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he provided to issue its invoices. After some heated discussions with the company, he
said he was not happy to have the meter reader on his property.
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The commissioner was of the view that the lines company owned and therefore, was responsible for the maintenance of the lines along the boundary to the transformer. The service
line coming off the transformer remained the responsibility of each individual consumer. The 1992 Electricity Act requires an easement or landowner agreement for any further
connections. Apply Legal Principles The Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 requires the owners of trees, which are interfering with overhead lines, to cut or trim
the trees if a notice has been served by the lines company. The first cut and trim is carried out and paid for by the lines company. Owners are then required to regularly cut and trim
trees at their cost. Listen The commissioner found that an offer of $1000 by the lines company was not sufficient compensation when the complaint was taken as a whole and
held that the lines company compensate the customer $1500. The recommendation was accepted by both the customer and the lines company. This complaint was settled at
conciliation and the electricity company apologised to the customer for failing to address their issues more promptly. The total difference between the value of the units on the faulty
meter and the new meter over 12 months was calculated at $2419.97. A credit of $965.49 had already been applied to the account. Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission
The company offered to refund the difference ($1454.48), reimburse the cost of the three electricians’ bills where the electricians had tried to locate the cause of the high usage
($777.94) and pay an additional sum of $400 as a goodwill gesture. Mediate The customers accepted this offer. The commissioner issued her recommendation for the settlement
of the complaint. The complaint against the company A (the original supplier) was not upheld, but the complaint against company B (the supplier chosen by the new tenant) was
upheld. Company B had to pay the customer $750, comprising $500 for the spoiled food in the freezer and $250 for stress and inconvenience. The parties reached agreement to
settle the complaint. Consider The ICP for apartment 29 was noted as energised on the registry, the metering and addressing situations were corrected and the customer accepted
a payment of $278.90, being the amount he had been overcharged. He said in bringing the complaint to the commissioner’s office his primary focus had been to sort out the issue
for the benefit of the property manager and future tenants. The commissioner’s office involved all of the companies involved in the cross metering issues in the discussions as to
how to best remedy the problem. Research The commissioner found that the Code of Practice gives the retailer and the customer flexibility to make their own arrangements
regarding the frequency of meter reading. The customer said he was happy to provide access once a year to read the meter, as required by the Electricity Governance Rules. The
company said it was happy with that arrangement, as long as the customer called in with regular reads. The company gave the customer time frames to provide his meter reads so
that they would be relevant to the billing process.The commissioner considered that the company had provided a reasonable response in respect of the customer providing their
own reading and invoicing. The Code of Practice requires electricity retailers to accept customer meter reads. Conciliate The company's billing system in this case complied with
this requirement and it had accepted reads from the customer. The commissioner found that both parties had contributed to the communication difficulties that were the basis of
the customer’s complaint about customer service. There was more than one supplier available in the region where the customer lived and he could look at the options and make a
decision as to which company best met his needs.The commissioner’s recommendation was that this complaint not be upheld. RESOLVE
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Independent

The office is completely independent of the
industry, and any decision made by the
commissioner is binding on member
companies, if the customer accepts the
decision.

Decision making

Consumers do not have to accept any
decision the commissioner makes — they can
go to the Disputes Tribunal, through the
court system or, if the company is a State
Owned Enterprise, to the Office of the
Ombudsmen. But if a consumer accepts the
commissioner's decision, it is binding on
both the consumer and the company.

§/per year

igations

Established 2002

The office of the commissioner was
established in Wellington in January 2002
and now employs a staff of 17.

Free

The service is free to consumers and the
commission’s phone (0800 22 33 40) and
fax numbers (0800 22 33 47) are free to
callers. There is also a freepost address for
consumers: FreePost 192682, Electricity and
Gas Complaints Commission,

PO Box 6144, Wellington.

Confidential

The service is confidential — we do not
publish the names of people whose
complaints we handle.

34 companies

E

Cannot comment on charges

ectric

The commissioner can consider complaints
about a wide range of issues but cannot
comment on the amount companies charge
for their services. However, the commissioner
can check that a company has applied its
charges appropriately and given proper
notice of changes to those charges.

Jurisdiction

The commissioner can handle electricity
issues that have occurred since 1 October,
2001 only and gas issues that have occurred
since 1 April, 2005. From 18 April 2005 her
jurisdiction is for claims for amounts up to
$20,000. Her jurisdiction can be increased
to up to $50,000 with the agreement of
member companies. Prior to 18 April 2005,
jurisdiction was $10,000, or up to $25,000
with the member company’s consent.



What do we want to do ?

Vision Statement
“Delivering best practice complaints handling

procedures.”

Mission Statement

“To provide a best practice complaints resolution
service and work with the members to achieve
self-resolution of complaints and the

improvement of service delivery to consumers.”

resolution

customer\senvice

Who does this ?

Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission
Established and maintains the office of the Electricity and Gas
Complaints Commissioner and ensures the scheme provides an

independent and accessible service.

Electricity and Gas Complaints Commissioner

Receives, investigates and facilitates the resolution of complaints.



Message from the chairperson

It has been a busy year for the commission with the addition of gas complaints to the scheme, the

work towards expanding the scope of services offered by including coverage of owner/occupier issues

(and Transpower), and application to the Electricity Commission for approval of the scheme under

the Government Policy Statement for Electricity and Governance.

Owner/occupier issues

Extension of the scheme involves changing the constitution
to include coverage of owner/occupier issues and consultation
was necessary. | reported in 2005 that the expectation was
that the service would be offered from 1 April 2006. It is now
expected that commencement date will be 1 August 2006.
The scheme amendments were recently ratified by the

commission, and the approval process is in its final stages.
Approval of the scheme

The commission is working with the Electricity Commission
and the Gas Industry Co towards having the Electricity
Commission and the Minister of Energy approve the scheme.
This will not be given until, “everyone (including potential
consumers and landowners) has access to a free, independent
system for resolving complaints about electricity distribution
(including Transpower) and electricity retailers whether or not
they have a consumer contract with the retailer or distribution
company” (quote from the GPS). There is a clear legislative
and policy expectation that a complaint resolution scheme,
or schemes, will be developed for landowner complaints
relating to electricity and to gas pipelines.

The office of the commissioner

The commissioner’s office has done considerable business
planning through the year and the commission has ratified
the following long term strategic objectives:

a. To ensure in all that the office does, its operation is

completely aligned to international benchmarks for a best
practice dispute resolution scheme.

b. To obtain approval of the scheme by the Electricity
Commission and the Minister of Energy.

