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RE: Better Protections for Life Support Customers in Victoria - Draft Decision

About Shell Energy in Australia
Shell Energy provides the energy businesses and households need for today and tomorrow.

A generation-backed trader and energy retailer, Shell Energy powers businesses and homes and acts as a
catalyst for change to positively impact Australia’s energy future.

We provide electricity, gas, and innovative solutions for our customers, complemented by our portfolio of gas-
fired peaking power stations and battery storage assets, which support energy security and reliability.

Shell Energy is Australia’s largest electricity retailer to commercial and industrial businesses, recognised for our

marketleading customer service.! We offer business electricity, gas, and smart energy solutions. Our residential
business, Powershop, provides greater choice and confidence to households and small businesses to help them
take control of their energy through multiple energy plan options and digital tools.

General Feedback

Shell Energy appreciates the ongoing efforts of both the Essential Services Commission (ESC) and the Australian
Energy Market Commission [AEMC) to harmonise life support procedures across jurisdictions. We see this
alignment as a positive and constructive step that can help simplify processes for both retailers and customers
operating in various regions. We have consistently advocated for removing unnecessary complexity and
streamlining processes. It is important to acknowledge, however, that life support registration cannot guarantee
an uninterrupted or continuous energy supply. Consequently, customers must make their own arrangements for
back-up supply in the event of unplanned outages.

While we agree with the overarching goals of the life support reforms, implementing the proposed changes
should not inadvertently result in negative outcomes for life support customers. Shell Energy is concerned that
certain aspects of the Draft Energy Retail Code of Practice (the Code) may create avoidable implementation
challenges. Particularly, where the proposed National Energy Retail Rules (NERR) and the Code further diverge.
These challenges include unclear definitions of customer status during the medical confirmation stage,
deregistration complexities, ambiguous communication requirements, and insufficient cross-referencing in record-
keeping obligations. Such issues could result in inconsistent application among retailers, confusion on how to
comply, and increased risks for vulnerable customers who rely on these protections.

! Utility Market Intelligence (UMI) survey of large commercial and industrial electricity customers of major electricity retailers, including

ERM Power (now known as Shell Energy) by independent research company NTF Group in 2011-2021.
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Shell Energy strongly encourages the ESC and AEMC to continue to collaborate to develop a clear and unified
approach to life support regulations, ensuring robust consumer protections. Addressing any issues in isolation is
unlikely to deliver a positive customer experience. It is essential that consumer protections are aligned with
stakeholder responsibilities, are proportional to the actual risks faced by customers, and remain practical to
implement.

Our submission below highlights practical concerns about the implementation of the proposed changes to the
Code and calls for further clarity to ensure that the intended outcomes of the life support reforms can be
achieved. Our comments on the drafting of the Code are detailed, because in our view, there can be no
ambiguity when it comes to life support obligations. We are concerned that as drafted the Code introduces
more regulatory complexity and doesn't quite achieve the ESC's aim to improve processes and communications
with life support customers. Shell Energy views this consultation as an opportunity to ensure the Code establishes
clear and workable obligations from the outset. That is, practicable obligations that are well designed and will
lead to positive customer outcomes.

Key asks from our submission:

e Maintain AEMC and ESC collaboration to deliver a nationally consistent, unified life support framework
and avoid fragmented, higher complexity requirements.

e Close drafting gaps and remove ambiguity so obligations and compliance expectations are
unambiguous.

e Simplify requirements by removing unnecessary duplication and process that adds burden without
improving customer outcomes.

e Minimise privacy and consent risk by ensuring the draft Rules align with the Privacy Act 1988.

Shell Energy remains committed to working collaboratively and welcomes the opportunity to meet with the ESC
to further engage on this topic. If you have any questions or would like further details relating to this submission,
please contact

Yours sincerely,

General Manager - Regulatory Affairs and Compliance
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Submission response to proposed Code changes

Shell Energy notes that the proposed Code changes also apply to exempt sellers and gas retailers. Although we
have not identified the specific clauses of concem in the below, we request that the ESC ensures consistency
throughout the Code where relevant.

