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Ombudsman's Overview
Tracking some recent trends in EWOV cases

In the feature article in this issue of Res Online, we highlight and discuss some recent trends in
EWOV cases, which we're watching closely:
•
•
•

a 43% fall in overall cases against cases for the same quarter in 2013
an increase in natural gas cases
an indication that credit-related energy disconnection cases may be stabilising.
We also provide some practical tips around what energy and water companies can do to help
reduce EWOV cases further.
2014 Annual Report
On 16 October 2014, we released EWOV's 2014 Annual Report. This year we supplemented our
traditional forms of publication with a suite of interactive graphics of case numbers, complaint
issues, case process and complaint rates by region. Among the statistics included in the report:

•
•
•
•

84,758 cases overall received by EWOV in 2013-14 — 10% more than in 2012-13.
18,065 credit cases — 48% more than in 2012-13.
More than one in five customers who contacted EWOV was seeking help with a credit issue.
An average of 72 credit cases received by EWOV every working day.
New specialist teams
Over the past month, a newly created specialist team for complaints about credit and hardship
(payment difficulties) has been successful in building our specialist knowledge and capacity to
provide expert advice on these issues. Its introduction has also improved our flexibility and
effectiveness in dealing with customer complaints. Building on these positive outcomes, we've
created teams for billing, water and distribution.
New affordability report
Recognising the widespread interest in affordability and hardship issues — including payment
difficulties, debt collection, and actual and imminent energy disconnection/water restriction —
we'll be releasing a newAffordability Report in November 2014. This report will combine
quantitative data from EWOV credit cases (current quarter and five-quarter trends) with
qualitative analysis of themes and a detailed case study (addressing a different theme each
quarter).
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Most Common Issues

Click on the following links for more detail on the most common issues

In the July to
September 2014 quarter, 7,866 customers raised Billing as their main issue:
•
•

down 48% from 15,015 customers in the July to September 2013 quarter, and
up 8% from 7,311 customers in the April to June 2014 quarter.
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Of the 7,866 customers, 5,685 were electricity customers, 1767 gas customers, 396 water
customers and 18 dual fuel customers.
76% of Billing complaints were managed through our Assisted Referral and Real Time
Resolution process. 10% of Billing complaints required an Investigation.

The customer contacted EWOV about a high October 2013 to January 2014 electricity bill of
$261.45. In particular, she was questioning 845kWh in off-peak usage for the hot water system,
because her usual quarterly usage was around 300kWh. She said she contacted her retailer
directly about this and was told her off-peak usage had been estimated.
An Assisted Referral was raised, but the retailer didn’t respond to the customer in the required
timeframe. The retailer explained to us that it was having difficulty liaising with the local
distributor to obtain correct meter data for the off-peak component of the customer's bill. It said it
had escalated the matter with the distributor, but hadn't been given a timeframe for provision of
the data. After assessing the situation, we escalated the complaint to an Investigation.
Responding to our Investigation, the retailer advised that in May 2013 the basic meter at the
customer's property (which was able to record both peak and off-peak/controlled load) had been
replaced. In November 2013, that new meter was replaced with two interval meters — one for
peak and one for the off-peak/controlled load. The retailer said it had initially billed the customer
on substituted off-peak meter reads. It advised that, in April 2014, it had re-issued the customer's
bills for usage between May 2013 and October 2013. And, in July 2014, it issued new bills for
usage between November 2013 and April 2014. During our Investigation, both of these bills were
found to be incorrect, because the meter installed in May 2013 (although removed) wasn't
deactivated in the retailer's billing system — this meant that the customer was being billed (and
double-charged) based on three meters. The incorrect bills were cancelled and reissued based
on the correct meter read data. The end result was that the customer owed $66.90.
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To confirm that the customer had been billed correctly, we sought and reviewed copies of all of
her bills and conducted an account reconciliation. We also confirmed the existing meter set up at
the property was correctly recorded in the national metering database.
The retailer apologised to the customer for the incorrect billing and offered her a payment plan
for the arrears of $66.90. It also confirmed that the removed meter had since been deactivated.
The customer was satisfied with this outcome of the Investigation and the complaint was closed.
(2014/31234)