¢. To maintain an efficient and cost-effective infrastructure.

d. To assist and encourage electricity and gas industries
towards effective and efficient self-resolution of complaints.

e. To provide robust analysis and feedback to members so
that they have sound information on which to base
improvement to service delivery.

f. To build awareness of the scheme with consumers and
within industry sectors.

g. To maximise benefits to stakeholders, including the
consideration of the addition of other jurisdictions.

h. To maintain flexibility and responsiveness of the organisation
in a changing environment.



| comment regarding the objectives as follows:

a.— ¢. The commissioner's office is continually working on
achieving best practice; maintaining an efficient and
cost-effective infrastructure; and being flexible and
responsive in what has proven to be a changing
environment. The commission acknowledges the
professionalism of the commissioner and her staff
and their commitment to achieving their objectives.
Membership of the Australia and New Zealand Energy
and Water Ombudsmen Network and the Australia
and New Zealand Ombudsmen Association also allows
comparison against similar bodies.

d. — e. The commissioner reports to member companies
quarterly, and will provide further particular analysis
of the statistical information on request. The new
database will also contribute to the quality of
information provided to stakeholder groups.

f. Building awareness of the scheme was highlighted as
an issue both in the first scheme review, conducted
in the previous financial year, and in the feedback
from the Electricity Commission regarding approval
of the scheme. It is also a requirement in the Terms
of Reference that the commissioner promote the
scheme and the complaint-handling procedures.

The review recommended that, “The Code of Practice
be amended to require members of the scheme to
publicise the availability of the scheme to consumers
on bills (at least once per year) and on disconnection
notices, emphasising consumers should first raise
concerns or complaints with their electricity (or gas)
company and then, if the company fails to respond
to or address their concerns satisfactorily, the scheme
is available for consumers to take their complaints to
for independent investigation.”

The commission has agreed with retailer member
companies that they will send out a form of
communication that informs all customers of the
existence of the Electricity and Gas Complaints
Commission at least once a year.

h. The commissioner is committed to continuous
improvement and has taken advantage of the reduction
in the deadlocked file numbers to spend time reviewing
and improving the process and to develop a new
database that will enhance file management and
reporting.

The year ahead

The year ahead promises to be another positive one. It is the
view of the commission that the scheme is in good shape
and continues to make good progress towards meeting
international benchmarks for dispute resolution.

This will also be a year of significant changes. The funding
structure is under review, we anticipate having a new member
and new jurisdiction, and also having the scheme approved
as a consumer complaint resolution scheme for electricity

and gas complaints.
Commission

I would like to thank my fellow commission members —
industry representatives John Foote and Matt Todd and
consumer representatives Pat Hanley and Nick Toonen, as
well as the alternates Josephine Bartley (Ministry of Consumer
Affairs) and David Russell (Consumers’ Institute) — for their
interest in the scheme and their support. | record with pleasure
the reappointment by the Minister of Consumer Affairs of Pat
Hanley, Nick Toonen and David Russell (alternate) for a further
term. Christine Mullinder was appointed in the place of
Josephine Bartley as the remaining alternate.

| again record the commission's appreciation of the
commissioner, Judi Jones, and her team.

For the commission

L5 voen

ALISON PATERSON
Independent Chairperson, Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission



Commissioner’s introductory remarks

This report details the work of the office of the Electricity and Gas Complaints Commissioner during
the past financial year — 1 April 2005 to 31 March 2006.
It is now more than four years since | established the office (the scheme commenced in October 2001

and | commenced work in January 2002) and much has changed over that time, including some

significant changes in jurisdiction taking place during the past year.

From 1 April 2005, the scheme was amended to include
jurisdiction for complaints about reticulated natural gas
services of member companies. And from 18 April 2005, the
monetary limits of jurisdiction moved from $10,000 (up to
$25,000 with the consent of the member) to $20,000 (up
to $50,000 with consent). | have reported on the complaints
coming from this increased jurisdiction as part of the more
detailed operational report which follows.

The changes in respect of gas required my staff to learn about
another industry and another energy source. We also
welcomed two new members to the scheme (Wanganui Gas
and NGC), with the other suppliers of gas already members
in respect of their provision of electricity to consumers.

| am delighted to report that overall, the number of files
requiring investigation has dropped significantly during the
year. We had predicted, based on our previous years' experience,
that we would be required to investigate 325 complaints. The
reality was closer to 140. Factors contributing to the reduction
include improved complaint handling by members, and better
systems and processes (including improved data collection and
management) of electricity suppliers. These improvements also
kept the number of gas complaints lower than anticipated, as
the learning from electricity was applied within the suppliers
who also provide gas services.

| commented in my report for the 2004-05 year that we had
noticed a drop in the number of files settling, with more
suppliers expecting the complaint to be dealt with by a
recommendation from me.

This has become a clear +  Itis also true that
trend, with some suppliers suppliers are resolving
explicitly advising me that .

they did not want to more complaints
consider settlement themselves, and the
proposals during the course matters coming to my
of an investigation.

This is in part driven by the office are more likely
funding arrangements to be complex. . .
(where the supplier is

refunded the variable levy

pertaining to that complaint if my recommendation is that
the complaint is not upheld). It is also true that suppliers are
resolving more complaints themselves, and the matters coming
to my office are more likely to be complex, or involve an issue

of principle for either the complainant or the supplier.

All of this means that the complaints are taking a while to
deal with, the time spent on each file is increasing, and the
costs of my office, despite lower numbers of deadlocked files,
are not reducing.



The changes to the scheme

continue. The year ahead
+ The year ahead brings brings with it the prospect
with it the prospect of of having a further increase
in jurisdiction with the
addition of a Land Code of

Practice. This will enable

having a further

increase in jurisdiction
with the addition of a my office to deal with
complaints in a limited

Land Code of Practice. number of areas arising

from an interaction between
an owner or occupier of land with an electricity or gas supplier.
And we expect to be welcoming Transpower as a member of

the scheme in respect of the Land Code of Practice.

The jurisdictional decisions in respect of land will be complex,
and retention of our skilled and experienced staff will be a key
factor in our ability to deliver best practice complaint handling
in this new area. We will be adding to our panel of experts
to ensure that | have the appropriate technical advice when
considering complaints in relation to the land code.

We are not content that the cost per complaint has continued
to rise and have introduced a number of internal initiatives
to improve this, while continuing to meet the requirements
of the Benchmarks for Industry Based Consumer Complaint
Resolution Schemes. We recognise that the time taken
(and therefore cost) to deal with complaints is impacted on
by a number of factors including the practices within the
electricity and gas supply companies and the complexity of
the issues involved. We will therefore, be talking to the
suppliers about improving the interactions between them
and us, to reduce time taken on files.

The final issue | would like to highlight in these introductory
comments is the decision of the commission to make an
application for a declaratory judgment from the High Court
in respect of the application of the Consumer Guarantees
Act to electricity. The Consumer Guarantees Act was amended
in 2003 to make it clear that it covered the provision of
electricity both as a good and as a service. Retail suppliers
of electricity were concerned at the advice | received that the
Act meant that retailers were liable for supply failures in

respect of electricity. Such was the strength of feeling that
| recommended to the commission that we seek clarification
of the courts as to Parliament's intention in specifically
including electricity in the coverage of the statutory guarantees
in respect of the quality of goods supplied, and in making
the retailers provide the guarantee of quality.

