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My meter can’t be working properly

My energy company has 
billed me incorrectly

My power has been cut off

?#*!

How do I 
make a 
complaint?

The most common enquiries

As for complaints, a significant number of deadlocked 

files involve a problem with a bill (36.7%).  Quality of 

supply issues are involved in 9% of complaints, but 15% of 

deadlocked files involve supply issues.  The proportion of 

complaints reaching deadlock against lines companies has 

increased, with lines companies files now accounting for 

38% of files.  This is up from 25% in 2005-06 and 33.3% 

in 2006-07.

Over half the files reaching deadlock are closed following 

a decision (whether preliminary or final) from the 

Commissioner – 57.9% (46 files).  Of these five files 

were closed after I decided the complaint was not in my 

jurisdiction to consider.

Jurisdiction checks are made when the complainant 

first contacts the office to make a complaint, when the 

complaint reaches deadlock, and before the facilitation 

phase starts.  In some situations, it is not possible to 

decide jurisdiction, or the jurisdictional barrier does not 

become apparent, until the investigation phase is well 

advanced.  We work hard to identify files with a potential 

jurisdictional barrier early.  We recognise as the work 

on the file continues, both the complainant and member 

company continue to invest time and energy, and it is 

frustrating to everyone if I rule the complaint out of 

jurisdiction at a late stage.

Overall, a greater percentage of deadlocked files were 

resolved by agreement between the parties (33% 

compared to 27.8% in 2006-07).  However, this overall 

percentage includes an enthusiasm for settlement earlier 

in the year and a decline in the proportion of files settling 

as the year went on.  By the last quarter of the year, the 

percentage of files settling was as low as 22%.

Systemic issues
A systemic issue is one that has the potential to affect 

more than one person.  Recording systemic issues is 

a key practice in the benchmarks for industry based 

consumer complaint handling schemes such as this one.  

My terms of reference also require me to “identify the 

source of practice giving rise to similar complaints.”

Emerging systemic issues include late or absent bills 

from retailers because of billing system problems, and 

quality of supply issues emerging from widespread 

outages.

Finding out who is responsible for maintaining lines 

and poles serving either one or a group of customers 

continues to prove a challenge.  We welcomed the work of 

the Electricity Commission to document the difficulties – 

their discussion document can be found on their website.  

Complainants
Most complaints continue to come from residential 

customers.  Only 15% of complaints came from others such 

as businesses, not for profit agencies or other entities.  

Most complainants continue to contact us initially by 

phone, although as noted earlier, an increasing number 

are contacting us by e-mail or through the complaint 

form on our website (11.9%, up from 6.4% in 2005-06 

and 8.8% in 2006-07).

We ask people who contact our office how they found out 

about us.  The top referral sources were own knowledge, 

Citizens’ Advice Bureaux, white pages of the phone book, 

from searching the internet, and referral by a member 

company.

Requests for internal review
Our internal policy says a party dissatisfied with the 

process of handling their complaint by the office may 

ask us to review the file.  This is a review of the process 

by which we handled the complaint.  It is not a merits 

review of the outcome of the file.  We tell complainants 

about the internal review policy and procedure at the 

start of the process.   Information about the policy 

and procedure is also on our website, and staff remind 

complainants about their right to seek an internal review 

if they express dissatisfaction with the way we have 

handled the file.

A senior staff member who has not been directly involved 

with the handling of the complaint normally reviews the 

file.  But the Commissioner may convene an external 

panel, depending on the nature of the issue involved.

The reviewer reports their findings to the Commissioner, 

who then tells the complainant of the findings.  The 

Commissioner also tells the complainant about any 

action she proposes to take to address any defects 

in the process.

We received one request for an internal review 

during the 2007-08 year. An internal review 

was completed and found there was no error or 

omission in the handling of the complaint.
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Members
We have started sending a regular update to members – 

about monthly – to let them know about matters such as 

staffing news, changes and reminders about the complaint 

handing process, and news from the Commission.  

We hold two member forums a year to which 

we invite staff from members to Wellington 

to meet over a day.  At these forums we share 

information about best practice complaint 

handling, give those attending the chance to 

hear direct from regulators and to network 

with one another.  The feedback from these 

forums has been particularly positive this year.  

I responded to an invitation to speak about handling 

difficult complainants to all staff within one member 

company.  This was well received by those attending, and 

I have been invited to repeat the presentation to staff in 

another company in this coming year.  I also presented 

an overview of the scheme generally to staff in several 

member companies during the year. 

We issued a revised Member Manual to all members 

this year, which means all members have up-to-date 

information about the processes of the scheme, the 

levies and examples of standard documents.

The full list of members is included in the back cover of 

this report.  This year we were pleased to welcome the 

Stewart Island Electricity Supply Authority and Pulse 

Utilities as new members.  

TrustPower gave notice of its withdrawal from the 

scheme and as of 30 March 2008, I no longer have 

jurisdiction to consider complaints against TrustPower.  

I continue to have jurisdiction to consider TrustPower 

complaints referred to this office before 30 March 2008.   