In the July to September 2014 quarter, 3,804 customers raised Credit as their main issue:
•
•

down 26% from 5,174 customers in the July to September 2013 quarter, and
up 2% from 3,741 customers in the April to June 2014 quarter.
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Of the 3,804 customers, 2,591 were electricity customers, 1,907 gas customers, 109 water
customers and 7 dual fuel customers.
70% of Credit complaints were managed through our Assisted Referral and Real Time
Resolution process. 20% of Credit complaints required an Investigation.

Disconnection/Restriction cases
Electricity: We received 357 cases about 'actual' electricity disconnection in the July to
September 2014 quarter — down 33% from 534 in the July to September 2013 quarter. We
received a further 830 cases about 'imminent' electricity disconnection — down 35% from 1,273
in the July to September 2013 quarter.
Gas: We received 187 cases about 'actual' gas disconnection in the July to September 2014
quarter —down 51% from 382 in the July to September 2013 quarter. We received a further 319
cases about 'imminent' gas disconnection — down 44% from 568 in the July to September 2013
quarter.
Water: Water restriction cases remained low, but showed increases. We received 25 cases
about 'actual' water restriction in the July to September 2014 quarter—up 56% from 16 in the
July to September 2013 quarter. We also received 28 cases about 'imminent' water restriction—
up 133% from 12 in the July to September 2013 quarter.
See also 'Tracking recent case trends' feature in this issue.
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Cases about wrongful energy disconnection
We received 448 assessments for a Wrongful Disconnection Payment (WDP) and finalised 560
WDP assessments in the July to September 2014 quarter. 297 assessments resulted in WDPs
being paid to customers. 87% of the payments were under $1,000 and 13% were over $1,000.
The largest voluntary payment was $36,515.28.
The main issues arising from the WDPs paid were:
•
•
•

Affordability (38%) — for example, the retailer not offering the required two payment plans prior
to disconnection, not advising of the availability of a financial counsellor, or not providing advice
about energy efficiency, concessions or the Utility Relief Grant Scheme.
Retailer error (21%) — for example, disconnecting the wrong property, failed to correctly
establish accounts (leading to a disconnection), or incorrectly closing accounts.
Non-compliant notices (20%) — for example, the required timeframes not being adhered to or
the required notices not being issued by the retailer.

The customer complained about restriction of his water supply when he was having difficulty
paying high bills. He said he'd attempted to set up a payment arrangement, but the water
corporation wouldn’t agree to it. He said he eventually received an itemised bill, but the water
corporation hadn't been helpful in explaining the charges. His water supply was restricted in July
2013 and it was restored in January 2014. Despite several contacts with the water corporation
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over the next few months, the customer remained dissatisfied with the information provided. In
July 2014, he contacted EWOV for assistance.
Given the apparent complexity of the complaint, the supply restriction and the customer's
multiple contacts with the water corporation, we opened an Investigation.
Our review of the circumstances of the supply restriction showed that the warning notice sent by
the water corporation didn’t comply with the requirements of section 6.2 of the Customer Service
Code – Urban Water Businesses. This was because it didn't include the required information
about debt being associated with the property that was to be restricted. Responding to our
finding, the water corporation said it would review, and as necessary amend, its notices.*
Our review of the customer's bills confirmed they were calculated in accordance with the
backbilling provisions in clause 4.8 of the Customer Service Code Victorian Urban Water
Businesses. #These provisions allow backbilling of up to 12 months with equal time to pay,
except in the case of illegal use.
The water corporation said it had written off $380.17 for June 2013 to December 2013 backbills
in recognition of the delay in issuing them. It said it had also waived the fee of $169.58 to
reconnect the property after the supply restriction. This left the customer’s current bill of $258.84
as the only amount outstanding. During the Investigation, the customer paid $120 and the water
corporation agreed to an extension of time for payment of the balance of $138.84.
The water corporation agreed with our assessment that, because the warning notice issued to
the customer prior to the restriction wasn't compliant, he was eligible for a Guaranteed Service
Level (GSL) payment of $300. When the GSL was applied, the customer's account was $161.16
in credit. At his request, the credit was left on the account to be applied against his next bill. The
water corporation advised that he could also request a payment extension on the next bill if he
needed it. The complaint was closed on this basis. (2014/35082)
*In September 2014, EWOV opened a Systemic Issues Investigation into this issue (SI/2014/71).
Our Investigation was closed in October 2014. The water corporation confirmed that, due to an
oversight, information about unpaid debts didn't appear on some restriction notices. It corrected
this in September 2014 and provided us with a copy of its new restriction notice template.
# For rural customers, the backbilling provisions are in Clause 3.7 of the Customer Service Code
Victorian Rural Water Businesses.
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In the July – September 2014 quarter, 1,876 customers raised Transfer as their main issue:
•
•