We are working with the retailer members of the scheme in
making the application. They have instructed their legal
counsel, and as the year ends, | can report that we are waiting
for the retailers' legal counsel to complete his review of the
issues and to provide retailers with his opinion as to the
application of the Act. Once this has been provided, | anticipate
that we will work with the retailers to pose the most useful
questions to the court for clarification of the issues. In the
meantime, files on which the outcome depends on the
application of the Act have
been suspended. We are +  Retail suppliers of
keeping the complainants electricity were
up to date with progress of

o concerned at the advice
the application.

_ | received that the Act
Overall, it has been another
Cha”eng]ng year. | have meant that I’e'[a”ers
appreciated the support of were liable for supply

the commission, especially . .

Alison Paterson. My staff failures in respect
have once again performed of electricity.

their duties with

enthusiasm, skill and commitment to the goal and values we
have established. | thank them for that. And my thanks also
go to my management team who have provided much
appreciated support as we have responded to the challenges
of providing best practice complaint handling to electricity

and gas suppliers and their customers.

W o

JUDI JONES

Electricity and Gas Complaints Commissioner



Cases handled

Categorisation of customer contacts

We record the work of the office in three main categories:
enquiries, complaints and investigations.

A customer contact is classified as an enquiry if it is a matter
where advice only is given (for example, about the process)
or the matter is clearly outside my jurisdiction (perhaps about
the price of electricity). While most enquiries can be handled
in a single phone call (or with a written response to a letter
or email), others require time to be spent to ensure that the
issue is dealt with appropriately, and good quality advice is
provided to the enquirer.

A number of customers contact us at the time they make, or
shortly after they have made, a complaint to their electricity
or gas supplier. Others make their complaint to us in the first
instance. In all of these situations, we refer the customer to
their electricity or gas supplier, and write to the customer
advising them that the matter needs to be dealt with through
the supplier's own complaints process before | have jurisdiction
to investigate. We also notify the supplier that their customer
has contacted us to let us know about their concerns, ensuring
that the complaint is recognised as such and that the issue
is referred directly to the supplier’s internal complaint handling
team. These contacts are categorised as complaints.

Once a complaint reaches deadlock (that is, the supplier has
taken more than 20 working days to consider the complaint
or the customer has rejected an offer of settlement from the
supplier), we categorise the file as an investigation. Once

we have checked that the complaint is within my jurisdiction,
we obtain an authorisation from the customer for the supplier
to release personal information to us. The file is then allocated
to a conciliator, who investigates the complaint and also takes
steps to see whether the complaint can be resolved by agreement
between the supplier and their customer. If no resolution is

achieved, | commence the recommendation process.

03-04 04-05 05-06
Total Enquiries 574 524 704
Total Complaints | 1199 | 1274 1350
 TotalDemand | 1773 . 1798 2054

Where a customer contacts us in respect of an imminent or
completed disconnection, we immediately contact the supplier
involved to see if the matter can be resolved between the
supplier and the customer without the need for the
disconnection to occur, or for the electricity or gas to be restored
as soon as possible. Even though this can involve substantial
work, the file is still counted as a “complaint” rather than an
investigation as the complaint has not yet reached deadlock.

During the year my staff facilitated the resolution of 288
complaints (i.e. files where the matter had not reached deadlock)
and attempted to do so in a further 19 files where the matter
was not able to be resolved. This is an increase from the
previous year when the figures were 165 and 34 respectively.
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The intake area
We have a small team of conciliators who work
primarily in the intake area, handling the initial ; i
contacts of customers with the office. Their [ 03-04 {04-05 {05-06 | [ 03-04:04-05} 05-06 |

workload has increased over the past year, as the numbers of customers contacting the office with an enquiry or a
complaint about their supplier has increased. Enquiries are up by 34% and complaints by 6%. The intake conciliators
also handle the resolution of urgent matters (see preceding paragraph) and as noted above, there was an increase in
this work.

The proportions of the work in the intake area in respect of lines and retail suppliers is showing a marked change, with
an increasing percentage of enquiries being in respect of suppliers of line function services. There is also a trend of increasing
numbers of complaints involving line companies.

Conciliation and investigation e — i

The number of complaints reaching deadlock has dropped Investigations

significantly, with a corresponding drop in the percentage % of Complaints
of complaints proceeding to a full investigation. However, e
the issues are becoming more complex and the percentage

of files being closed after a decision from the commissioner is increasing. Settled files represented 49%, which is a significant

reduction from the steady 75% of files settling in previous years.

Outcomes
Settled
E E E E E i NIT
NIT L1600 451 220 62 1 10 i 60 iy
NFI / Not Upheld 30 85 28 19 2 72
Recommendation 9 25 13 3.7 40 24.1
| All Other o3 24 68 23 | 139
| TOTAL 354 353 1000 i 166 100.0 |



We have closed more files than reached deadlock during the
year, resulting in a lower number of open files at year end.
This has meant that the number of files assigned to each
conciliator has been able to be kept low. This in turn has
meant that the time files are open is declining, despite each
file taking more conciliator time.

90-50

110-£0

Outcomes from Investigation of Deadlocked Files

I Settled

ENIT
[ nFv Not upheld
Recommendation

n . 353 | Al Other

200

100}

It takes longer for a file to close when
it is required to go through the process
: of first issuing notice of intention to

83 make a recommendation (NIT),
: allowing the parties the required 20
working days to comment, and then

IOCT02 Fes03 Jun03 oct03 resO4 unO4 ocTOL Fes05 oun05 ocT05 MAR06|

considering any comments made and

issuing a recommendation for

settlement of the complaint. The parties then have a further 20 working days to accept the recommendation. Despite this,

the number of working days that files are open in the office is continuing to decline.

The figures below reflect the closing of a number of very old files, and also the final washing through of the backlog I have

referred to in previous annual reports. If the files which reached deadlock during the year only are considered, then the figures
are 114, 95 and 85 for the each of the three years to March 2006. We are continuing to focus on improvements to our process
to shorten the time taken to handle complaints, including improving our requests for information from suppliers, methods used
to attempt to settle complaints and improved handling of information within the office. With the new database, we anticipate

much improved internal reporting to assist file management.

