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Since 1 October 2001 to 31 March 2007

10,370 customers called
7,092 complaints

1,175 investigations

The Electricity and Gas Complaints
Commissioner Scheme offers a service for
resolving disputes between consumers and
their electricity companies and gas companies.
The service is free to consumers.

The purpose of the scheme is to offer
consumers a service that is independent,
accessible, fair, effective and accountable.

Electricity and gas companies that join the
scheme agree to uphold minimum standards
in all their dealings with customers. These
standards are set out in the Codes of Practice.
Copies of the codes (separate codes for
electricity, gas and land) are available from
the commissioner’s office or the website
www.egcomplaints.co.nz

The scheme covers retailers, electricity lines
companies and gas distribution companies.
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enquiries - we categorise a contact from a person as an enquiry when the matter raised is clearly outside
jurisdiction (for example, purely about the cost of electricity or about a non-member) or where the person is seeking
information but not wanting to make a complaint.

complaints - a complaint is an expression of dissatisfaction with goods and services received or the complaint
handling process itself, where a response is implicitly or explicitly expected.

investigations - where a complaint which has not been able to be resolved without the commissioner looking
into issues, and can include the commissioner making a decision, is classified as an investigation.

energy profile
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Alison Paterson
Independent Chairperson

The commission has recently issued a discussion document seeking

the views of stakeholders in respect of changes to the scheme to

ensure it meets the government’s criteria for an electricity and gas

complaints scheme.

message from the chairperson

The Electricity and Gas Complaints
Commissioner Scheme has been operating
from 1 October, 2001 ie for five years. Members
established the scheme and developed the
constitution in consultation with consumer
groups and government. Members of the
scheme and consumers are equal
stakeholders.

The commissioner established standard
ombudsman-type practices for handling
complaints, based on the Australian
Benchmarks for Industry-Based Consumer
Complaint Schemes, as referenced in the
Government Policy Statements on Electricity
and Gas Governance and currently being
considered by the Electricity Commission as
the criteria against which to consider approving
schemes for handling consumer complaints
about electricity.

The commissioner's terms of reference require
her to make decisions on the basis of what is
fair and reasonable in the circumstances after,
among other considerations, observing and
applying any applicable law, rule of law or
judicial authority. While the commissioner
reports through to the commission, which
consists of an independent chair and two
industry and two consumer representatives,
her decision-making powers in respect of
complaints are independent of the commission

and are binding on members of the scheme.

As the commissioner records, the Electricity
Commission is currently consulting on its
proposed criteria for approving consumer
complaint handling schemes and this office
is in the process of making application for this
critical approval. The commission has recently
issued a discussion document seeking the
views of stakeholders in respect of changes
to the scheme to ensure it meets the Electricity
Commission criteria.

The industry is to be commended for their
initiative in establishing the office, the existence
and experience of which has been a stimulus
for the improvement of systems and processes
of member companies. The challenge for the
office is to balance the interests of stakeholders
and to communicate not only the fact but the
appearance of evenhandedness on the part of
the commissioner. Failure to achieve this would
put the scheme at risk because membership
is voluntary. Some of the concerns expressed
are on-going and difficult to satisfy. They
include, on the part of members, the time
sometimes taken to resolve a complaint, the
cost of the scheme and a perception of
advocacy for consumers. On the other hand,
consumers also comment that the office
advocates for companies because they fund
the scheme.




At this stage, it is timely to evaluate the current scheme and ensure that this evaluation is further
enhanced by discussion with industry members and feedback from the Electricity Commission
consultation process around criteria.

Any evaluation must consider wider interests, that is, not only of members and consumers and
their representative groups, but also of other interested parties which include the Electricity
Commission which will determine the scope of an approved scheme, the Gas Industry Co, and
the Ministries of Consumer Affairs and Economic Development [reporting to their Ministers].
There will be consultation in turn with all of those interested parties.

Readiness to assess the record of the office to date, and to adjust practice as required, is indicative
of an organisation not averse to change. We want to work with all stakeholders to ensure that
complaints about electricity and gas are efficiently, independently and fairly dealt with at least
cost. This was the original intention of the founders of the scheme and is expected by the GPS
on Electricity and Gas Governance and the signals being given by the Electricity Commission.

I would like to thank industry commission members, John Foote, whose term finished in February
2007, and Matt Todd, whose term has been extended for a few months at my request. | also
thank consumer representatives Pat Hanley and Nick Toonen. All members have a significant
interest in the scheme and | have appreciated their support. | also thank the alternates for the
consumer representatives, David Russell and Jim Green, for their interest and willingness to
step in at short notice as required. | again record the commission's thanks to Judi Jones and
her team.

For the commission

ALISON PATERSON

Independent Chairperson Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission




october

+ Scheme commences 1

October 2001

+ Complaints made to
temporary staff

+ Commission established
November 2001

+ Commissioner
commences January 2002

+ Office established
+ Initial staff employed

+ Website launched and first
brochure published

02 03
03 04

+ Review of Electricity
Consumer Code of
Practice commenced

+ First review of scheme
commenced

+ Complaints
reaching deadlock
(new investigations)
per month peaked at 68

+ First Member Manual
published

+ First newsletter ‘Watts Up’
sent to stakeholders + Additional staff recruited
to deal with increased file

+ Merit database installed numbers

in April 2003
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+ Launch of gas jurisdiction
and Gas Consumer Code
of Practice April 2005

+ Increase in dollar value of
jurisdiction to $20,000 18
April 2005

+ Milestone of 100%
membership of electricity
lines companies reached

+ Moved to larger premises
August 2005

+ Newsletter to
stakeholders changed
name to ‘eg’
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+1000 investigations
completed May 2006

to october

+ Geco database installed
May 2006

+ Launch of Land Code
jurisdiction 1 October 2006

+ Transpower joined
scheme October 2006

+ Formalisation of expert
panel to advise
commissioner

years of the
electricity
and gas
complaints

commission




JUDI JONES
Commissioner
Electricity and Gas
Complaints Commission

On 1 October 2006, the scheme reached its fifth birthday, and in January

2007 | had been commissioner for five years. These milestones provided

a stimulus for us to reflect on the changes that have taken place over that

time - in the industry, for the scheme, and for electricity and gas consumers.

commissioner’s remarks

When the scheme was established, electricity
customers were able to choose their electricity
retailer and a number of suppliers were actively
marketing to retail customers. However, the
systems and processes to enable customers
to switch retailer were less than ideal.