Definitions/terminology
Medical confirmation definition

Shell Energy seeks clarity on the definition of medical confirmation. In Schedule 2 contracts medical confirmation
is defined as -

a medical confirmation form in which all mandatory fields have been completed and which is signed
and dated by both the relevant customer and a registered mediical practitioner

However, in Part 1{3) Definitions medical confirmation is defined as -

a medical confirmation form in which all mandatory fields have been completed and which is signed
and dated by a registered medical practitioner

Further, Clause 163(6) says 'a retailer must not accept that medical confirmation under this code of practice has
occurred unless the medical confirmation form has been signed and dated and all mandatory fields have been
completed'. This creates some ambiguity in that it can be read as requiring a retailer to reject a medical
confirmation unless all mandatory fields are completed and the form is signed and dated by either/both the
relevant customer and registered medical practitioner. Where a medical practitioner has clearly confirmed a life-
threatening condition, but the form is defective in a minor or non-linical respect this could risk customers facing
deregistration despite ongoing medical vulnerability.

This unclear signatory requirement and inconsistency creates an interpretive risk and operational confusion unless
corrected. We note that the NERR defines medical confirmation to mean 'signed and dated certification from a
registered mediical practitioner that a person is a life support user, in the form of section(s) completed by a
registered medical practitioner within a medical confirmation form'. We recommend that the ESC review the
definitions within the Code to ensure clarity and consistency and propose alignment with the NERR definition.

Life support equipment

Shell Energy observes that the new Energy and Other legislation Amendment (Resilience Reforms and Other
Matters) Bill 20267 grants the Minister flexibility to update certain definitions, including life support equipment,
via Order rather than through additional legislative changes. Shell Energy advises caution regarding the
expansion or frequent modification of the “life support equipment” list, as such actions may introduce confusion,
complexity, or risk of excluding eligible customers. Shell Energy is concerned that any changes made to the 'life
support equipment' list through Ministerial Order means retailers may not be able to update their systems,
scripting, agent training and collateral in time, leading to poor customer outcomes and significant compliance
risk. As such, any adjustments should be carefully regulated and implemented with appropriate notice and
stakeholder consultation.

However, given that medical confirmation is endorsed by qualified practitioners, the industry should rely on their
expertise to identify life support equipment and customers. Consequently, the specific list of life support
equipment, under ‘other equipment’ in Schedule 7 becomes less significant when a medical practitioner identifies

2 Energy and Other Legislation Amendment (Resilience Reforms and Other Matters) Bill 2026 | legislation.vic.gov.au
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the required life support equipment as part of the medical confirmation form. For this reason, Shell Energy
proposes removing items (i) - xii] from subclause g in the Code. This change would also bring greater
consistency with the NERR.

Life support resident/life support customer/relevant customer

Shell Energy has concems that the Code is overly complex when it comes to defining a customer who uses life
support equipment, with three different terminologies used through-out the drafting. We ask that the ESC
consider adopting a singular definition - such as proposed in the NERR which simply refers to a person needing
life support equipment as a "life support user."

Medical confirmation form

Shell Energy strongly encourages the ESC to work with the AEMC and AER to develop one national
standardised form. We note that the AEMC proposes that the AER develop the medical confirmation form by 1
December 2026. While the draft Code doesn't outline any specific template requirement, we recommend that
the ESC provide clarity in its Final Decision on whether it will adopt the AER template and mandatory fields, and
when it will be made available on the ESC website.

Further, we consider the words ' published on the Commission’s website from time to time' should be removed
from the below definition:

Medlical Confirmation Form for life Support Equipment published on the Commission’s website from
time to time and to be issued by a retailer or exempt person to a relevant customer to enable the
relevant customer to provide fin hard copy or electronically) medical confirmation to the retailer or
exempt person respectively;

and from the simplified explanation of terms in Schedule 2- model terms and conditions for standard
retail contracts.

As drafted, the definitions hard-code a publication channel and creates a risk about whether a form issued or
completed using an earlier version was valid, notwithstanding the ESC's intent that a standard form be portable
and usable across retailers and time (including prior retailer use).We consider that the Code should therefore
define the form by reference to the Commission’s approved template and not the location where it is hosted, for
example 'approved by the Commission as in force on the date the form is issued to the relevant customer’

Secondary contact person

Shell Energy has privacy and consent concerns with the AEMC proposal to require the AER medical
confirmation form template to include “secondary contact person” details. We are raising this concern in our
submission to the ESC as we are seeking to ensure the medical confirmation form templates are harmonised
across jurisdictions.

