check will improve outcomes for consumers and support the 
accuracy of the register. We think this would operate effectively with our proposed position on the issuing 
of reminder notices. We also agree that the annual check-in will assist in confirming that the customer’s 
details remain up to date, that they still require life support protections, and to review their emergency 
backup plan.  
 
2.4 Deregistration 

It is vitally important that the risk of incorrectly deregistering a premise that still requires life support 
equipment, where the customer or life support user is unable to provide medical confirmation is minimised 
to every extent practicable. Retailers are best placed to determine whether deregistration is appropriate 
when a customer has not provided medical confirmation, given their direct relationship with the customer. 
 
We agree that the draft Code amendments adds robustness to the registration and deregistration process 
by requiring retailers to send medical confirmation reminders under given fixed timeframes, and seek 
medical confirmation annually, from customers that have not previously provided one. We believe this 
strikes a balance between the desire to better manage (reduce) life support registers while also managing 
the risk that a life support customer is not incorrectly deregistered. 
 
As part of the proposed arrangement, there is a requirement for retailers to document and potentially report 
the reasons also give rise to uncertainty as to how this information may be used, including whether it could 
expose retailers to regulatory scrutiny or enforcement action for retailers exercising their discretion not to 
deregister a customer.  
 
We are concerned that if incorrectly applied this provision would undermine retailer confidence in the Code. 
For example, retailers face increased risk of penalties if they are not deregistering for the “right” reasons 
while also facing penalties if they incorrectly deregister a customer. These decisions are not straight forward 
and carry significant risk.  
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There needs to be greater certainty regarding what are acceptable reasons for not deregistering. There 
needs to be a better sharing of ownership of these risks between retailers and regulators, rather than 
retailers assuming all the risk. 
 
In addition to clarity around regulator expectations on reason for retaining registration, we consider that a 
review of the applicable penalty settings is warranted to ensure a more proportionate and balanced 
regulatory approach to deregistration. This would better support retailers in exercising appropriate 
discretion to deregister an account without defaulting to unduly risk-averse outcomes. 
 
Customer switching  

Where a customer switches retailers and the status of the NMI is life support without the new customer 
registering as life support, distributors should remove the life support status from their end. Without this 
provision, the status may be repeatedly reregistered, creating a cyclical issue—particularly during the 
quarterly reconciliation process undertaken with distributors. 
 
Date of deregistration 

Under Clause 166(2) of the Code, a retailer is required to complete the deregistration of a customer’s 
premises within one business days of the deregistration date specified in the deregistration notice. This 
suggests that once a deregistration notice has been issued with a specified effective date, the retailer must 
complete deregistration within one business days of that date or defer any action until the next annual 
review.   
 
This requirement to complete deregistration within one business days of the nominated date is operationally 
restrictive, particularly considering the retailer’s obligation to undertake additional contact attempts, 
including by telephone or in person, prior to proceeding with deregistration.  We support the retention of 
the requirement to deregister within five business days to allow retailers to complete the appropriate checks 
prior to completing the process.  
 
2.5 Embedded networks 

Origin supports the strengthening of life support protections for customers within embedded networks. We 
note that these obligations are appropriately allocated across Part 8 of the Energy Retail Code of Practice. 
However, in relation to on-market child NMIs, the proposed Code changes lacks clarity and on either the 
retailer or the exempt distributor (ENSP) to notify relevant parties of life support customers.  This creates a 
gap where exempt distributors may be unaware of life support customers on their network, leading to 
reduced protections compared to other customer cohorts.  
 
Origin recommends that the Code be amended to: 

• Require AEMO to make the registered ENSP list available so the retailers can identify the ENSPs 
for their NMIs;  

• Require the FRMP/retailer of on-market child to notify the ENSP;  

• Imposes an explicit obligation on the ENSP to notify the relevant DNSP of life support customers 
at on-market child NMIs; and 

• Avoids reliance on the Embedded Network Manager (ENM) in life support processes. 
 
This would close the regulatory gap, improve consistency across Part 8 and ensure equivalent life support 
protections for all customers,  This approach is consistent with the Australian Energy Market Commission’s 
2019 Embedded Networks Review (see figure 4.2 below)1.  
 

 
 
1 ESC, Updating the Regulatory Frameworks for Embedded Networks, Final Report, 20 June 2019, p. 98. 
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Figure 1: ESC Life support information flows in an embedded network 

 
Source: ESC, Updating the Regulatory Frameworks for Embedded Networks, Final Report, 20 June 2019, p. 97. 

 

3. Transitional arrangements 

3.1 Communication to customers  

We do not support the introduction of transitional communication requirements from 1 July 2026 given the 
significant and overlapping pressures on retailer resources and system capacity at a time of extensive 
regulatory change. 
 
The proposed timeframe is not achievable. Retailers are already delivering multiple concurrent reforms and 
introducing an additional, time bound communication obligation would create competing priorities and 
increase delivery risk. Implementation will require system changes to identify eligible customers and trigger 
communications as well as sufficient time for testing, governance and quality assurance—none of which 
can be delivered reliably within the proposed timeframe. 
 
There are also practical constraints associated with large-scale customer communications, including the 
need to manage increased contact volumes and ensure clear, accurate messaging. Combined with limited 
availability of internal resources, this further limits feasibility. 
 
If the ESC proceeds, we recommend a simplified approach with a single communication timeframe: one 
letter to customers registered prior to 1 December 2026, with customers registered after this date captured 
through the annual check requirements commencing on 1 December 2027. 
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4. Additional Origin Comments  

4.1 Central database 

We retain our view that the most effective and efficient approach to the management of life support 
customers is through a centralised life support register. A single register would enable customers, carers 
and medical professionals to register and deregister life support needs directly through a single, 
standardised system, ensuring consistency. This approach would eliminate unnecessary complexity and 
enable medical confirmation forms to be provided and stored in one location. A centralised body managing 
a single source of truth would also ensure that distributors, retailers and metering service providers all rely 
on the same record before undertaking any activity. 
 
Importantly, a centralised register would deliver tangible benefits for customers. It would provide greater 
clarity and certainty for life support households, reduce the administrative burden of managing registrations 
across multiple parties and ensure that the protections they rely on are applied consistently and reliably. 
For customers who may already be vulnerable, this model would offer improved confidence in the integrity 
of the life support framework and reduce the requirements to regularly confirm medical life support status. 
 
Origin suggests a single register could be developed and operated on a similar basis to the “Do Not Call 
Register”.   The Do Not Call Register provides a single, centralised platform where individuals can register 
their preference not to receive telemarketing calls, with service providers required to check the register 
before initiating contact.  Industry participants interact with the register through API interfaces which are 
regulatory utilised by the energy market.   
 
We recommend that the ESC continue to pursue the development of this solution.  This will provide greater 
benefits to consumers and industry rather than continuing to apply incremental fixes to the framework. 
 
4.2 Market System Implications  

While the ESC has consulted with the B2B Working Group on the proposed amendments to electricity 
systems, it is unclear whether equivalent consideration has been given to gas schema changes. The 
introduction of changes to the gas schema adds a further layer of complexity. 
 
Origin considers that the proposed commencement date should be extended by six months to enable 
participants to effectively manage the combined impacts of both gas and electricity market changes. 
 