down 55% from 4,181 customers in the July to September 2013 quarter, and
down 1% from 1,902 customers in the April to June 2014 quarter.

Of the 1,876 customers, 1,226 were electricity customers, 649 gas customers and 1 dual fuel
customer.
76% of Transfer complaints were managed through our Assisted Referral and Real Time
Resolution process. 7% of Transfer complaints required an Investigation.

A residential solar customer said his decision to switch electricity retailer was based on an offer
of reasonable rates and being able to receive the Annual Electricity Concession (AEC) discount
of 17.5%. Seven months after signing up, he received two bills. Neither of them included the AEC
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discount. The customer said he'd made two written requests for replacement bills that included
the discount, but he hadn't received a response or the bills.
The complaint was initially handled as an Assisted Referral, but the customer remained
dissatisfied with the information he received and at not receiving corrected bills. The retailer later
advised us that, at this stage, it had told the customer he was eligible for the AEC because he
was a pensioner. However, it had also told him that his local distributor classified his site as a
business premises. As a result, it was on a business tariff. For him to receive the AEC, the site
would need to be on a residential tariff. It said it had explained the process for site reclassification
to the customer, noting that the residential tariff service to property charges were higher than
those for the tariff he was on. The retailer said it had acknowledged all of the issues, but hadn't
given the customer figures or assistance to help him work out which set-up would be better for
him financially. It said it had offered a $100 account credit.
Having escalated the complaint to Real Time Resolution, we asked the retailer for a detailed
breakdown, which could be passed onto the customer — inclusive of retail business and
residential tariffs, a final calculation of his usage based on the two scenarios available, and a
definitive answer about which tariff would benefit him more. When the retailer didn't provide us
with the information we requested, the complaint was escalated to an Investigation.
In undertaking our Investigation, we received and reviewed the voice recording of the contract
negotiations, the retailer's welcome pack for customers, the customer's account history, and
possible tariffs should he agree to move from the business tariff to a residential one. We also
learnt that, over a decade earlier, his home had been used for business purposes by a former
occupant.
The retailer apologised to the customer, acknowledging that its sales representative had wrongly
told him it could apply the AEC discount as part of the contract offer he accepted. It confirmed his
account would be reassigned to the residential tariff at no cost to him. Once this was done, the
AEC discount would be applied retrospectively in line with Department of Human Services (DHS)
requirements. The customer was also advised that his AEC entitlement would be based on his
outstanding account balance after his solar credits were applied — where his solar generation for
a billing period exceeded his electricity usage, no concession would apply.
It recognised the inconvenience to him by applying the previously offered $100 account credit,
offered him extra time to pay the balance of $274.19 and provided him with a direct contact in
case of any further related issues. The customer was satisfied with the outcome and the
complaint was closed on this basis. (2014/28785)
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EWOV Issues Watch

Cases fall 43% against same quarter last year
Overall, EWOV cases for July to September 2014 (16,173 cases) were down 43% on those for
the July to September 2013 quarter (28,134 cases).
•
•
•
•

We attribute this fall to the absence of some significant drivers of complaint volumes:
There have been no large-scale billing system upgrades by energy and water companies
in the last 6 to 12 months.
The substantial clean-up of outstanding debts by second-tier energy retailers in 2013 is
no longer driving cases about disconnection for non-payment of arrears.
One top-tier energy retailer has been disconnecting 'Dear occupier' accounts
(established by the retailer when it detects energy being used at a property, but no
account has been set up) but not completing disconnections for non-payment of arrears.