This meant that in the early years, complaints
to the scheme were largely about billing and
switching problems (over 70%). Today, billing
complaints are less than 45% of complaints
and we now have very few switching complaints.
This very pleasing change is the result of
significant investment made by the industry to
ensure data is accurate and up to date, and
improvements to the switching processing
rules, and improved complaint handling by
member companies.

| believe the work of my office also provided a
significant impetus to this work by receiving
and investigating consumer complaints and
identifying shortfalls in the industry processes.
In my view the outcome has been positive for
both the industry and for consumers.

The scheme has also changed over the last
five years — starting as a scheme to handle
electricity complaints it was then changed to
enable gas complaints to be considered by my
office and on the scheme’s fifth birthday, my
jurisdiction was changed to allow me to
consider complaints from owners and occupiers

of land, in respect of the new land code. At that
stage, Transpower joined the scheme.

It is not possible to review the last five years
without mentioning changes in funding
arrangements. Members voted in new funding
arrangements on 29 March and | am hopeful
that the latest round of changes will be enduring.

The changes continue. The Electricity
Commission is currently consulting on its
proposed criteria for approving consumer
complaint handling schemes for the electricity
industry. We are preparing to make application
for approval and as part of that process, are
considering further changes to the scheme to
ensure we meet the Electricity Commission
criteria. Itis also time for review of the consumer
codes of practice and the commission has agreed
that this will take place over the coming year.

Each year operation of the scheme has
presented its own challenges and this year was
no exception. | thank my staff for continuing to
rise to the challenges we face and for their
continued enthusiasm, professionalism and
commitment to the values and work of our office.

| record my thanks to members of the scheme
for their commitment to resolving complaints
with their customers. And my thanks to the
commission members (and Alison Paterson in
particular) for their support.




complaint handling

The International Standards Organisation in
its standard ISO 10002 (Quality Management
— Customer Satisfaction — Guidelines for
complaints handling in organisations) defines
a complaint as an “expression of dissatisfaction
made to an organisation, related to its
products, or the complaint handling process
itself, where a response or resolution is
explicitly or implicitly expected.”

We use this definition in determining whether
a person contacting us is making an enquiry,
or wanting to make a complaint about a
member company. Where the matter is an
enquiry, we provide information or refer them
to another organisation for assistance as
appropriate. Where the matter is a complaint,
the process is to refer them to the member
company involved for resolution of the
complaint.

a) Complaints we received

In the last year, we received 633 enquiries,
and 1174 complaints about member
companies — a total of 1807 initial contacts
from people. This is down (12% overall) on
the previous year when the numbers were 704
and 1350 (2054 total) respectively.

Staff handling the initial contacts with the
office (85% of complaints are received by
phone) are never sure what they will get when
they answer the phone. People are often upset,

frustrated or angry, or perhaps even all three.
Our staff are trained to deal with these
challenging situations and with the issues
raised about electricity and gas by those
calling. We listen to the caller, make
assessments about whether this is a request
for information or is about a matter outside
the jurisdiction of the office (for example,
complaining about the cost of electricity or
gas), and whether it is something which
requires urgent action (perhaps about a
disconnection) or can be referred back to the
company without further involvement from us
at that stage.

We have three full time equivalent positions in
the intake area, handling enquiries and
complaints. As the workload has remained
fairly consistent over the course of the year, we
have kept the staffing complement at this level.

b) How we dealt with the complaints

All complaints are referred to the member
company for resolution in the first instance.
Sixteen percent (16%) of complaints were
assessed as needing urgent action, and in
those cases, we contacted the member
company involved by telephone to see if the
matter could be dealt with in a short
timeframe, avoiding a disconnection or having
a recently disconnected customer reconnected
to a supply of electricity or gas.




The scheme provides that members have 20 working days from

when a complaint is made to resolve it with the customer.

If the matter is not resolved in this timeframe, the complaint is
considered ‘deadlocked’ and the complainant can ask us to consider

the complaint.

Most of these urgent complaints (89%) were
able to be resolved within seven working days
without the need for an investigation — the
remainder were left with the member company
for handling through that company’s internal
complaints process.

The scheme provides that members have 20
working days from when a complaint is made
to resolve it with the customer (in some
instances, a further 20 working days can be
taken). If the matter is not resolved in this
timeframe, the complaint is considered
‘deadlocked’ and the complainant can ask us
to consider the complaint.

Of the complaints made to us in the first
instance, almost 93% were resolved directly
with the member company. This is an excellent
outcome for both the complainants and the
companies. Itis the ideal when complaints
are resolved directly between the two parties,
and in a short timeframe. In the early days of
the scheme, the percentage of complaints
settling during the company’s complaint
process was lower and 30% of complaints
were not resolved during the company’s
internal complaint handling process.

Where the matter remains unresolved and we
are asked to assist, the complaint is assigned
to a conciliator who commences an

investigation, while considering at all stages

whether a settlement is possible. We closed
133 complaints during the year. Of those, 37
were resolved directly between the customer
and the member company. Five complaints
were withdrawn or abandoned by the
complainant, and the remaining 91 files
resulted in the commissioner making a
decision on the merits of the complaint (eight
complaints were determined to not merit
further investigation, or after investigation,
were found to not be within the commissioner’s
jurisdiction).

The percentage of files settling is now less
than 30%. Almost all other files required a
decision, which has added considerably to the
time taken to close files. The time taken
increased over the course of the year to 165
working days — but for 40 of those days, in the
files requiring a recommendation from the
commissioner, no action can be taken by the
staff of the office. Itis time given to the parties
to consider the decision, as set out in the
constitution and to meet the requirements of
natural justice. The average time from the
start of an investigation to issuing a preliminary
decision was 93.9 working days. This is
compared to the average time to close a file
being 165 working days.

There is no doubt the best resolution of
complaints comes when the parties can reach




agreement. This generally involves less work for all concerned, and shortens the time taken
to close the file. However, settlement is not always possible, and in those cases, the commissioner’s
terms of reference provide that she can give notice of her intention to make a recommendation
and seek comments from the parties in respect of her proposed decision. The commissioner
gave notice of her intention to make a recommendation in respect of 83 complaints this year,
and 37 complaints were settled by the parties in terms of the proposed recommendation.

