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guidelines set by the
Commission.14 This
allows the
Commission to
publish compliance
audits of the utilities
to ensure the
application of their
hardship policies is
monitored, reported
and enforced.
WACOSS suggests
that WA consumers
should be afforded a
similar level of
regulatory consumer
protection.

WACQOSS proposes
the following
amendment:

6.10 Obligation to
develop hardship
policy

(1) a retailer must
develop a hardship

policy to  assist
customers in
meeting their
financial

obligations and
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claimed by those Code) Code). street lights. are new
reporting street issues  they
lighting faults, if Western should be

these are not
repaired within the
target time-frames.

Western Power no
longer inspects
street lights  for
faults, relying
instead on
preventative

maintenance  (bulk
globe replacement
program) and
reporting of faulty
street lights by
individuals and Local
Governments. The
provision of a
Service Standard
Payment when faults
are not repaired
would provide
positive  incentives
for both the reporting
of faulty street lights
and their repair. The
Association  urges
the Committee to

Power — Does
not  support
proposal for a
range of
reasons (see
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fact that they
are
considering
recommencin
g street light
patrols  and
they have
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payment
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local
government.
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“acts of god”
provision.

raised at next
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review the
effectiveness of
Service Standard

Payments for street
lighting services in
other States.
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