How energy and water companies can help maintain this downward trend
Set up an effective program of root cause analysis — identify and act on what's really
driving complaints, especially the recurring ones
Root cause analysis is a well-documented, structured approach to identifying and remedying the
underlying causes of the problems driving customer complaints. Its value is widely recognised.
We're seeing growing use of it by energy and water companies. We're also seeing a growing
sophistication around how the companies undertake their root cause analysis and use it to better
understand their customers, the issues that drive dissatisfaction and how these end up as
complaints to EWOV.
Focus on getting it right when customers first make contact
90% of the customers who contacted EWOV in the July to September 2014 quarter told us they
were dissatisfied with the outcome of their own direct contact/s with their energy or water
company. Many of these complaints were subsequently resolved through EWOV's processes —
often on the first contact the company had with the customer after they had contacted us for help.
This suggests that companies could be making much more of the opportunity to engage their
customers when they first make direct contact. Essentially this comes down to training and
empowering frontline staff to be able to respond skilfully, meaningfully and effectively with each
customer. Some companies have told us they use EWOV's case studies in their staff training, to
encourage lateral thinking on resolution options.
If the complaint gets to EWOV, make the most of our Assisted Referral and Real Time
Resolution processes to resolve it quickly
Recent customer surveying by EWOV (July to September 2014) shows 81% of customers had
an ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ experience with our Assisted Referral process. The satisfaction rate of
complaints handled at Real Time Resolution is currently 78%. All companies should be using the
opportunities afforded to them at these complaint resolution stages, to avoid the need for further
involvement by EWOV and/or escalation to an Investigation.
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Part 1: In Focus
On watch 1: Credit-related energy disconnection cases
Last three quarters
In Res Online 8 we acknowledged and highlighted a 25% fall in credit-related energy
disconnection cases between the first and second quarters of 2014. While cases for the third
quarter of 2014 didn't fall, they remained relatively stable at only two cases above those for the
second quarter.

We again encourage energy retailers to review and implement some of the tips we included
in Res Online 8 to reduce disconnection cases further. Our tips were around initial account setup; clear warning notices; hardship indicators; required assistance; affordable payment plans;
and holding collection activity while accounts are being reviewed.

On watch 2: Natural gas cases
In line with the overall trend, in the July to September 2014 quarter, we registered 4,069 natural
gas cases down 47% against 7,661 cases for the July to September 2013 quarter.
But, between the April to June 2014 quarter and the July to September 2014 quarter, gas cases
increased 20% — from 3,396 cases to 4,069 cases.
3,864 (95%) of the 4,069 cases were gas retail cases. Billing cases were up 38%. High bills was
the top gas billing issue, up from number four — increasing to 521 cases, from 249 cases in the
April to June 2014 quarter.
What billing issues have gas customers been complaining about?
•
•
•
•
•

High winter bills — customers saying their usage hadn't changed, but retailers responding that
the billing accurately showed seasonal patterns and was based on actual meter read data.
Gas leaks that customers believed affected their billing.
Incorrect bulk hot water bills — with associated issues around obtaining correct meter reads
and/or applying the correct formulas to calculate charges.
Final high bills or delayed billing resulting in catch-up/backbills.
Concessions not applied to bills.
What would help to reduce gas billing complaints to EWOV?
Customers can:

•
•
•

check whether the bill is based on an estimated or actual meter reading and cross-check by
reading their meter themselves
think about any changes to the way they use gas — where it's used as a seasonal fuel, greater
use of certain gas appliances may lead to a higher than usual bill
check that all applicable concessions and discounts have been applied to their bill.
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Retailers should:
•
•
•
•

ensure all applicable discounts and concessions are applied to bills
keep customers informed about amended billing or re-billing, which will lead to a backbill
help customers with information about energy efficiency and how they can reduce their gas bills
plan for upcoming changes to the Energy Retail Code (version 11) which allow quarterly gas
billing from 1 January 2015 — it will be important that retailers communicate this change to help
avoid high bill complaints from customers who don't realise their 2015 billing includes an extra
month.