In a further 46 cases, the commissioner issued her final recommendation for the settlement of
the complaint, and in 21 of those cases, both parties accepted. In 23 of the cases, the complainant
did not accept the recommendation and remained free to pursue the complaint through the
avenues normally available to them, including the Office of the Ombudsmen if the member
company was a state owned enterprise. In the remaining two cases, the complainant accepted
the recommendation but the member company did not. The commissioner then issued an
award, meaning the member company was bound by the commissioner’s recommendation for
the settlement of the complaint. This is the first year awards have been issued.

As the numbers of files reaching deadlock have reduced, we have reduced staff numbers in the
conciliation/investigation area. The reduction in staffing has taken place by natural attrition and
the taking up of part-time work by some staff. This has reduced staff numbers in this area by
almost 40% (from 7 to 4.3 full time equivalents).

c) What the complaints were about

The most common issue involved in complaints made to us remains a problem with bills (41%
— but in terms of complaints needing investigation, the proportion of billing issues is decreasing
- 38%, down from 54% in previous years). Within billing complaints, the most common complaint
is that the bill is high (not in terms of price, but a complaint that the measured consumption is
incorrect). The same issues appear in files that come to us for investigation.

The outcome of the investigation in high billing cases is often that the billing is correct, and the
electricity or gas has been consumed. We have developed a fact sheet on high bills for distribution
to consumer agencies, to assist people in identifying for themselves whether the bill is likely to
be accurate. This fact sheet includes the common causes of unexplained consumption, and
suggests steps people can take to check their own consumption. We hope that this will assist
customers to self-resolve complaints at an early stage.

The cases involving lines companies has remained static at 1/3 of both complaints and
investigations. Of the 25 investigations about supply issues involving lines companies, 13 were
about issues with unplanned outages, and 5 were about voltage variation.

The pattern of most complaints being about electricity continues — with only 4% of investigation
files involving gas. The addition of the Land Code in October 2006 saw one complaint involving
the Land Code reach investigation.

We believe that working with member companies to identify and resolve systemic issues can
add value for both member companies and consumers, and can help to prevent or reduce
complaints. A systemic issue is one that has the potential to affect more than one customer or
group of customers. The monitoring of systemic issues is a key aspect of the benchmarks for




The issue of ownership and responsibility for maintenance of

electricity lines and poles is an issue which has continued to feature
in our work. The legal and factual issues are difficult, and need to
be carefully investigated in each situation as legislation has changed

several times over the years.

industry based consumer complaint handling
schemes such as this, and we will be adding
to the reporting capabilities of our database
in the coming year to enhance the
commissioner’s ability to identify and report
on systemic issues.

We have not identified any major systemic
issues over the course of the last year.

The issue of ownership and responsibility for
maintenance of electricity lines and poles is
an issue which has continued to feature in our
work. The legal and factual issues are difficult,
and need to be carefully investigated in each
situation as legislation has changed several
times over the years, and lines companies and
local power boards have taken differing
approaches over time.

Complaints involving the handling of debt and
debt related disconnections also continue to
feature. We cannot assist customers where
the sole issue is affordability, but the electricity
and gas consumer codes of practice require
members of the scheme to have policies in
place to assist those people who are having
difficulty paying their bill. The Ministry of
Social Development is currently reviewing the
implementation of the Electricity Commission’s
Low Income Guidelines. We await the outcome
of the review.

d) Who complained to us

Most complaints come from residential
customers, with only 8% of complaints coming
from business customers. Complaints from
urban dwellers were slightly ahead of
complaints from people living in rural areas
(51% and 49% respectively).

We surveyed complainants this year (see
further discussion below) and the demographic
data obtained from complainants showed an
even split between male and female
complainants, but an under-representation of
minority population groupings (compared to
census data).

e) Who the complaints were about

With the changing pattern of issues (fewer
billing and increased supply issues), it is not
surprising that the relativity between
complaints about lines and retail members of
the scheme is changing, although not
significantly. In the last year, 20% of complaints
involved lines members, and 80% retail
members (this compares with 14% and 86%
for the 2005-06 year).

f) Requests for internal review

Our internal review process allows a party who
is dissatisfied with the handling of their
complaint by the office, to ask that the file be




reviewed. This is a review of the process and is not a merits review in terms of the recommendation
made by the commissioner. The review is generally carried out by a senior staff member who
has not been involved with the handling of the complaint. Depending on the nature of the issue
raised, the commissioner may convene an external panel to conduct the review. The results of
the review are reported back to the commissioner, who decides what action should be taken.
A report of all requests for internal review, the findings and any action taken is provided to the
commission.

All complainants are advised about the availability of the review at the beginning of work on the
file, and the process is included in information contained on our website.

There were two requests for internal review this year. An internal panel was convened to review
one file, and a panel including an external person (Liz Brown, Banking Ombudsman) was convened
to consider the other. In both instances, the issues raised were considered to have been dealt

with appropriately.

We also took time to review the internal review process over the year, and will be making some
changes to make it consistent with the benchmarks for consumer complaint handling schemes.

Other work we do

a) Raising awareness of the scheme

The terms of reference provide that the commissioner has a specific duty to promote the scheme.
The scheme documents also provide for members to advise complainants about the existence
of the scheme.

We were very pleased this year to have two retailers put information about their membership
of the scheme on their invoices. Information on invoices is a cost effective way of advising all
customers of the existence of the scheme. We will be monitoring the effectiveness of this method
of promotion of the scheme in the coming months. Other retailers have put information about
the scheme in regular newsletters.

We respond to requests for staff from the office to speak to consumer groups, and regularly
combine with the Banking Ombudsman and Insurance & Savings Ombudsman to give presentations
to larger groups of people who provide advice to consumers, such as budget advisors, Citizens
Advice Bureaux staff, community law centres and other voluntary agencies.

We maintain a website (www.egcomplaints.co.nz) and publish the (now) three codes of practice
which are part of the scheme. We also publish two brochures — the general “How can we help?”
and the more detailed “What happens when we investigate?”. These are sent to people contacting
the office as appropriate, and also provided to community agencies for distribution.

This year, we have printed an A4 poster which has been sent to the community agencies and
Work & Income NZ for use as appropriate in their centres. We have received a good response
to this poster, with many agencies asking for additional copies.