Average time to close

- working days



Complaints 03-04 04-05 05-06
Billing 716 709 666
Customer Service 102 79 82 ) ) ) o
Issues in complaints and investigations
Debt 98 115 80
Disconnections 109 109 240 The pattern of a problem with billing being the most common
Meter 53 37 84 reason for a customer contacting my office has continued,
with billing remaining the highest category for both
Supply 37 154 118 ing remaining the higest category
complaints and investigations. This is partly because errors
All Other 79 76 80 N . . _— -
in switching or metering will show first in the billing, and
TOTAL 1199 1274 1350 that is what prompts the customer to make a complaint.
Complaints - Major Issues Deadlocked- Major Issues
‘ Billing
k'%) 1350 g 136 I Customer Service
= = ‘ Debt
o o ‘ Disconnections
= = f
- 1274 - 304 B veter
i . I R o
<:> <:> All Other
W X :
; e z .
600 1200 ' 150 300
Investigations 03-04 04-05 05-06 Investigations - Retail/Line %
- 100
Billing 233 197 73 [ e suppler
Customer Service 15 13 6 [ Retail Supplier
Debt 22 17 5 As for queries and
Disconnections 18 17 13 complaints, the
Meter 25 11 6 50 proportions between retail
Supply 18 37 23 suppliers and suppliers of
All Other 20 12 10 line function services is
TOTAL 351 304 136 changing, with a greater
percentage of
investigation files involving
03-04 : 04-05 : 05-06 a lines company.



Energy types

With the addition of gas, we have maintained data not only on the issues but also on the subject matter of the complaint,
noting whether the complaint relates to electricity, gas or involves a dual fuel account. Figures below include the split between
gas, electricity and dual fuel customers. The overall pattern is that gas and dual fuel complaints are by far the minority in terms

of energy type.
Energy, Dual Fuel & Gas Profile 05-06 Complaint Profile 05 - 06
Electricity Dual Fuel Gas . :
Enquiries 660
Complaints 1239

Investigations

Electricity 91.8

Gas 5.3
Dual Fuel 2.9

Value of complaints

With the increase in my jurisdiction to consider complaints involving amounts
up to $20,000, we expected to receive increased complaints from small

businesses in respect of billing issues. This has not yet proved the case, and
we are working with organisations representing small and medium enterprises,
such as Chambers of Commerce, to ensure that business owners are aware
of the availability of the scheme for disputes regarding electricity and gas Flectiiy 91.2

matters.
Gas 7.3

Dual Fuel 1.5

Emerging issues

During the year, we became aware that an increasing number of complaints included an aspect of affordability. While we do
not have jurisdiction to deal with ability (or lack of it) to afford electricity or gas, we do recognise that electricity in particular
is something on which all households depend. We have taken steps to be well informed about agencies, such as family
budgeting advice services and mayoral relief funds, which are best positioned to assist those with difficulties in paying their
energy bills. We also maintain a good working relationship with Work and Income New Zealand. We refer callers to those
agencies as appropriate.

However, in some instances we are able to consider the complaint. The electricity and gas consumer codes of practice require
suppliers to have policies in place to assist customers who have difficulty paying their bills. It is appropriate that we check to
ensure that these policies have been made available to customers when they need them.

We also find that in a number of cases the difficulty with payment has arisen because of poor hilling practices or systems errors
within the suppliers” organisations. If this is the case, then the customer is able to ask my office to consider the complaint.

In respect of dealing with those who have difficulty paying their bills, | have welcomed the work of the Electricity Commission
in establishing the Guidelines to Assist Low Income Domestic Consumers, which is to be supported by a protocol between
electricity retailers and social agencies.



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 respect of the recommendation made by

the commissioner. The review is generally carried out by a senior staff member who has not been involved in the handling of

the complaint. Depending on the nature of the issue involved, the commissioner may convene an external panel to conduct

the review.

The results of the review are reported back to the commissioner, who then advises the party requesting the review of the

findings, and of any action proposed to be taken to address any shortcomings in the process.

This year we instigated the practice of providing all complainants whose files reach deadlock of the internal review process.

This is done when the complainant is sent the confidentiality waiver form.

We received one request for internal review during the 2005-06 year. An internal panel was convened and the conclusion

was that there was no error or omission in the procedural handling of the complaint.

Raising awareness of the scheme

My terms of reference require me to “promote the scheme”
and suppliers are also required to ensure that customers are
aware that the processes of the scheme are available to them

when they have a complaint.
Launch of gas jurisdiction

A major awareness event was the breakfast held to launch
the gas jurisdiction. We were delighted to have the Minister
of Energy, Trevor Mallard, give a speech and then light a gas
flame which was handed to me to signify the start of the
new jurisdiction. We received good coverage of this event
in the print media around New Zealand.

Brochures

The steps we have taken over the past year to create awareness
of the scheme among electricity and gas customers includes
the distribution of information, primarily to those agencies
to whom customers are likely to turn when they are
experiencing difficulties with their electricity or gas supplier.

We have two standard brochures: “How can we help you?”
which provides general information about the scheme, how
to make a complaint and our involvement in that; and “What
happens when we investigate?” which is designed to provide
information to customers about the process once the complaint
reaches deadlock.

All people contacting my office are sent a “How can we help
you?" brochure, and those who contact my office wanting
their complaint to be investigated are sent the “What happens
when we investigate?” brochure.

We have distributed approximately 5000 brochures to Citizens'
Advice Bureaux, Community Law Centres, Work and Income
offices, Budgeting Services, Grey Power regional offices,

Business NZ and Chamber of Commerce offices and a number
of other regional and local groups who provide support and

advice to consumers and small business owners.
Codes of Practice

We also publish the two codes of practice: the Electricity
Consumer Code of Practice and the Gas Consumer Code of
Practice. We distribute these to community agencies, but in
smaller numbers than for the brochures, as we see these
booklets as a resource for the advisors when giving
complainants assistance. We also send them to people
contacting the office on request, or when one of the codes
will provide relevant information to the person.

Copies are also available to suppliers for distribution to staff
or customers. Electronic versions are available on the website

for downloading.



Newsletters We were asked by Work and Income to attend a “Super
With the inclusion of gas, we changed the name of our Expo” in Nelson, which focused on services of interest to

newsletter from “Watts up” to “eg”. We published one older people. Two staff attended, and fielded some interesting

edition of the newsletter during the year, and this is distributed enquires from those attending. We will continue to consider

to suppliers of electricity and gas, consumer and community any further opportunities to attend such events.
groups, government bodies and any other people who express Website
an mtlerest in recelvmg it. Copies are also available on our We updated our website during the year to include the new
website for downloading. branding reflecting the addition of gas to the scheme, and
Speaking opportunities also to provide better information to those visiting the site.
We also responded to invitations to speak to community The site now includes regularly updated statistics, case

groups, where we have provided advice on the process directly examples, and an increasing number of frequently asked

to people who provide the assistance to consumers. Over questions. We are planning to expand some of the ansers

the course of the past year, we have spoken to 13 community to the frequently asked questions into information sheets

groups, including combined road shows to Hawkes Bay, that we can post to customers who do not have easy access

Auckland and Whangarei with the Banking Ombudsman and to the web.
Insurance & Savings Ombudsman. | have found that providing Avrticles in newsletters
a combined forum means that the time of the (largely) We also contributed articles to organisational newsletters

volunteer staff is maximised by having a *three for one explaining the availability of the scheme, such as Business New

seminar, and also we have the opportunity to explain the Zealand, BIZInfo, Chambers of Commerce, NZ Council for Social

similarities and differences of our offices and the industries . L
Services and Greypower. We encourage any organisations

with which we deal. The feedback from these combined wanting an article for their newsletter to contact the office.

sessions is particularly positive.