Part 2: Case Studies

Early in 2014, the customer lodged a complaint with EWOV about cross-metering. The complaint
was registered as an Assisted Referral. A month later the customer recontacted us. She said the
complaint had been resolved when her gas retailer confirmed she’d been wrongly billed based on
her neighbour's meter — the incorrect bill was reversed, a $200 customer service credit was
applied to her account, and a new bill for $690.73 was issued and paid. She then received a
second bill of $1,162.12 for the same period. Unable to contact the person through whom the first
resolution was achieved, she recontacted EWOV seeking an Investigation.
Responding to our Investigation of the customer's complaint, the gas retailer confirmed that
(despite the earlier resolution) the customer had been sent an amended (higher) bill for the same
meter and the same period, based on actual meter read data. It attributed this to a systems error
and sought time to look into it further. While the retailer did that, we reviewed the customer's
meter reading history, account history and the amended billing related to the resolution of her
earlier complaint.
After its internal review, the retailer confirmed that the resolution of the earlier complaint was
correct and the customer was wrongly rebilled for $1,162.12. It apologised to the customer again,
withdrew the $1,162.12 bill and applied a second $200 credit to her account in recognition of
customer service issues. The customer was satisfied with the outcome and the complaint was
closed. (2014/12568)

The customer contacted us about a $1,753.18 gas backbill for the period November 2013 to July
2014. She said her gas retailer had told her the bill was based on actual meter read data, but she
wanted it checked against meter readings by the local distributor. She also mentioned that the
gas meter at her property had been changed in December 2013.
The complaint was initially registered as an Assisted Referral. A month later, when the customer
recontacted us dissatisfied with her retailer's response, it was escalated to Real Time Resolution
(RTR). When the customer remained dissatisfied with the information provided by the retailer at
RTR, the complaint was escalated to an Investigation.
The gas retailer advised us that the customer had set up separate electricity and gas accounts in
February 2013. When she queried a high bill in July 2014, the retailer realised that her gas bills
had been based on data from the wrong meter. It said it reversed all of her gas and electricity
bills in August 2014 and re-billed all of her gas and electricity usage, limiting the backbilling in
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line with the undercharging provisions in clause 6.2 of the Energy Retail Code.
In investigating the complaint, we reviewed the customer's account history, including billing and
meter readings. We confirmed that the usage data in the retailer’s rebilling matched the data
from the distributor’s meter readings. We confirmed the retailer's methodology for calculating the
undercharging in line with the Energy Retail Code, noting that its calculations were actually in the
customer's favour. We also confirmed that the billing issues related to the wrong meter had been
addressed and resolved. After all of the billing adjustments, the customer owed only $39.69,
which she paid. The complaint was closed on this basis. (2014/34721)

The customer complained about high recorded gas usage at her property between March 2013
and November 2013. She said she'd been overseas and for the most part the house wasn't
occupied. She also disputed the recorded May 2013 to June 2013 consumption after her return.
The customer contacted EWOV saying concerns she expressed to her gas retailer about high
bills and the operation of the gas meter at her property weren't addressed to her satisfaction. She
listed her gas appliance as hot water (with a solar boost), a hot plate and ducted heating (which
had never been switched on). She wanted the bills reduced in line with her 2014 gas
consumption, which was substantially lower than that for 2013.
When the complaint couldn't be resolved through either Assisted Referral or Real Time
Resolution, we opened an Investigation. The gas retailer advised us that all of the customer's
bills were based on actual meter readings. It rejected her request to bill in line with her 2014
consumption, because it assessed her 2013 consumption was consistent with seasonal patterns.
It arranged for a meter test and a test of the appliances at the property. The meter technician
reported a fault with the main duct for the ducted heating, which had come apart on the flow line
— this meant that, had it been switched on, only the roof cavity would have been heated.
As part of our Investigation, we also completed a full 'fair and reasonable' assessment of the
circumstances of this complaint, including:
•
•
•
•

an account history review (billing, account reconciliation, meter test results, contact notes)
a review of the retailer's compliance with applicable laws and the Energy Retail Code
feedback from other retailers on industry practice
technical advice from two different independent sources.