We are committed to reviewing the staffing levels on

a quarterly basis, to ensure that we have appropriate

staffing to handle the demand.

b) Managing resources

Our key resource is our staff. We have worked
hard this year on providing an excellent working
environment, and were pleased once again to
receive a high rating from the Best Places to

Work Survey (we are too small to participate in
the Unlimited Magazine competition, however).

We have completed considerable work on our
intranet, so as to capture and share the
knowledge about the industries and about
complaint handling that we have developed over
the last five years.

In May 2006, we finally said goodbye to the Merit
database, and replaced it with a local product
developed by LanWorx. Our version of this
Complaint Management System is named
“Geco” (Gas and Electricity Complaints
Organisation). It is providing much improved
support for the work of the office, both in terms
of complaint management and reporting. The
transition was very smooth. We will be adding
some enhancements to Geco over the course
of the next year to reflect the changes in funding
and process, as well as enhanced reporting
modules.

We reduced the effective staffing complement
in the operations and administrative support
areas by natural attrition, the move to part-
time work by some staff, one staff member
taking maternity leave and another taking five

months leave to work part-time from overseas.
In addition, we took up the opportunity to have
one staff member seconded to the Office of the
Banking Ombudsman for just over two months.
While this contributed to cost savings for this
office, there was the additional bonus of sharing
information about complaint handling processes
at a staff level.

We are committed to reviewing the staffing
levels on a quarterly basis, to ensure that we
have appropriate staffing to handle the demand.
However, it is fair to say that there remains
some uncertainty about the workloads in
respect of complaints under the Land Code,
and also responses to the changes in process
as a result of the changed funding
arrangements (see below).

We were pleased that members voted in favour
of changes to the funding arrangements at the
end of March, to take effect from 1 April 2007.
The changed funding will result in a change to
the process, and provide an increased incentive
for members to settle complaints during an
early facilitation process and less incentive for
the complaint to be determined by a decision
from the commissioner. We are also working
with some member companies to trial new
ways of working, all with the aim of reducing
the time taken to handle complaints, and to
reduce the overall costs of the scheme.




c) Policy work and submissions

We have responded to a number of requests from external organisations to make submissions,
and over the last year made the following submissions:

Ministry of Consumer Affairs - Redress & Enforcement Provisions of Consumer Protection
Law June 2006

Gas Industry Co - Compliance & Enforcement Arrangement in the NZ Gas Industry May 2006
Gas Industry Co - Gas Levy Proposal May 2006

Electricity Commission - Approval of Consumer Complaints Resolution Systems March 2007
All submissions are published on our website.

We have welcomed the work of the Electricity Commission on determining the criteria for approval
of one or more schemes for handling consumer complaints about electricity. The Electricity
Commission is currently considering submissions in response. We will make an application to
become an approved scheme as soon as the criteria are confirmed, and pursue approval from
the Minister of Energy for gas complaints.

In the meantime, the commission has established an advisory group made up of member and
consumer representatives with an independent chairperson to start the consultation process in
respect of proposed changes to the constitution to comply with the government policy statements
on electricity and gas governance in respect of consumer complaint handling. We value the
contribution of the members of this group to the scheme.

d) Stakeholder relationships

We maintain our relationship with members and other stakeholders with our regular newsletter,
‘eg’. This contains information about the office and staff movements, updates on recent cases
and other information of relevance to those with an interest in the scheme.

In addition, we regularly visit member companies. We generally meet with staff from retail
members who have the larger proportion of files with us, on a quarterly basis, and other members
as appropriate.

We hold two Member Forums over the year where we invite staff from member companies to
meet with us in Wellington for the greater part of a day. These forums are used to share
information about complaint handling, recent issues in complaints, industry updates, and to
allow staff from the different companies to network together. The two forums held this year were
well attended, and we received positive feedback about the content and structure of the days.
With the introduction of the Land Code, we dedicated part of the second Member Forum to
considering land issues.

We arranged two further events this year. The first was an opportunity to attend a training
seminar with Nina Harding on Complaint Handling. Nina is an Australian trainer with an
outstanding reputation for delivering training on handling complaints and on dispute resolution
generally. Those attending the seminar found it to be extremely valuable, and highly recommend
it to others, if the opportunity arises.

The second event was a special topic forum on dealing with high bills. We invited representatives




In promoting the scheme, we respond to invitations to speak to

consumer groups, and also participate in combined forums with the

other industry ombudsmen.

from member companies, consumer groups
and government agencies with an interest in
this topic. We saw this as a way to facilitate
debate and learning about the issues involved
in dealing with customers who perceive their
billed consumption is inaccurate. Again, the
feedback from the day was positive, and we
will hold further special topic forums where
we feel value can be gained from them.

We also revised and updated the Member
Manual which provides guidance on the
complaint handling process for staff from
member companies. The manual had been
first issued in 2002. An update will be issued
shortly to take account of the changes in
process following the changes to the funding
arrangements.

We liaise with government departments such
as the Ministry of Consumer Affairs and
Ministry of Economic Development, with the
industry regulators (the Electricity Commission
and the Gas Industry Co) and with the
Commerce Commission. Staff from the office
have shared information with call centre staff
at the Commerce Commission in order to
ensure callers are effectively and appropriately
referred between us. We believe it is important
to take a ‘no wrong door’ approach, and to
ensure that when we refer people to other

agencies, it is to an appropriate agency and to
an appropriate place within that agency.

We continued to have a presence as an
observer on the Electricity Commission’s
Working Group on the Low Income Guidelines
at the invitation of the Electricity Commission.
We responded to an invitation to participate in
the Consumer Issues Forum held by the Gas
Industry Co.

In terms of industry groups, we maintain a
liaison with the Energy Networks Association,
and spoke at the NZ Institute of Gas Engineers
conference.

As noted above, in promoting the scheme, we
respond to invitations to speak to consumer
groups, and also participate in combined
forums with the other industry ombudsmen.
At these speaking opportunities, we are able
to provide information to assist with the
resolution of electricity and gas complaints
directly with the member companies, and also
to distribute our information resources such
as codes, fact sheets and brochures. The
feedback from these forums continues to be
very positive.

We have met regularly with the Consumers’
Institute and also maintained contact with the
NZ Federation of Family Budgeting Services,
and community law centres.




e) Ombudsmen links

We gain much from our links with other ombudsmen organisations and complaint schemes.
Our continued membership of the Australia and NZ Energy & Water Ombudsman Network
(ANZEWON) allows us to discuss energy issues and complaint handling processes with very
similar organisations. We continue to find we have much to learn from each other. | have
appreciated the support of my colleagues during the past year.