Resources

With the decrease in deadlocked files, we have reviewed our staffing levels and are content that for now, with the approach
of an additional jurisdiction and renewed focus on ensuring there is adequate awareness of the scheme, our staffing levels are

appropriate. However, | will keep this under review as the year progresses.

We participated in the Best Places to Work Survey during the course of the year. We are not large enough to enter into the
Unlimited Magazine competition, but did receive consistently high ratings, with an overall level of 85% - this is a very pleasing
result. The survey results did highlight a couple of areas where we could improve and we will be addressing these issues over
the course of the next year.

We are happily settled into our new offices and staff have found the increased space and organisation that permits has enhanced
their working life as well as increased their efficiency.

The scheme is well past its establishment phase, and it is pleasing to note that the cost per complaint has begun to level out.



03-04
Operating Expense $ 000 1,081.7 1,435.4 1689.4
Cost per Demand $ 610 798 823

Policy work, submissions and external networks
Policy work and submissions

We recognise that as a result of our handling complaints,
talking to both consumers and suppliers, and acting from an
independent perspective, we are able to make a unique
contribution to the development of policy by organisations
such the Electricity Commission and the Gas Industry Co.
We have made submissions on a number of industry initiatives
during the year, and our submissions are published on our
website. The submissions made were:

Electricity Commission:
Guidelines to Assist Low Income Domestic Consumers,
August 2005

Ministry of Consumer Affairs:
Industry-Led Regulation,
October 2005

Gas Industry Company:
Options for Consumer Contract Arrangements,
November 2005

Gas Industry Company:
Options for Switching Arrangements for the NZ Gas Industry,
November 2005

Telecommunications Carriers' Forum:
Telecommunications Dispute Resolution Scheme Preliminary
Outline and draft Customer Complaints Code,

January 2006

External networks

We met regularly with representatives from the Commerce
Commission (Fair Trading branch), Ministry of Consumer
Affairs and Ministry of Economic Development and with other

800
750
700

650

|: 03-04 04-05 05-06 |

government agencies as required and will continue to do this.
The (Electricity and Gas Complaints) commission and | report
regularly in respect of complaint handling and the operation
of the scheme generally to the Ministers of Consumer Affairs
and Energy, as these ministers are key stakeholders in the
scheme.

We also liaised with other industry organisations such as the
Energy Networks Association and the Gas Association of NZ.
| spoke at industry conferences such as the National Power

Conference in Auckland (March 2006). We have contributed
to industry debate with presentations to the retail companies’
credit managers' forum, and as observers on the Gas Industry
Co's Model Retail Contract Working Group and the Electricity
Commission’s Retail/Social Agency Protocol Working Group.

On the consumer side, we continued to liaise with the
Consumers' Institute, family budgeting services, community
law centres, CABs, Federated Farmers and Business NZ. We
have spoken to a number of these groups over the course of
the year as noted earlier.

In our focus on delivering best practice complaint handling,
we also worked with other similar organisations, including
the members of ANZEWON (Australia and NZ Energy & Water
Ombudsmen Network), ANZOA (Australia and NZ Ombudsmen
Association), and meet regularly with my New Zealand
colleagues Liz Brown (Banking Ombudsman) and Karen
Stevens (Insurance & Savings Ombudsman). | also meet
regularly with a New Zealand group of complaint handling
agencies. | find the exchange of ideas at meetings and the
support of my colleagues invaluable.
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+ PARTTIME

CASE STUDY

The case

A delay restoring power following an outage, caused by severe
weather, led to a complaint about maintenance. The customer
believed the specific cause of the outage was a failed pole
fuse and they were also concerned about sagging power
lines. Their complaint included a claim for $1100 for expenses
and distress the complaints process had caused.

The customer said the power pole was on a lean and the
distance to the next pole was considerable. They believed the
lines company had been aware of this for years and had done
nothing about it. The lines company refused permission for
the customer to contact an electrician to repair the fuse and
restore power. This raised the issue of ownership and
maintenance of the lines and equipment on the property and
responsibility for the maintenance of trees.

During the investigation, the parties agreed that the lines
company would pay to restrain the pole and put in an
additional pole to bridge the gap the customer was concerned
about. The lines company continued to say that the customer
owned the lines and poles and therefore, was responsible for
their maintenance.

A lines company representative visited the customer’s property
to advise them that they would be putting in a new transformer.
The customer was concerned more customers would be added
to their line. The lines company said that the work being done
was maintenance to replace a rusty transformer and rotten
cross arm for safety reasons and to do a tree trim. The lines
company said that they would pay for that replacement
and would also pay for the “first cut and trim” of the trees,
under new tree regulations. After that, the landowner would
be responsible for tree maintenance.

After several discussions with the parties, the lines company
proceeded with the proposed work on the understanding
that it was a like-for-like replacement and new customers
would not be added.



E electricity
TS maintenance
® decision

the customer complained that maintenance had
not been done on a pole causing damage
company A said the pole was owned by the
customer and was their responsibility

The solution

This complaint went to recommendation and the commissioner
upheld the complaint against the lines company.

During the investigation, the commissioner found that a high
voltage line ran along the boundary of the customer’s property
along five power poles. At the rear of the customer's land

a transformer provided low voltage service lines to the
customer’s home and two neighbouring properties.

The high voltage line was originally installed by an electric
power board in 1975. The power board paid the cost, but
got bonds from customers when they connected to the line.
The commissioner did not have sufficient information to
determine whether the power lines and transformer were
brought to a satisfactory condition prior to or during the time
the 1984 regulations were in force. However, given the
amount of time since the 1975 installation the commissioner
assumed that the line and transformer were at a satisfactory
standard prior to the start of the Electricity Act in 1992. On
that assumption the line and transformer, being constructed
and paid for by the power board, remained its assets.

With the revocation of the 1984 regulations, the maintenance
obligations placed on consumers were revoked. Unless there
was a contract between the lines company or its predecessor
which shifted the maintenance obligation to the consumer,
the maintenance reverted to the owners of the works, in this
case the lines company. The commissioner was of the view
that the lines company owned and therefore, was responsible
for the maintenance of the lines along the boundary to the
transformer. The service line coming off the transformer
remained the responsibility of each individual consumer. The
1992 Electricity Act requires an easement or landowner
agreement for any further connections.

The Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 requires
the owners of trees, which are interfering with overhead
lines, to cut or trim the trees if a notice has been served by
the lines company. The first cut and trim is carried out and
paid for by the lines company. Owners are then required to

% Increase in lines investigations
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regularly cut and trim trees at their cost. The lines company
said that it was prepared to consider the next required cut
and trim the “first cut and trim”. Any subsequent trimming
of trees would be the responsibility of the customer.

The customer raised the issues of whether the lines, poles
and transformer were existing works which were lawfully
installed. On the information before her, the commissioner
did not consider that the customer had been adequately
advised of the intended setup, or informed of their right to
object at the time the lines were put in. At the time of
installation on the property, the line did not serve the
neighbouring properties and did not do so until some two
to five years later. The customer was seeking removal of the
lines and equipment which did not serve them. The
commissioner did not consider that she could require the
lines company to remove the lines serving the neighbouring
properties on the basis that it would have a detrimental effect
on third parties (the neighbours), and the cost of such a
requirement would exceed the dollar maximum of her
jurisdiction. If the customer wished to pursue the removal of
electricity equipment located on their property but not serving
them, then they would need to consider taking it to another
forum, such as the District Court.

The commissioner found that an offer of $1000 by the lines
company was not sufficient compensation when the complaint
was taken as a whole and held that the lines company
compensate the customer $1500. The recommendation was
accepted by both the customer and the lines company.
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E electricity
® settled

CASE STUDY

the customer noticed their electricity bills for
the milking shed were high the electricity company said it was
unlikely to be a fault with the meter

No of cases thatrelatedto : + The case

High Bill or Disputed Bil High electricity bills for a milking shed led to a complaint from a dairy farmer. The customers

moved to a new property and the first reading they took for the milking shed was substantially
different from the electricity company's records. The company accepted the customers’

read and billed from this.

The customers noticed their electricity bills for the milking shed were higher than expected.

No of these (25 ) that They discussed this with the electricity company and were told it was unlikely to be a fault
related to a Faulty Meter with the meter. The customers had electricians come out to the remote farm to look at the
milking shed on three occasions to try and find the cause of the high consumption, but they

8 were unsuccessful.

The customers found in June, while the cows were not being milked, that the meter was
still recording a large number of units per day. They arranged to have the meter replaced
% of High Bill or Disputed as they believed this was the likely cause of the high bills.

Bill Cases that were for The old meter was tested and found to be faulty and it turned out to be from a batch of
Faulty Meters meters that was recognised as having problems.
0
3 2 /0 The customers believed the meter had been faulty for the 13 months they had been at the
property.

= The solution
The customers agreed to compare the consumption on the old meter with 12 months on the new meter.

Their complaint included their view that the company would not listen to them regarding the possibility of a faulty meter and
that they tried to sort out the problem repeatedly. They found this process stressful and time consuming. The customers were
angry when the electrician removed the faulty meter and commented that the model is well-known to be problematic. The
customers felt the electricity company should have known this.

This complaint was settled at conciliation and the electricity company apologised to the customers for failing to address their
issues more promptly. The total difference between the value of the units on the faulty meter and the new meter over 12
months was calculated at $2419.97.

A credit of $965.49 had already been applied to the account. The company offered to refund the difference (§1454.48),
reimburse the cost of the three electricians’ bills where the electricians had tried to locate the cause of the high usage ($777.94)
and pay an additional sum of $400 as a goodwill gesture.

The customers accepted this offer.



E electricity
1[ switching
® decision

CASE STUDY

the customer switched companies and
ended up being disconnected company A disconnected but
company B rejected the switch application

+  The case

A property being rented by one family member was then transferred to another family member. When this family member
took over the tenancy, they contacted a new electricity company to switch supply to the new company (company B).

Because the first family member and original tenant had debt with the first electricity supplier (company A), the switch to
company B was rejected. Company A disconnected the property. Company B did not tell the new tenants that their switch
application had been rejected.

The disconnection caused the new tenant a lot of anguish as they were without power for two and a half days and lost food
they had been stockpiling in the fridge/ freezer. They were also concerned about the health of asthmatic children, particularly
one child who needed to use a nebuliser, run by electricity. The customers said they advised both companies about the chronic
asthmatic and that cutting off the power would put the child’s life in danger.

The case may have been complicated by the fact that the new tenant was the mother of the previous tenant. Her daughter had left
the property and moved to another property and the mother had officially taken over the tenancy, signing forms with the landlord.

= The solution

The commissioner issued her recommendation for the settlement of the complaint. i_____________!?_i_Sf_Q_r_\_f_lﬁ_C_t_i_Qf}___C_C_{W_P_l_?_i_f]fff_é
The complaint against the company A (the original supplier) was not upheld, but 240
the complaint against company B (the supplier chosen by the new tenant) was '

upheld. Company B had to pay the customer $750, comprising $500 for the spoiled zooé
food in the freezer and $250 for stress and inconvenience. :

In support of the recommendation the commissioner said that:

e Company A was technically entitled to disconnect the property on the basis that
it was a “vacant” site.

* In cancelling the switch request company B incorrectly applied one of the switch
withdrawal codes available to it under the Electricity Governance Rules.

e Company B breached its contract with the customer. If it had not done this, the
disconnection may have been prevented.

e Company B did not try to stop the disconnection and did not give the customer 03-04 ; 04-05 :05-06
sufficient time to plan for the disconnection.

e Company B misled the customer by saying company A had prevented the switch
from going through when in fact Company B had cancelled the switch itself.

The customer suffered stress and inconvenience as a result of actions by the company
the complaint was upheld against and also lost some food from their fridge/freezer.

The customer accepted the recommendation with respect to company B. However,
they did not accept the recommendation regarding company A and decided to take
this matter elsewhere. Company B also accepted the recommendation.
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E electricity
@ settled

CASE STUDY

the customer gave a final reading on his
electricity meter the company noticed it was not the meter they
had been billing the customer

The case

A customer lived in apartment 29 of a 31 THE EXISTING SITUATION
apartment complex. When he came to leave the
apartment he advised his electricity retailer and
gave a final reading on his meter. He had lived

ICP number allocated to every address for registration purposes

Meter allocated to every address for measuring usage

at the property for eight months. De-energised ?gﬁg;
The company noticed that the meter number he Apartment 31 billed on meter for Apt 29 !%ﬁo?rléj? abd%rress icp
gave the final reading on was not the meter II BILL II # assodiated meter) 1005
number it had been billing him on. The property l

manager of the apartments arranged for a

contractor to visit the complex and he confirmed
that the meter reading the customer had given

was from the correct meter for his apartment. °

This then called into question the customer’s J

bills for the apartment. R
| BILL |

Electricity used by Apartment 13 (in different apartment block) billed to 29
The solution

The customer complained to the commissioner’s office and after detailed investigation, it was found the problem with the
metering at apartment 29 had multiple causes.