Our 'fair and reasonable' review found that:
•
•
•
•

The meter was tested and operating correctly.
The retailer issued bills in a timely manner based on actual reads and, in our view, in line
with the Energy Retail Code.
The retailer's billing methods and offer of credit and a payment plan were consistent with
current industry practice.
Independent technicians considered the billed consumption appeared to be correct and
could be consistent with a fault with the ducted heating unit.

To assist resolution, the retailer credited the customer's account with $100 in recognition of the
inconvenience caused and waived $180.18 for an afterhours meter test appointment. It also
offered the customer a payment plan for the balance of $1,796.40 and provided a direct point of
contact for this to be set up. Following EWOV's fair and reasonable assessment, the complaint
was closed on the basis that further investigation was not warranted because a fair offer had
been made. (2014/6960)
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EWOV Public Submissions
Public submissions by EWOV from July 2014 to September 2014

Draft Rule Determination: National Energy Retail amendment (Retailer price variations in
market retail contracts) Rule 2014 (September 2014)
In responding to the Draft Rule Determination, we discussed the proposed rule in the context of
the existing disclosure requirements in Victorian codes and guidelines, and a substantial and
increasing number of complaints to EWOV about price variation during fixed term contracts. We
also addressed the accuracy of the AEMC's categorisation of our response to its March 2014
Consultation Paper. In particular, we noted that our March 2014 general submission had not
taken a position on suitable options for addressing the issues raised.
Full submission the EWOV website

ESC Proposed Amendment to the Hardship Related Guaranteed Service Level – Minimum
‘reasonable endeavours’ Checklist (September 2014)
Our comments on the proposed amendment were based on our experience of handling water
affordability and restriction cases, and assessing whether the Hardship Related Guaranteed
Service Level (GSL) is payable. As an indication of the growing issue of affordability, we
highlighted a 51% increase in the number of credit-related water cases received by EWOV over
the last financial year and a 174% increase over the last four years. We welcomed the change to
the Minimum ‘reasonable endeavours’ Checklist, to include a 20 business days timeframe within
which a water corporation should attempt to contact a customer before restricting their water
supply. We recommended that this requirement should apply consistently to all customers,
including those with two or more previous interactions with their water corporation. This would
align the Checklist’s underlying procedural principles with the ‘reasonable endeavours’
requirements under the harmonised Energy Retail Code (version 11) which comes into effect in
October 2014.
Full submission the EWOV website
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Case & Complaint Terminology
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EWOV Issue Categories
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Billing
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Credit
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Transfer
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Provision
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Marketing
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Supply
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Customer Service

Res Online 9

Land
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General Enquiry
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Systemic Issues Update
Systemic Issue investigations closed by EWOV
July 2014 to September 2014
Concession discount shown as a debit instead of a credit
From one complaint to EWOV we identified instances where bills issued by an energy retailer
showed the concession discount as a debit rather than a credit, although the amount was
correctly credited. The retailer confirmed that some customers were sent bills on which
concession discounts were incorrectly applied for a number of days more than the billing cycle.
On subsequent billing, a small debit charge was applied to correct the error. The system error
had since been addressed. The regulator was notified. We believe the energy retailer took
appropriate steps to resolve the issue. (SI/2014/7)