We also maintain membership of the Australia and NZ Ombudsman Association (ANZOA) - this
association is open to a wide grouping of ombudsmen type organisations, including both industry
and statutory ombudsmen. ANZOA has established a number of working groups to look at areas
of interest, such as training and development, and public relations and communications. It also
undertakes a number of research projects, looking at matters of common interest in more depth.

Within New Zealand, we met regularly with the other industry ombudsmen, and also a wider
group of complaint handling bodies based in Wellington.

Complainant survey

We had planned to conduct a survey of satisfaction of both complainants and members over the
course of the last year. We surveyed complainants in November 2006, and were going to follow
this up with the member survey. However, by that stage, the change in the funding arrangements
(and hence process changes) were imminent, and we decided to defer the member survey until
after the introduction of the new process. We will survey members during the course of the
2007-08 year.

All complainants who made a complaint to us between 1 April and 31 October were sent a two
page questionnaire. Nearly 30% of those surveyed responded. We used the same questions as
used in the first review of the scheme by PS ... Services in 2004 , so we could use the results of
the earlier survey as a benchmark.

Generally the results were consistent with the earlier survey, with a significantly larger percentage
of complainants reporting they found we explained the process for dealing with the complaint
to them well. This was an area on which we scored poorly in the 2004 survey, and had put
considerable effort into improving our performance in this aspect of our work. This included
changing the photocopied sheet setting out the process into the publication “What happens when
we investigate?” which makes the information more accessible and more likely to be read.

The general tenor of the comments can be summarised by the complainant who wrote: “Just
really good to deal with.” Not all comments were positive, however. As an independent office,
it is inevitable that we will not meet the needs of all those who contact us to complain. Some
complaints will be outside the commissioner’s jurisdiction to consider, and some complainants
are disappointed that we are not there to advocate for them.
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case study Electricity Disconnection Decision

The case

Mike had his electricity temporarily disconnected
at his request while his house was renovated.
Someone detached the service line (the line that
connects the house to the electricity network) from
the house and left the line coiled in a tree.

A problem occurred when Mike tried to have the
electricity reconnected once the renovations were
done. The meter had been disposed of during
renovations by mistake. The company said as it had
no record of doing the work, it could not arrange
reconnection.

Mike complained to the commissioner about the
length of time and the number of calls it took to
arrange for the power to be restored. He believed
the company had permanently disconnected his
property rather than carrying out the temporary
disconnection he had requested. He had to live in
his renovated home for a month without electricity
and had to make more than 20 phone calls, some
of which required him to be on the phone for a long
time.

The solution

Mike and the company were not able to reach an
agreement on the outcome of the complaint, and
the commissioner was asked to make a
recommendation for the settlement of the
complaint.

The commissioner found that there was no
conclusive evidence that the company was
responsible for removing the service line and that
the cost of reinstating the service line should be
met by Mike. He also needed to meet the cost of a
replacement meter and its installation after it was
removed during renovation.

However, the company caused delay in the
reconnection of the property. Mike told them a
number of times the meter had been disposed of
but the company representatives did not take this
information into account when telling Mike what
needed to happen for him to be reconnected. The
company caused a further delay by not telling Mike
that he needed to get an electrician to do some
work before he could be reconnected. The
commissioner found that Mike should have been
given advice to get an electrician to reinstate the
line 10 days before he actually did. She found that
overall the level of customer service the company
delivered was not adequate.

She recommended that the company pay Mike $600
for the delay in getting the meter installed and the
work done to get the reconnection; an additional
$200 in recognition of the stress and inconvenience
for Mike; and $9 to account for daily line charges
paid when the lines were not connected.

Both parties accepted the recommendation.
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case study Electricity Disconnection Settled

The case

Jane complained to the commissioner that her
electricity company disconnected her business by
mistake, destroying the work in progress at the
time, and took a long time to reconnect, effectively
closing the business during that time.

The solution

The investigation found that Jane was disconnected
because her name and address was incorrectly
linked to the wrong meter. Her business was in a
mall and meters with the same address had been
labelled with letters, but Jane was unaware of this.
The electricity company believed it was
disconnecting a vacant property but the contractor
encountered Jane when he arrived to disconnect.
Jane asked the contractor to wait while she finished
a critical job and told them there must be a mistake,
but the contractor disregarded her request and
disconnected.

Jane called the company who told her that there
had been a mistake and a contractor would come
back to reconnect the property in 30 minutes.
However, the business was disconnected for most
of the day.

Jane wanted compensation for loss of business and
the loss to the customer whose work had been
destroyed as a result of the disconnection. The
commissioner advised her that if she made a
decision she would not be able to award
compensation for the customer’s loss.

The complaint was settled by agreement with the
company offering Jane a payment of $2000 to cover
the disruption to her business and associated costs.
The company said the contractor should not have
proceeded with the disconnection when they could
clearly see the property was occupied. Jane
accepted this.
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case study Electricity High bill Not upheld

The case

Leo contacted his electricity company after a
particularly high bill of $937.60, explaining that
as there were only two people living in the house
and gas was used for cooking, heating and hot
water, he could not understand why the bill was
so high. The company offered Leo a 30 percent
discount ($281.28) on the bill, plus time to pay.

After three months of dealing with the company
and not reaching a solution, Leo contacted the office
of the commissioner with his complaint.

The solution

Leo told the commissioner he thought there had
been a faulty meter and when it was replaced during
renovations, the record of electricity consumption
went down for a couple of months, before heading
up again. The company tested the meter and found
it was not faulty.

The commissioner asked an independent expert to
test the meter and he also found no fault. The expert
visited Leo’s home to see if he could find any cause
for unexplained high consumption.

The expert found that the property was rewired
about the same time the meter was replaced and
that there was a possibility there had been a fault
in the original wiring system. This could not be
confirmed however, because the property had been
rewired. The expert also commented that newly
installed heating and changes in the household,
including the addition of a baby, had meant that
Leo’s consumption was substantial and that all the
consumption the meter was recording was
accounted for.

The commissioner issued a preliminary decision.
After considering all the information from Leo, the
company and the independent expert, the
commissioner concluded that the replaced meter
was measuring consumption accurately. If the house
had faulty wiring before renovation, it was on the
customer’s side of the meter, not the company’s,
so the company was entitled to be paid for electricity
used.