We do not think the medical confirmation form is the right place to collect secondary contact person
information. It risks confusing customers and medical practitioners about what the secondary contact is signing
up for (life support outage communications versus broader account matters). Making these fields a standard
template requirement is likely to drive inconsistent expectations, operational friction and customer
misunderstanding.

The secondary contact requirements trigger secondary collection obligations under the Privacy Act 1998to
retailers (and if on the form, potentially to medical practitioners). Under the Australian Privacy Principle 5°,

% Chapter 5: APP 5 Notification of the collection of personal information | OAIC
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recipients of a secondary contact’s personal information, must take reasonable steps to notify the secondary
contact of prescribed matters including circumstances and purpose of collection, access and correction rights
and Privacy Policy information either at the time of collection or as soon as practicable afterwards. Placing the
collection via the medical confirmation form makes adhering to these requirements more onerous, and we
suggest that requirements would be more easily managed through direct communications with the customer,
rather than through the medical confirmation form.

We encourage the ESC to review the proposed Code changes to ensure that any collection of secondary
contact information, the associated consent requirements and the definitions are aligned to, and reduce
complexity and compliance risk with, the Privacy Act1998.

Shell Energy therefore recommends secondary contact nomination be handled directly by the retailer as part of
the life support registration and ongoing maintenance process (including annual check-ins), with clear, express
customer consent and clear limits on the secondary contact's role in that it is not an account authority. It is for
communications about life support only and should have no authority over the account or role in life support
deregistration decisions.

Medical confirmation status

Shell Energy supports the intent to strengthen life support protections however, the introduction of a new
"lifethreatening” status makes it critical that the Code clearly defines a customer’s registration status and the
retailer’s obligations during the medical confirmation journey. In particular, the Code should confirm that retailers
are not required to infer life-threatening status by default during the period while waiting medical confirmation
(including where an extension applies).

The proposed changes to the Code only allows the application of the lifethreatening flag if a registered
medical practitioner has explicitly identified, on the approved medical confirmation form, that the customer has a
life-threatening condition. Existing life support customers must submit a new medical confirmation if they want the
flag added. While retailers will still flag a customer’s site as life support protected while seeking medical
confirmation to mitigate risks to vulnerable customers, it should be made clear that a retailer does not have any
obligations to self-assess or infer life-threatening status during the medical confirmation period.

As drafted, Clause 163(1)(a(iia) states that if the customer already has a medical confirmation signed and dated
by a registered medical practitioner within the last four years, they may provide that and do not have to
complete a new one. However, Clause 163(6) says a retailer can't “accept” medical confirmation unless all
mandatory fields are completed. We ask the ESC to confirm that if the old form doesn't contain (or didn't
require) a field that is now “mandatory” on the current form (e.g., new data elements), does that mean a retailer
must reject the old form (contradicting Clause 163(1)(al(iia)), or that “mandatory fields” means mandatory fields
on the version of the form issued/relied upon, not whatever is current later.

In addition, Clauses 164(2)(d)(ii) and 169(2)(d)(ii) state customers are ‘“temporarily registered as requiring life
support equipment” pending medical confirmation. However, the Code does not define whether temporary
registration is a ‘registered life support customer’ for the purposes of disconnection prohibitions (ss
40SS/48DU), distributor outage prioritisation /triage, and annual check-ins under Clause 165A.

Medical confirmation reminders

Clause 164(1)(e) allows for a single extension of a minimum of 25 business days to provide medical
confirmation. Shell Energy asks the ESC to clarify that this request is regardless of whether the request is made
before or after the second reminder notice.

Medical confirmation scenarios
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The annual checkin request must ask for updates (including equipment and lifethreatening condition) but notes
that these updates are only recorded where a replacement medical confirmation is provided (Clause
165A(2)(c)(iv)-(v)). It is unclear whether the customer-provided update is treated as provisional information for
operational purposes pending replacement medical confirmation, and how it should be labelled before valid
medical confirmation is received.

Further, for the purposes of the annual check-in, Shell Energy is seeking clearer guidance on customer
nonresponsiveness to medical confirmation across different scenarios.

e Scenario I: where a customer is registered, medically confirmed and flagged as life-threatening, we
consider that the annual check-in should operate as a confirmation exercise only. Retailers should be
permitted to specify a clear response-by date, after which the retailer may reasonably assume the life
support requirement and life-threatening status continues unchanged.

e Scenario 2: where a customer is registered but has not provided a valid medical confirmation, the
annual notice should include a request for medical confirmation, and that the reminder and
deregistration clock should commence from the date that notice is issued, ensuring customers are
afforded an opportunity to respond.

e Scenario 3: where a customer is registered and medically confirmed but not life-threatening,
non-esponse to the annual check-in by a specified date should be taken to mean no change in
circumstances. We consider that the customer remains registered on the same basis unless and until the
retailer is informed otherwise.