Application of the wrong Feed-in Tariff
One complaint to EWOV highlighted that a customer was incorrectly receiving the Premium
Feed-in Tariff (PFiT) when they were entitled to the General Feed-in Tariff (GFiT) only. While this
error worked to the customer's favour, it had the potential for future problems should the retailer
seek to recover the difference or swap the customer to a lower Feed-in Tariff. The retailer
advised us that it had identified a tariff mapping error, which meant a group of GFiT customers
was incorrectly receiving the PFiT. All customers had been identified and changed to the GFiT
and notified of the error. It said it wasn't seeking to recover the overpayments and had corrected
the billing system issue. The regulator was notified. We believe the energy retailer took
appropriate steps to resolve the issue. (SI/2014/49)

Concession entitlement applied to bills as a debit
Through one complaint to EWOV we identified that a customer’s concession entitlement had
been applied to billing as a debit charge. The energy retailer advised us that a group of some
654 customers were incorrectly debited the Winter Gas Concession as a result of a billing system
issue. It said it was working on a permanent solution. In the interim it was intercepting billing to
apply a credit to offset the incorrect debit. It said it had identified and contacted all affected
customers and had applied the applicable credits. The regulator was notified. We believe the
energy retailer took appropriate steps to resolve the issue. (SI/2014/44)

Debt collection action on settled arrears
Two complaints to EWOV highlighted instances of customers being pursued by a debt collection
agency for energy arrears which had been settled. The energy retailer confirmed that its previous
means of communication about the status of payments and transactions, with the three debt
collection agencies it engaged, had caused delays and communication issues. It said it had since
engaged an external agent to liaise directly with the debt collection agencies, resulting in more
timely and effective communications. The regulator was notified. We believe the energy retailer
took appropriate steps to resolve the issue. (SI/2014/45)

Inaccurate meter index reads that didn't reconcile
Three complaints to EWOV highlighted instances of energy customers being billed on inaccurate
meter index reads that didn’t reconcile. The energy retailer confirmed two issues had created
customer confusion around index reads. The first was that, where the distributor provided
information with missing or inaccurate meter index read data, it could be difficult to reconcile the
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reads. The second was that, after a recent upgrade to the retailer’s billing system, bills showed
multiple lines of nil index meter read data. The retailer said the billing system issue had since
been corrected. It also said the issue hadn’t had a detrimental effect on customers, because their
billing was correct and the error related to the way the billing and meter reads were presented.
The regulator had been notified. We believe the energy retailer took appropriate steps to resolve
the issue. (SI/2014/23)

Debt collection action on waived arrears
From one complaint to EWOV we identified that despite a debt being waived, a customer had
received persistent phone calls and correspondence from a debt collection agency. The energy
retailer confirmed that a batch of some 500 debts written-off as goodwill gestures had been
accidentally referred to its debt collection agency. When the error was detected two weeks later,
it contacted the agency to recall the accounts. It notified affected customers to advise of the error
and the steps it was taking to address it. The regulator was notified. We believe the energy
retailer took appropriate steps to resolve the issue. (SI/2014/34)

Incorrect lower Pressure Conversion Factor (PCF) applied to gas bills
Three complaints to EWOV highlighted instances where an incorrect lower Pressure Conversion
Factor (PCF) was applied to gas bills over significant periods of up to four years. When the error
was corrected, the customers received high backbills. The energy retailer confirmed a billing
system issue where the PCF factor hadn't changed in line with the data provided by the
distributors. It confirmed it had since corrected the issue and run reports to identify affected
customers. Affected large market customers had been billed back to when the issue occurred
(although some specific examples resulted in negotiated outcomes); affected small customers
had been billed back nine months in line with the Energy Retail Code and overcharges were
refunded. The regulator was notified. We believe the energy retailer took appropriate steps to
resolve the issue. (SI/2014/19)

Incorrect timeframes on disconnection notices
Two complaints to EWOV highlighted that customers had been sent disconnection warning
notices with incorrect disconnection timeframes. Under clause 13.1(c) of the Energy Retail Code,
a retailer must include in the disconnection warning a statement that it may disconnect the
customer on a day no earlier than seven business days after the date of receipt of the
disconnection warning. The notices identified incorrectly stated six business days. The retailer
told us it was working through the issue with the Essential Services Commission (ESC) to
determine the best redress action. We expressed our view that this should include the notices
being amended and any affected customers assessed for the applicability of a Wrongful
Disconnection Payment. We believe the energy retailer was taking appropriate steps to resolve
the issue with the ESC. (SI/2014/16)