The commissioner’s preliminary view was the
complaint should not be upheld, and that Leo should
accept the discount offered by the company. The
complaint was settled on this basis.
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case study Gas Meter relocation Settled

The case

Rosie and Viktor asked their gas company to move
their gas meter during home renovations because
they were concerned about the safety of the meter
in the driveway. The gas meter had already been
repeatedly knocked by vehicles reversing into the
narrow driveway. They were there when the job
was done and complained that the cost charged
by their gas retailer for having the meter moved
was excessive for the amount of work required.
They also complained about the service they
received when arranging for the meter relocation
and querying the quote.

The quote was for $980.25 and the work took
approximately 2.5 hours. The retailer quoted the
work 23 business days after Rosie and Viktor’s initial
request and the work was completed six business
days after receiving back the signed quote. These
delays impacted on the time it took to complete
other work on the driveway. Rosie and Viktor had
made it clear when asking for the quote that the
timing of the work was a significant issue for them.

The solution

When Rosie and Viktor brought their complaint to
the office of the commissioner, the commissioner
told them she does not have jurisdiction to review
or comment on charges made by member
companies. However, she does have jurisdiction to
consider whether appropriate information about
charges has been made available.

Investigation of the complaint found that the
company had not made it clear to Rosie and Viktor
that they were able to use their own gas fitter for
part of the work. The commissioner said that had
Rosie and Viktor known they could have used an
independent gas fitter for part of the work, they
may have been able to obtain a competitive quote.
When they got the quote from the company, they
were not aware that only about two hours work
would be required.

The commissioner also said that the retailer had
taken an unreasonable amount of time to arrange
the quote for the relocation of the gas meter.

The complaint was settled by conciliation with the
retailer applying a $150 credit on Rosie and Viktor’s
account towards the cost of the meter relocation.
Rosie and Viktor paid the balance of $830.25 to the
retailer.
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case study Electricity Tariffs Not upheld

The case

Helene was contacted by her electricity company
when it identified that it was billing her on rates
that did not match the meter set up she had. When
the company called, it offered to change the
metering set up to match one of its plans and
offered Helene all day economy and night rates;
the cheapest option for her. The company could
not offer a plan that matched her existing meters.

The electricity company arranged for a contractor
to change the meters. He found that both the hot
water and night store heater were wired to the night
meter. As a result, the contractor installed a different
type of meter to what Helene believed she had
agreed to. The contractor said there were no
appliances that could be attached to an all day
economy meter.

The company then billed Helene on different rates
to the all day economy and night rates she believed
she was going to be paying.

The solution

Helene contacted the office of the commissioner
with a complaint that she had formed a contract
with the company over the phone for specific rates
and that the company was not honouring the
contract.

Helene believed she was entitled to the rates agreed
in that phone conversation. She believed the

company was breaching the Consumer Guarantees
Act and its applications to electricity.

The company explained that it had mistakenly
offered Helene a plan that did not match her
metering set up and that as the metering set up
could not match the agreed rates, they could not
apply. The company believed it had offered fair
compensation for the error.

When Helene complained to the company initially,
it apologised and applied a $100 credit to her
account. The company offered to apply the lower
rates she had initially been told about for 63 days
and offered to waive the meter change fee if Helene
decided to have her hot water rewired to work with
the new meter configuration.

In relation to the Consumer Guarantees Act, the
commissioner said none of the guarantees set out
in the Consumer Guarantees Act related specifically
to Helene’s complaint.

The commissioner noted that if the company’s sales
representative had asked Helene which meter her
hot water was wired to in the initial conversation,
they would have realised the offer they were making
could not be met and the complaint would have
been avoided.

The complaint was not upheld on the basis that
Helene had been adequately compensated for the
error.




auditors report

We have audited the attached financial report on pages 24 to 27. The financial report provides information
about the past financial performance and financial position of the Electricity & Gas Complaints Commission
as at 31 March 2007. This information is stated in accordance with the accounting policies as attached.

Commissions Responsibilities

The Commission is responsible for the preparation of the financial report which gives a true and fair view of
the financial position of the Electricity & Gas Complaints Commission as at 31 March 2007, and of the results
of operations for the year ended 31 March 2007.

Auditors Responsibilities
It is our responsibility to express an independent opinion on the financial report presented by the Commission
and report our opinion to you.

Basis Of Opinion
An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence relevant to the amounts and disclosures in the financial
report. It also includes assessing:

= the significant estimates and judgements made by the Commission in the preparation of the financial
report, and

= whether the accounting policies are appropriate to the Electricity & Gas Complaints Commission’s
circumstances, consistently applied and adequately disclosed.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards in New Zealand. We
planned and performed our audit so as to obtain all the information and explanations which we considered
necessary to provide us with sufficient evidence to give reasonable assurance that the financial report is free
from material misstatements, whether caused by fraud or error. In forming our opinion, we also evaluated
the overall adequacy of the presentation of information in the financial report. Our firm has no interests or
relationship with the Electricity & Gas Complaints Commission.

Unqualified Opinion
We have obtained all the information and explanations we have required.
In our opinion:

= proper accounting records have been kept by the Electricity & Gas Complaints Commission as far as
appears from our examination of those records; and
= the attached financial report:
- complies with generally accepted accounting practice in New Zealand,;
- gives a true and fair view of the financial position of the Electricity & Gas Complaints Commission as
at 31 March 2007, and the results of their operations for the year ended on that date.

Our audit was completed on 11 May 2007 and our unqualified opinion is expressed as at that date.