Shell Energy asks the ESC to clarify the above scenarios and relatedly provide guidance on how retailers should
label and describe a customer/site status in systems and communications where:

e life support protection applies, but
e the customer has indicated a potential life-threatening condition, and
e valid practitioner medical confirmation has not yet been received.

For example, at the annual check in a customer notifies that they are now life threatening’ and will send in the
new medical confirmation form. We are seeking guidance on how retailers should label this customer who has
not yet supplied a valid replacement medical confirmation. We consider that the Code should be clear that any
customer provided information is unconfirmed for 'life threatening’ purposes until a registered medical
practitioner confirmation is received.

Annual check-in

As drafted Clause 165A(3) imports the full Clause 164 medical confirmation and reminder process into the
12-monthly annual check-in for any registered life support customer who has not previously provided medical
confirmation (i.e., the annual request must include a medical confirmation form, and the retailer must follow
Clause 164 in connection with that form). This appears to create a duplication of notices and uncertainty about
the customer's status while the retailer complies with Clause 164 which imposes a prescriptive timetable
(minimum 50 business days, two written reminder notices with minimum spacing, plus at least one extension of
25 business days if requested). We ask the ESC to clarify:

e What the customer’s registration position should be while the medical confirmation process is running
as part of an annual review? Is the intent for the status at the start of the medical confirmation process
to remain unchanged during the process?
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e How does the annual “at least once every 12 months” obligation interact with (or is paused/reset by)
the notice reminder timetable? For example, a retailer may issue an annual check in (to meet the 12-
month requirement) to a customer without prior valid medical confirmation but then be required to
follow the confirmation reminder notice obligations set out in Clause 164. It currently is unclear whether
the annual obligation is paused while the Clause 164 process runs, or whether the retailer must issue a
further annual check-in while the customer is still mid medical confirmation process which would drive
duplicative notices and customer confusion.

Shell Energy considers that the ESC should consider separating the annual confirmation obligation from the
medical confirmation form reminder notice obligations and consider that the 12-month annual check-in obligation
is satisfied once the annual notice is issued. Further we are seeking clarity on whether the annual check-in notice
itself can operate as the initiating notice that commences the Clause 164 reminder sequence, to avoid duplicate
notices.

Clause 166(6)(aa) refers to a medical confirmation form being provided “pursuant to Clause 165A(4)", implying
the Clause 164 reminder timetable applies to the 165A(4) annual checkin. However, Clause 165A(4) allows
deregistration where a registered life support customer confirms that the person for whom the life support
equipment is required has vacated the premises or no longer requires the life support equipment. It seems
redundant for retailers to provide medical confirmation reminders to this customer along with deregistration
notice pursuant to Clause 166(7). This creates ambiguity and risks forcing unnecessary Clause 164 reminders
even where the customer has explicitly confirmed cessation of need. Shell Energy asks the ESC to review the
necessity of this Clause should the customer confirm life support equipment is no longer required and instead
allow a retailer to proceed directly to the change-incircumstances deregistration.

Deregistration - medical non-confirmation

While Shell Energy supports the intent of reducing complexities for retailers to deregister customers from the life
support register, we note that the proposed medical non-confirmation deregistration pathway is procedurally
complex and is unlikely to result in meeting the objectives.

As drafted it requires compliance with Clause 164, additional “best endeavours” contact attempts across at least
two channels, and then a deregistration notice timed to the second reminder notice. The drafting also appears
to be circular in that if deregistration is not completed within the postnotice window, the retailer may be
required to restart the entire reminder process. This increases operational failure risk and information overload
burden on the customer without clear customer benefit.

Before deregistration is even available, the retailer must complete the Clause 164 reminder regime (minimum 50
business days, two written reminders spaced by 15 business days, plus 25 business day extension on request).
That makes “no medical confirmation” deregistration slow by design, which increases the likelihood of customers
remaining on the register without valid medical confirmation for an extended period.