Accuracy of index read and consumption data
From three complaints to EWOV we identified instances of customers being dissatisfied with the
accuracy of index read and consumption data on their bills. Specifically, for solar customers,
solar usage was added to the consumption data for index reads, rather than subtracted. The
energy retailer confirmed an issue where its billing system incorrectly calculated and displayed
consumption data and index reads if a price increase occurred during a billing cycle. While there
was no financial impact, this may have made it difficult for customers to reconcile their bills. The
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retailer advised that a permanent system fix had been implemented. The regulator was notified.
(SI/2014/38)

Details of prompt payment discount unclear
One complaint to EWOV highlighted customer confusion around the prompt payment discount
offered by one energy retailer. The contract terms specified a 3% discount applied to ‘current
charges’. It was only when the customer received the bill that they saw the discount applied to
usage charges only. The retailer confirmed that, for a period of around three months in early
2014, its market contracts didn’t specify that the prompt payment discount applied to usage
charges only. It attributed the fault to the external marketing company engaged to send the
correspondence. It said the issue had generated very few customer contacts or complaints and
had been corrected. We believe the energy retailer took appropriate steps to resolve the issue.
(SI/2014/52)

Wrong faults phone number displayed on Smart Meters
A customer alerted us that the energy distributor faults number displayed on the new Smart
Meter at their property was wrong. The distributor confirmed that some 50,000 Smart Meters in
the field and 10,000 yet to be rolled out had the wrong phone number listed. It said it was in the
process of having a sticker with the correct number put onto all affected meters and anticipated
this would be completed by the end of October 2014. The regulator was notified. We believe the
energy distributor took appropriate steps to resolve this issue. (SI/2014/53)

Bulk hot water metering and billing
Eight complaints to EWOV raised issues around the bulk hot water billing of customers at two
large apartment complexes. The energy retailer confirmed issues with the remote metering
system used by its Meter Reading Agent at some apartment complexes, which resulted in some
customers receiving low or inaccurate bills followed by high catch-up bills. The retailer said it had
identified affected customers and offered payment plans, if required. It also confirmed it was
upgrading its software to prevent recurrences and had changed Meter Reading Agents. The
regulator was notified. We believe the energy retailer took appropriate steps to resolve this issue.
(SI/2014/58)

Delayed bills, some sent to previous customers
One complaint to EWOV highlighted that the customer had received a bill from their previous
energy retailer a significant time after switching to another retailer. The bill in question dated back
to 2011. When the customer raised this with the previous retailer, she was told other customers
were similarly affected. The retailer issuing the delayed bills told us that, due to a processing
error, some 7,670 customers received a collection notice for an amount different to their overdue
balance, and in some cases for arrears they'd already paid. The notice was sent to active
customers as well as customers who were no longer with the retailer. The retailer said that, once
the issue was identified, all collection batches were suspended. It had then contacted affected
customers to apologise and advise the correct arrears. The regulator was notified. We believe
that the energy retailer took appropriate steps to resolve this issue. (SI/2014/65)

WATER

Res Online 9

Billing delays after system upgrade
One complaint to EWOV about a billing delay highlighted a billing system problem affecting over
700 customers. The water corporation confirmed some residual issues after a billing system
upgrade in 2013, including billing delays for a group of customers. It said it had endeavoured to
update the customers concerned, including offering them extended payment terms and due
dates, if required. It said that only a small group of customers remained affected and this was
being handled on a case-by-case basis. The regulator wasn't notified. We believe the water
corporation took appropriate steps to address the issue. (SI/2014/60)
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Scheme Participant Data
Quarterly Scheme Participant Case Data
The following Scheme Participant data is reported over the previous five quarters. Please click
on the following links to view case numbers for each Scheme Participant by sector.

Electricity and gas retail
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Electricity and gas distribution
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Electricity transmission
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LPG Retail
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