Horwath Audit (Wellington) Chartered Accountants WELLINGTON




electricity and gas complaints commission

Statement of Financial Performance

for the year ended 31st March 2007 this year budget last year
Levy Income

Fixed Levies 1,139,383 1,139,383 1,026,399
Variable Levies 170,001 449,590 294,212
Balancing Levies 310,000 310,000 -
Total Levy Income 1,619,384 1,898,973 1,320,611

Plus Other Income

Recovery of Costs from Transpower 21,948 - 15,702
Recovery of Costs from Gas Industry - - 19,887
Refund of 2006 Variable Levies Not Upheld (18,680) - -
Interest Received 20,885 - 23,965
Other Income 7,877 - 2,256
Total Other Income 32,030 - 61,810
Total Income 1,651,414 1,898,973 1,382,421

Less Expenses

ACC Levy 3,146 4,200 2,843
Accommodation & Travel 24,563 36,500 23,752
Auditor's Fees 8,437 6,000 5,225
Commission Member Fees 44,000 44,000 39,000
Commission Expenses 12,044 5,000 6,163
Communications and Marketing 33,960 55,000 37,208
Computer Support 16,164 25,000 17,176
Constitutional Issues 16,194 75,000 37,117
Contractors & Temporaries 120 10,000 9,540
Depreciation 56,549 97,171 46,256
Entertainment Expenses 3,720 6,000 3,053
General Expenses 14,669 14,000 15,449
Insurance 7,203 19,500 9,604
Library Expenses 7,723 10,000 8,279
Loss on Disposal of Fixed Assets 10,698 - 42,844
Payroll Expenses 1,586 1,600 1,297
Photocopier Lease Payments 3,954 - 3,954
Premises Expenses 147,598 138,000 131,384
Professional Development 25,097 25,000 16,087
Professional Advice 59,106 185,000 45,936
Experts - Non-Legal 11,526 - 43,055
Recruitment - 14,000 10,080
Relocation Costs - - 7,307
Salaries & Wages 1,021,603 1,045,002 1,062,713
Stationery, Copying, and Postage 25,291 33,000 16,279
Telecommunications 33,545 50,000 47,844
Total Expenses 1,588,496 1,898,973 1,689,445
Net Surplus (Loss) $62,918 - ($307,024)

The Notes form part of these Financial Statements and should be read in conjunction with them.



electricity and gas complaints commission

Statement of Movements In Equity

for the year ended 31st March 2007 this year last year

Accumulated Surpluses

Opening Accumulated Surpluses 167,188 474,212
Plus
Net Surplus for the Year 62,918
230,106 474,212
Less
Net Loss for the Year 307,024
- 307,024

Accumulated Surpluses as at
31st March 2007 $230,106 $167,188

The Notes form part of these Financial Statements and should be read in conjunction with them.



electricity and gas complaints commission

Statement of Financial Position

for the year ended 31st March 2007 note this year last year

Current Assets

The National Bank of New Zealand - Cheque 26,098 15,219
The National Bank of New Zealand - Call 249,202 117,996
Accounts Receivable 92,854 145,524
Prepayments 4,050 5,332
Costs to be recovered from Transpower - 17,665
Total Current Assets 372,204 301,736
Fixed Assets 2 178,390 176,896
Total Assets 550,594 478,632

Less Liabilities:

Current Liabilities

Accounts Payable 163,305 58,609
Provision for Annual Leave 38,183 35,732
Variable Levies Refundable - 2005 106,972 176,955
Income Received in Advance 26,539
GST Payable 12,028 13,609
Total Current Liabilities 320,488 311,444
Net Book Value of Assets $230,106 $167,188

Represented By:

Accumulated Surpluses As

At 31st March 2007 $230,106 $167,188
For and on Behalf of the Commission Dated: 11 May 2007
Alison Paterson, Chairperson Judi Jones, Commissioner

The Notes form part of these Financial Statements and should be read in conjunction with them.



electricity and gas complaints commission

Notes to the Financial Statements

1. Statement of Accounting Policies
Reporting Entity

The Commission is an Unincorporated Association.
Measurement Base

The general accounting policies recognised as appropriate for
the measurement and reporting of results and the financial
position and unless otherwise stated is historic cost.

Specific Accounting Policies
Differential Reporting

The Commission is a qualifying entity for Differential Reporting
because it is not publicly accountable and does not qualify as
a large entity as defined in the framework for Differential
Reporting by the New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants.
The Commission has taken advantage of all differential reporting
exemptions except for the fact that the Financial Statements
have been prepared on a GST exclusive basis.

Fixed Assets
Fixed Assets are stated at cost less accumulated depreciation.
Depreciation

Depreciation is provided on a Diminishing Value or Straight Line
Basis using the maximum rates allowed by the Inland Revenue
Department. The principal rates in use are

11.4%- 16.6%DV or SL
Office Furniture & Improvements 9%- 80.4%DV
26.4%- 48.0%DV or SL
33.0%- 48.0%DV or SL

Leasehold Improvements

Computer Equipment
Database

Receivables
Receivables are stated at expected realisable value.
Goods and Services Tax

The Financial Statements have been prepared on a Goods and
Services Tax exclusive basis.

Changes in Accounting Policies

There have been changes made to the accounting policies on
depreciation during the year ended 31 March 2007.

The Depreciation Rate for the New Database has been changed
from 48% DV to 33% SL. This applies to all additions to the New
Database in the 2007 Financial Year. Total Depreciation is $6,847
lower than if the change had not been made. Net Book Value
of Computer Equipment Fixed Assets is higher by $6,847.

There have been no other changes in accounting policies. All
policies are applied on bases consistent with the standards of
the New Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants.

2. Fixed Asset Schedules

Depreciation

The following gives details of the cost or valuation of assets and
depreciation written off to date:

Costor Depreciation Accumulated Book Value

This Year Valuation For Year ~ Depreciation = This Year
Office Furniture 68,538 8,357 30,960 37,578
Leasehold Improvements 92,861 15,048 24,956 67,905
Computer Equipment 130,028 17,167 99,843 30,185
New Database 51,951 15,977 16,230 35,721
Intranet 7,000 - - 7,000
350,378 56,549 171,989 178,389
Last Year
Office Furniture 65,676 8,151 23,400 42,276
Leasehold Improvements 92,861 10,927 9,908 82,953
Computer Equipment 125,009 19,069 87,757 = 37,252
Old Database 58,006 7,856 49,495 8,511
New Database 2,157 253 253 1,904
Intranet 4,000 - - 4,000
347,709 46,256 170,813 176,896

Purchases & Disposals

The following gives details of the cost or valuation of assets
purchased & disposed of during the year:

Opening Assets Assets Closing
Cost Purchased Disposed Cost

During of During

the Year the Year
Office Furniture 65,676 3,805 942 68,538
Leasehold Improvements 92,861 - - 92,861
Computer Equipment 125,009 12,142 7,123 130,028
Database 60,163 49,794 58,006 51,951
Intranet 4,000 3,000 - 7,000
Totals $347,709  $68,741 $66,071 $350,378

3. Commitments

The Commission has the following operating lease commitments:

2007 2006
Current 126,296 128,714
Non-Current 409,674 535,969
Total $535,969 $664,683

The Notes form part of these Financial Statements and should be read in conjunction with them.



the commission

The commission acts like a board of
directors for the commissioner, and is
responsible for the effective operation
of the scheme. Commission
chairperson, Alison Paterson, is
independent. Four commission
members have been appointed from
both industry and consumer
backgrounds. The industry
representatives were John Foote and
Matt Todd; the consumer
representatives were Pat Hanley and
Nick Toonen. Alternate commission
members were David Russell from the
Consumers’ Institute and Jim Green,
Ministry of Consumer Affairs. The
retailer position is currently vacant.