Then after completing Clause 164 reminder regime, Clause 166(6)(aa) requires “"best endeavours” contact of
the customer and secondary contact (where known), including attempting contact via at least two of: in
person/post/telephone/electronic means. It is not clear that the “two ways" requirement is per lifecycle of a
deregistration attempt or per message.

In addition, Clause 166(6)(d) requests retailers to retain documentation on why they may not deregister a
customer if medical confirmation is not provided. This decision is required to be recorded each time a retailer
completes the medical confirmation reminder process for that customer. Clause 166(6)(e) then requires a retailer
to keep this record for at least two years after deregistration. We ask the ESC to provide clarity on a scenario
where a retailer repeatedly decides not to deregister as there may be no clear end point for retention.
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Further, Clause 166(6)(f] states the retailer may only deregister within 15 business days after the date specified in
the deregistration notice and if not done in that period, the retailer may only deregister after again completing
the full Clause 164 reminder process. We are concerned that this will drive duplicated notices and customer
confusion, disengagement or complaints, and can keep unconfirmed customers registered for longer than
necessary, undermining register integrity. We consider that the Code should allow deregistration at any time
after the deregistration date, provided medical confirmation has not been received. For example;

" A retailer may deregister a life support customer under clause 166(6) at any time after the date
specified in the deregistration notice, provided medical confirmation has not been received."

We consider that further simplification of deregistration process for medical non confirmation is required and the
encourage the ESC and AEMC to align their obligations around this process.

Deregistration - change in the customer's circumstances

Shell Energy strongly supports the addition of the provision that allows a relevant customer to be deregistered
earlier than the date in the deregistration notice if the customer or legal authorised representative (we do not
agree that a secondary contact person should authorise deregistration) gives explicit informed consent to
deregister on that earlier date.

However, we question the requirement for deregistering obligations within one business day. A one business day
timeframe materially increases the risk of error and inappropriate deregistration, as it may limit a retailer’s ability
to undertake prudent checks and due diligence before amending the register when life support is no longer
required. Removing the one business day requirement would not place customers at risk; however, mandating an
unreasonable timeframe of one business day that prevents appropriate checks may increase the risk of
inadvertent harm.

Furthermore, the drafting introduces complexity:
Clause 166 (7)
(the retailer must).. (a) Deregisterthe relevant customerwithin one business day dfter the earlier of:

(i) a date prior to the date specified in accordance with subclause (7)(aallii) if the relevant customer or
their authorised representative gives explicit informed consentto the relevant customer being
deregistered on or after a date prior to the specified date.

The drafting is circular and confusing, and we suggest that the strict timeframes for deregistration be removed.

As it is proposed that retailers are entirely responsible for updating and maintaining the life support register it is
in their best interest to ensure the register is as accurate as possible. We also consider that this should aligned
with any proposed NERR changes.

Customer transfer

Shell Energy seeks clarity on how the “change in customer circumstances” deregistration pathway is intended to
operate where the retailer has lost FRMP/FRO status for the premises (for example, because the life support user
have vacated and the site has transferred to a new FRMP). In the ordinary change in circumstances scenario,
where the customer confirms the life support resident has vacated or life support equipment is no longer
required, the proposed process contemplates a written deregistration notice period, and then deregistration if
not disputed (or earlier where the customer provides explicit informed consent), with ongoing life support
obligations ending once deregistered. However, it is unclear whether these notice and timing obligations are
intended to apply once the retailer no longer supplies, has a retail relationship for the premises, or can
appropriately continue life support communications and register management for that site.
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Shell Energy recommends the Code clarify that the prescribed notice and timeframes apply only while the
retailer is the FRMP/FRO, and that where FRMP/FRO status has ended, responsibility for any ongoing
protections rests with the incoming FRMP.

Communications obligations

Shell Energy considers that the proposed Clause 1658B is quite broad. While we support the intent to align life
support communications with customer preference, the Clause appears to create material ambiguity about
scope, timing, and consent. As drafted, it introduces compliance risk without clear incremental consumer benefit.

In particular, Clause 165B applies to all “information, notices and requests in connection with life support
equipment” without defining the communications captured. We seek clarity if this includes routine reminders,
checkiins, administrative correspondence, and general communications, and how it may interact with other
notice provisions in the Code.

We also note that the Clause relies on “preferences identified in a medical confirmation” as the operative
trigger, despite many life support communications necessarily occurring before a valid medical confirmation is
received (including initial registration, reminders and temporary extensions). No default delivery method is
specified where preferences are not yet recorded, are incomplete, or cannot be actioned.