There was a cross metering issue. The ICP for apartment 29 was linked to the meter for apartment 31, and the ICP for apartment
31 was linked to the meter measuring supply to apartment 29. A different retailer to the complainant’s was billing its customer
living in apartment 31, on the meter for apartment 29.

Other issues included that the meter the customer was being billed on was in fact, serving another apartment in a complex
further down the street and the ICP for apartment 29 was held by a different retailer to the one the customer had been signed
up with. The ICP for apartment 29 had not in fact, been noted as “energised” on the MARIA national registry. The address of
the complex the customer lived in had also been incorrectly noted in the national registry.

It was discovered that as a consequence of being billed on the wrong meter, the customer had been overcharged.

The parties reached agreement to settle the complaint. The ICP for apartment 29 was noted as energised on the registry, the
metering and addressing situations were corrected and the customer accepted a payment of $278.90, being the amount he

had been overcharged. He said in bringing the complaint to the commissioner’s office his primary focus had been to sort out
the issue for the benefit of the property manager and future tenants.

The commissioner’s office contacted all of the companies involved in the cross metering issues in the discussions as to how
to best remedy the problem.



meter

E electricity
® decision

CASE STUDY

the customer complained the meter reads never
corresponded to their bills the company thought the meter
readings were accurate

+  The case

A customer complained that their meter reader seemed to come after they had been invoiced and that the invoices never
equated with the meter reads. The customer called their electricity company with meter readings to amend the invoices, but
no invoices were amended. The customer wanted the electricity company to use the meter readings he provided to issue its
invoices. After some heated discussions with the company, he said he was not happy to have the meter reader on his property.

The customer also complained about customer service, saying he found it difficult and time consuming to call the electricity
company and when he did manage to talk to someone they were generally “rude and dismissive” of his concerns. He felt that
the lack of options to switch companies in the area he lived meant the company could be dismissive of customers.

Further to his complaint he said he had received a letter about low fixed tariffs but felt it was misleading as he was not a low
user, so he would have to pay more under this tariff. He also objected to the $25 fee to switch tariffs if he took up this option,

which he chose not to do.

The solution

The commissioner considered whether she could recommend
a settlement of the complaint.

The commissioner found that the Code of Practice gives the
retailer and the customer flexibility to make their own
arrangements regarding the frequency of meter reading. The
customer said he was happy to provide access once a year
to read the meter, as required by the Electricity Governance
Rules. The company said it was happy with that arrangement,
as long as the customer called in with regular reads. The
company gave the customer time frames to provide his meter
reads so that they would be relevant to the billing process.
The company said it was unable to prevent the meter reader
from attempting to read the customer’s meter because of
system restrictions and the contracting out of meter reading.

The commissioner considered that the company had provided
a reasonable response in respect of the customer providing
their own reading and invoicing.

The Code of Practice requires electricity retailers to accept
customer meter reads. The company’s billing system in this
case complied with this requirement and it had accepted
reads from the customer. Although the customer was not

2005-6
being billed the way they No. of complaints
wanted, the commissioner NOT upheld by

found no basis for the commissioner

customer’s claim that the
company’s billing was unfair
or inaccurate.

Regarding the low user

tariff letter, the commissioner found that retailers were required
under the regulations to send information to customers about
low user tariffs. The retailer in this case was acting in compliance
in sending the information it did. Under the relevant regulations,
the retailer was entitled to apply the $25 to change tariffs.
The commissioner did not find that the letter was misleading.

The commissioner found that both parties had contributed to
the communication difficulties that were the basis of the
customer's complaint about customer service.

There was more than one supplier available in the region
where the customer lived and he could look at the options
and make a decision as to which company best met his needs.

The commissioner’s recommendation was that this complaint
not be upheld.



Audit Report to the Members Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission

We have audited the attached financial report on pages 23 to 27. The financial report provides information about the past
financial performance and financial position of the Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission as at 31 March 2006. 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 and Gas Complaints Commission as at 31 March 2006, and of the results of operations for the year
ended 31 March 2006.

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:

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

e whether the accounting policies are appropriate to the Electricity and 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.

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

e proper accounting records have been kept by the Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission as far as appears from our
examination of those records; and
e the attached financial report:
* complies with generally accepted accounting practice in New Zealand;
e gives a true and fair view of the financial position of the Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission as at 31 March
2006, and the results of their operations for the year ended on that date.

Our audit was completed on 31 May 2006 and our unqualified opinion is expressed as at that date.

Horwath Wellington Audit Chartered Accountants =  WELLINGTON



For the Year ended 31st March 2006

Income
Fixed Levies
Variable Levies
Other Income

Recovery of Costs from Transpower
Recovery of Costs from Gas Industry

Interest Received
Total Income

Less Expenses

ACC Levy

Accommodation & Travel
Auditor's Fees

Commission Meeting Costs
Commission Member Fees
Commission Member Expenses
Communications and Marketing
Computer Support

Contractors & Temporaries
Depreciation

Entertainment Expenses

Experts - Non-Legal

Library Expenses

General Expenses

Insurance

Loss on Disposal of Fixed Assets
Payroll Expenses

Photocopier Lease Payments
Premises Expenses

Professional Development
Professional Advice

Recruitment

Relocation Costs

Constitutional Issues

Salaries & Wages

Stationery, Copying, and Postage
Telecommunications

Total Expenses

Net Surplus (Loss)

06

This Year

1,026,399
294,212
2,256
15,702
19,887
23,965

1,382,421

2,843
23,752
5,225
2,235
39,000
3,928
37,208
17,176
9,540
46,256
3,053
43,055
8,279
15,449
9,604
42,844
1,297
3,954
131,384
16,087
45,936
10,080
7,307
37,117
1,062,713
16,279
47,844

1,689,445

($307,024)

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

Budget

1,026,399
684,266

1,710,665

4,000
35,000
3,000

44,000

7,000
31,000
18,000
30,000
64,150

6,000
10,000
12,000
17,000

3,000
118,940
25,000
60,000
18,000
65,000
1,064,565
25,000
50,010

1,710,665

05

Last Year

1,138,447
484,800
700
11,231
54,639
26,713

1,716,530

2,126
27,333
5,530
1,693
44,000
5,669
57,963
11,383
23,020
48,040
3,180

9,519
11,282
9,993
1,264
1,257
2,580
59,500
15,375
41,111
18,543

52,889
916,804
21,644
43,658

1,435,356

$281,174

23
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Statement of Movements In Equity

For the Year ended 31st March 2006
Accumulated Surpluses
Opening Accumulated Surpluses