Independent Chair
Alison Paterson

= Appointed November 2001, current term
expires November 2008

= Has spent 31 years around boardroom tables
and her skills include good strategic vision, a
solid grasp of underlying risks and a clear
comprehension of what’s needed to build
shareholder value.

= Board appointments include:
= Deputy Chair, Reserve Bank of New Zealand.

= National Centre for Research, Growth and
Development (University of Auckland); BPAC
NZ; and Ambulance Communication Centres
Oversight Committee.

= Director/Board Member of Metro Water; Abano;
and Nga Pae o te Manamatanga.

= Council member of Massey University Council
and Barnardos.

Industry representatives
Retailer representative
John Foote

= Appointed February 2005, term expired
February 2007

= General Manager, Group Operations with
Mighty River Power

= Civil Engineer who has been in the electricity
sector for 16 years holding various senior
management positions with responsibility for
retail, line, generation and metering functions

= Director of Watercare Services for six years

= Prior to joining the electricity industry was
involved in the construction industry, which
included significant international experience

Lines company representative
Matt Todd

= Appointed February 2005, current term expires
June 2007

= Chief executive of Eastland Infrastructure, the
Gisborne-based company responsible for
Eastland Network — the electricity distribution
company for upper East Coast; Eastland Port
—the international sea port at Gisborne; and
Gisborne airport.

= Has worked in the utilities sector for more
than 20 years, primarily in the electricity, gas,
telecommunications and transport industries.

= Prior to joining Eastland Infrastructure in 2003
worked for UnitedNetworks Ltd for four years,
the last two years as general manager of group
operations.

= Was part of the original working group that
created the (then) Electricity Complaints
Commissioner Scheme and is a past board
member of the scheme’s council, as well as a
past member of the commission.

= Holds a New Zealand Certificate Engineering
(electrical), Post Graduate Diploma in
Engineering Management and a Masters of
Business Administration.

= Has worked in New Zealand, Australia, the
United Kingdom, Southeast Asia, South
America and the Pacific Islands.

Consumer Representatives
Nick Toonen

= Appointed November 2001, current term
expires February 2008

= Manager, City Communities, Wellington City
Council.

= Previous roles include chief executive NZ
Association of Citizens Advice Bureaux;
executive director Volunteering Tasmania;
general manager Tasmania AIDS Council.

= Has held a range of Board roles including:

Chair NZ 2001 International Year of Volunteers
Ministerial Advisory Committee; national board
Volunteering Australia; national board

Australian Council of Social Services; national
board Family Planning Australia; national board
Australian Federation of AIDS Organisations;
President Family Planning Tasmania; President
Tasmanian Council of Social Services.

= Strong focus on advocacy, making policy and
legislative change, and social policy and equity
issues.

= BSc (Information Science) University of
Tasmania, Australia.

= Advanced Diploma in Community Services
Management, NG Training, Hobart, Tasmania.

= Awarded Order of Australia Medal 2003.

Pat Hanley

= Appointed November 2001, current term
expires August 2007

= BA History and Political Science, St Francis
Xavier University, Nova Scotia, Canada.

= Diploma in Town Planning, Auckland University.
= Independent public policy advisor.

= Projects manager, Association of Non-
Governmental Organisations of Aotearoa;
facilitator community sector roundtable;
President of New Zealand Federation of
Voluntary Welfare Organisations; convenor of
Trustees Social & Civic Policy Institute;
member Disability Survey Consultative
Committee, Statistics New Zealand; member
New Zealand Human Rights Network.

= Has worked in policy management for New
Zealand CCS and the Royal New Zealand
Foundation for the Blind.

= Is skilled in public policy analysis and research,
community development and planning,
organisational development, voluntary sector
leadership, social impact assessment, local
government planning and policy development,
public advocacy and community-government
relationships management.

= Has published work on the voluntary sector.



Lines
Buller Electricity
Centralines

Counties Power

Aurora Energy Ltd (formerly Dunedin Electricity Ltd)
Electricity Ashburton

Horizon Energy Distribution Limited (trades as Horizon Energy)
Marlborough Lines

Nelson Electricity

Network Waitaki Limited

Network Tasman Ltd

Northpower Ltd

Orion NZ Ltd

Powerco Ltd (includes Central Power)

PowerNet Ltd (includes The Power Company/Electricity
Invercargill/Otago Power)

ScanPower Ltd

The Lines Company

Top Energy Ltd

United Networks Ltd

Vector Ltd

Waipa Networks

WEL Networks Ltd

Westpower Ltd

Main Power

Eastland Network Ltd

Electra Limited

Unison Networks

Alpine Energy Limited

Transpower NZ Limited (SOE)

Retailers

Contact Energy (trading as Contact and Empower)

Genesis Energy (including Energy Online and Fresh Start) (SOE)
Meridian (SOE)

Mighty River Power (Trading as Mercury Energy) (SOE)
TrustPower

Simply Energy Limited

Gas

Contact Energy

NGC Holdings Limited
Vector

Genesis Energy
Wanganui Gas
PowerCo

Mighty River Power

Electricity and Gas
Complaints Commissioner

Judi Jones

Manager Conciliation
Nanette Moreau

Assistant Managers Conciliation
Moira Ransom
Heather Sinclair (until January 07)

Conciliators

Ali Cameron (0.8 from May 07)
Jerome Chapman

Louise Holden

Brenda Lavin

Anna Naisbitt

Andrew Pratley (0.5 from February 07)
Monica Singleton (until October 06)
Max Smith

Policy Advisor/Projects
Susan Cuthbert (0.8)

Communications Advisor
Josie Vidal (0.4)

Administration

Kevin Buck

Wendy Burke (0.8)

Fiona Day

Tamzin Hine (2 hours/week)
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