Further, Clause 165B does not clearly reconcile with Clause 10 of the Code, which governs valid service of
notices and requires express consent for electronic communications. As drafted, the Clause risks conflating a
customer’s preferred contact method with legally effective consent, exposing retailers to compliance risk where a
preference exists but consent has not been properly obtained.

The obligation to inform customers how to nominate or update communication preferences is also open-ended,
with no defined trigger points or frequency, creating uncertainty and unnecessary information burden. The
drafting also appears to create an ongoing obligation to inform customers/secondary contacts how to update
communication preferences, but it's unclear when and how often this must be repeated (every notice? annually?
on change?).

Finally, the Clause does not address how preferences apply across relevant customers and secondary contacts,
including how conlflicts are to be resolved or how changes midcycle are to be managed.

We are concemned about the volume and complexity of information currently provided to customers during life
support registration, which may increase with the proposed drafting. Overloading customers with information
risks confusion and disengagement, which is a negative outcome for such as sensitive cohort. We consider
communication preferences are already appropriately addressed through existing obligations under Clause 10.
Introducing additional obligations would add compliance complexity and risk, including potential system
development to operationalise multiple “preferred communication methods”, and would run counter to the
objective of simplifying life support requirements. In our view current communication preference obligations have
not resulted in complaints or regulatory failures that would warrant redrafting.

Embedded networks

Shell Energy supports updates to the Code that would address any privacy and operational risks associated
with the parent meter scenario in embedded networks. This scenario occurs where the retailer supplies energy at
the parent meter to an embedded network but does not have a direct retail relationship with the life support
customer residing within the embedded network. In practice, it is common for the embedded network service
provider to send sensitive medical information to the retailer in various formats, even though the retailer is not
responsible for managing the customer relationship, capturing consent, or maintaining ongoing life support
communications inside the embedded network.
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We believe that this situation exposes the parent meter retailer to privacy and operational risks due to the
transfer of sensitive medical information without a clear mandate or direct relationship. As such, we would
support a more formalised and standardised method for advice and data exchange for parent meter -
embedded network life support registrations. This approach should ensure that the transfer of medical
information is strictly limited to what is necessary to activate life support protections, thereby safeguarding
privacy and clarifying operational responsibilities.

Cessation of retailer obligations after deregistration

Clause 166(5) states that a retailer’s obligations under Clause 165 and 165A cease to apply in respect of a
relevant customer once that relevant customer is validly deregistered. We ask the ESC to clarify that Clause
165B should also cease after deregistration so that a retailer is not obliged to continue to provide information,
notices and requests in connection with life support equipment to a deregistered customer.

Record-keeping scope

We question the requirement for the obligation to update the register within one business day (Clause 161(1)(b)).
As it is proposed that retailers are entirely responsible for updating and maintaining the life support register it is
in their best interest to ensure the register is as accurate as possible. As such, this obligation appears to be
unnecessary.

Transitional provisions
As drafted Schedule 3 requires a retailer/exempt seller to request:

e On or before 31 December 2026, confirmation from customers registered for more than 12 months
prior to 1 July 2026 that a life support resident still resides and equipment is still required.

e On or before 31 December 2027, confirmation from customers registered for more than 12 months
prior to 1 January 2027 that a life support resident still resides and equipment is still required.

It then states that if a registered life support customer confirms that the person for whom the life support
equipment is required has vacated the premises or no longer requires life support equipment, the retailer or the
exempt electricity seller must deregister that life support customer pursuant to Clause 166(7) or 171(6)
respectively.

Shell Energy is seeking clarity that this refers to Clause 166(7) as currently written in the Code and not the
proposed changes. We consider that the transitional drafting obligations should be made clearer, so they do
not inadvertently trigger new requirements before the intended commencement date of 1 December 2027

Implementation

The proposed draft regulations represent a significant change to the life support process. Given the sensitivity
of this topic, associated compliance risks, and the detrimental risk to customers where changes are not carried
out correctly or rushed, Shell Energy supports the proposed implementation timeline of 1 December 2027 as
long as this allows for AEMO's Business-to-Business (B2B) processes to be updated and associated system
changes to be implemented by participants. We encourage the ESC to confirm timelines with AEMO prior to
making its final decision on implementation.
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