Plus
Net Surplus for Year

Less
Net Loss for Year
Member Distributions

Accumulated Surpluses as at 31st
March 2006

474,212

307,024

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

06 05

This Year Last Year
319,250

281,174

474,212 600,424

126,212

307,024 126,212

$167,188 $474,212



Statement of Financial Position

For the Year ended 31st March 2006

Current Assets

The National Bank of New Zealand - Cheque
The National Bank of New Zealand - Call
Accounts Receivable

Prepayments

Costs to be Recovered from Gas Industry
Costs to be Recovered from Transpower

Total Current Assets
Fixed Assets

Total Assets

Less Liabilities:

Current Liabilities
Accounts Payable

Provision for Annual Leave
Variable Levies Refundable - 2005
Income Received in Advance
GST Payable

Total Current Liabilities
Net Book Value of Assets
Represented By:

Accumulated Surpluses As At
31st March 2006

Note

15,219
117,996
145,524

5,332

17,665

58,609
35,732
176,955
26,539
13,609

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

For and on Behalf of the Commission

Alison Paterson, Chairperson

06

This Year

301,736
176,896

478,632

311,444

$167,188

$167,188

Dated: 31 May 2006

05

Last Year

52,007
428,237
112,888

25,870

61,469
680,471
122,662

803,133

94,930
33,399
188,730
11,862
328,921

$474,212

$474,212

Judi Jones, Commissioner
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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

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 Institute of Chartered Accountants of New
Zealand. 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 are stated at cost less accumulated depreciation.

Depreciation is provided on a Diminishing Value or Straight
Line Basis. The principal rates in use are -

Leasehold Improvements - pre 1.4.05 11.4% DV

Leasehold Improvements - 1.4.05 on 16.6% SL

Office Furniture & Equipment 9% - 60.0% DV

Computer Equipment - pre 1.4.05 26.4% - 48.0% DV

Computer Equipment - 1.4.05 on 33.0% SL

Database 48.0% DV

For the Year ended 31st March 2006

Receivables are stated at expected realisable value.

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

There have been changes made to the accounting policies
on depreciation during the year ended 31 March 2006.

The Depreciation Rate for Computer Equipment has been
changed from 48% DV to 33% SL. This applies to all Computer
Equipment purchased in the 2006 Financial Year. Total
Depreciation is $2,244 lower than if the change had not
been made. Net Book Value of Computer Equipment Fixed
Assets is higher by $2,244.

The Depreciation Rate for Leasehold Improvements has been
changed from 11.4% DV t016.6% SL. This applies to all
Leasehold Improvement costs incurred in the 2006 Financial
Year. Total Depreciation is $2,159 higher than if the change
had not been made. Net Book Value of Leasehold Improvement
Fixed Assets is lower by $2,159.

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.

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



2. Fixed Asset Schedules

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

. Cost or Depreciation Accumulated Book Value
This Year Valuation For Year Depreciation This 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 87,157 37,252
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
Last Year
Leasehold Improvements 58,109 5,635 16,941 41,168
Office Furniture 54,301 6,453 18,895 35,406
Computer Equipment 98,409 20,844 68,688 29,721
Database 58,006 15,108 41,639 16,367
268,825 48,040 146,163 122,662

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

Opening  Assets Purchased Assets Disposed Closing

Cost Durig the Year  of During the Year Cost

Office Furniture 54,301 22,255 10,880 65,676
Leasehold Improvements 58,109 88,581 53,829 92,861
Computer Equipment 98,409 26,600 = 125,009
Database 58,006 2,157 - 60,163
Intranet - 4,000 - 4,000
Totals $268,825 $143,593 $64,709 $347,709

3. Commitments The Commission has the following operating lease commitments:

2006 2005
Current 128,714 106,049
Non-Current 535,969 624,385
Total $664,683 $730,434

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
monitors how well the scheme is
working. Commission chairperson, Alison
Paterson, is completely independent.
Four commission members have been
appointed from both industry and
consumer backgrounds. The industry
representatives are 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 Josephine Bartley, Ministry
of Consumer Affairs. Christine Mullinder
was appointed during the year to replace

alternate Josephine Bartley.

Alison Paterson Independent Chair

* Has spent 29 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.

Current board appointments are:
e Deputy Chair, Reserve Bank of New Zealand.

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

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

e Council member of Massey University Council
and Barnardos.

John Foote Industry Representative

* Group operations manager with Mighty River
Power. Prior to that he was general manager
of Mighty River Power, Retail (Mercury Energy).
Mighty River Power is a publicly-owned New
Zealand electricity generator and retailer that
produces almost 13 percent of New Zealand's
electricity requirements and up to 22 percent
at times of high demand. It operates nine
hydro-power stations on the Waikato River.
Mighty River Power supplies electricity and
gas to nearly 300,000 consumers through
its retailer Mercury Energy.

e Civil Engineer who has been in the electricity
sector for 15 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.

Matt Todd Industry Representative

e Chief executive of Eastland Infrastructure,
the Gishorne-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.

e 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.

Nick Toonen Consumer Representative

* Manager, City Communities, Wellington City
Council.

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

e 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.

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

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

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

o Awarded Order of Australia Medal 2003.

Pat Hanley Consumer Representative

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

e Diploma in Town Planning, Auckland
University.

e 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.

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

e |s 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.



Member Companies

Contact Energy (Includes Contact and Empower)
Energy Online

Genesis Energy

Meridian Energy

Mighty River Power (includes Mercury Energy)
TrustPower

Alpine Energy
Aurora Energy Ltd
Buller Electricity
Centralines
Counties Power
Eastland Network
Electra

Electricity Ashburton
Horizon Energy
Main Power
Marlborough Lines
Nelson Electricity
Network Tasman
Network Waitaki
Northpower

Orion

Powerco

Powernet
Scanpower

The Lines Company
Top Energy

Unison

United Networks
Vector

Waipa Networks
WEL Networks
Westpower

Contact Energy

Genesis

Mighty River Power (Includes Mercury Energy)
Wanganui Gas

NGC
Powerco
Vector

Staff

LLB, MBS (Distinction), Grad Dip Bus Studs, DipTertTeach, AAMINZ

B Comm, LLB, trained mediator (United States)

Grad Dip Bus Studs (Dispute Resolution)
BA, BTP, Grad Dip Bus Studs (Dispute Resolution)

BA, LLB
BA
BCA, LLB
BA, LLB
BCA, LLB

BSc, LLB

Diploma in Outdoor Adventure

TCB Advanced
NZIBS Diploma Freelance Journalism
Journalism Diploma
BSc
BA, LLB
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Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission
PO Box 6144, Wellington
Freephone 0800 22 33 40
Freefax 0800 22 33 47
Email info@egcomplaints.co.nz

Website www.egcomplaints.co.nz