I have noted earlier the proportionality of complaints 

between lines and retail member companies is changing, 

with increasing work for the office coming from 

complaints about lines companies.  

Raising awareness of the scheme
My terms of reference require me to ‘promote the 

scheme’.  Member companies are required to tell their 

customers about the complaint process when they have 

a complaint, and also to have information about their 

membership of the scheme on their websites.

We have taken a relatively low-key approach 

to increasing awareness of the scheme with 

consumers, focusing our attention on the 

social and consumer agencies where people 

go when they have a problem.  We give out 

our information materials on request to these 

agencies, and will also provide speakers 

at forums where we believe this would be 

worthwhile.

Our information materials include our two standard 

brochures “How can we help you?” and “What happens 

when you complain to the Electricity and Gas Complaints 

Commissioner”, a fact sheet on high bills and one 

covering landlord and tenant issues, an A5 poster, and 

copies of the three codes of practice (the electricity and 

gas consumer codes and the Land Code).

This year we have produced single sheet summaries of 

the consumer codes and the Land Code, to make the 

information in the codes easier for  consumers to access.  

However, we will always send out the full code booklets 

on request. 

There was a substantial increase for 

brochures during the year, and over 16,000 

were sent out.  Of these, over 10,000 were 

communication-type brochures such as ‘How 

can we help you?’ and ‘What happens when 

you complain?’. The remaining brochures were 

mainly High Bill Fact Sheets (over 3,000), 

posters (1,140) and over 800 codes.

We have spoken to 12 community groups, including 

combined roadshows, with the Banking Ombudsman 

and Insurance & Savings Ombudsman.  Taking part in 

the combined forums is cost-effective (we can have up 

to 50 people from various community groups attend).  

We can explain the similarities and differences between 

our schemes, and have the opportunity to explain some 

of the ways they can help consumers resolve their own 

complaints.  

It is also time efficient for those attending as they (who 

are largely volunteers) get the benefit of a “three for one” 

seminar.  People also get the chance to ask questions     

of the Ombudsman or Commissioner informally and   

face-to-face. 

Over the year, we have kept in contact with Consumer NZ, 

the NZ Federation of Family Budgeting Services, community 

law centres, Citizens Advice Bureaux, Federated Farmers 

and Business NZ.

Our people
We again took part in the Best Places to Work Survey and 

again, received an excellent result.  We introduced a 360º 

survey as part of our performance appraisal process, and 

staff responded well to the feedback from this.

We are working on introducing a plain English language 

culture in the office, with the initial training taking place 

at the end of 2007.  More work will be done on this in the 

2008-09 year.

We have continued to reduce staff numbers over the 

course of the year.  We farewelled conciliators Anna 

Naisbitt, Max Smith and Louise Holden.  We also 

farewelled two staff from the administration team - Josie 

Vidal (communications advisor - 0.4) and Susan Cuthbert 

(policy and projects – 0.8).

In February, we welcomed conciliators Bonnie Gadd and 

Hellene Wallwork.  Bonnie is full-time, and Hellene works 

four days a week.  Half of Hellene’s time is allocated to 

conciliation and the other half to the vacant policy and 

projects position.  

So overall, we have further reduced the staffing 

complement by 2.4 full time equivalent positions.  

Despite this, we have more than halved the time taken to 

close files, and dealt with increasing work in the intake 

area, processing complaints and enquiries.
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Review of consumer codes
In July, the Commission decided to review two of the 

consumer codes of practice (electricity and gas).  They 

appointed Stephen Franks, a lawyer, to review the codes 

and report to the Commission.  A working group was also 

established with industry and consumer representation, 

and the working group issued an initial consultation 

document in September.  Submissions received were 

reviewed by the reviewer.  The reviewer met with 

the working group early in 2008 to discuss his initial 

thoughts on proposed changes.  The Commission is 

expecting the formal report from the reviewer in April 

2008. 

Ombudsman networks
I have continued to participate in the Australia and NZ 

Energy and Water Ombudsman Network (ANZEWON).  

ANZEWON is a coalition of energy and water ombudsmen 

who meet regularly to discuss matters of common 

interest and for peer support.  The network started in 

1998 with a meeting of the then three existing schemes 

– Tasmania, NSW and Victoria.  There are currently 

six members of the network – the energy (and water) 

ombudsmen from NSW, Victoria, Queensland, Western 

Australia, Tasmania and NZ.  One of the key matters of 

common interest is ensuring consistency and quality 

across the schemes to the extent our differing legislative 

and constitution frameworks permit this. 

I also continue with membership of the Australia and 

NZ Ombudsman Association (ANZOA), this past year 

serving as a member of the executive committee.  

Among a number of things, ANZOA acts as a network for 

consultation and discussion among Ombudsmen on areas 

of interest, concern or common experience by Australian 

and New Zealand Ombudsman schemes and offices. 

Initially, ANZOA was an association for industry-based 

Ombudsmen, however membership has expanded to 

include various State and Commonwealth Parliamentary 

Ombudsmen.

01
after being away a family 

arrived home to find the gas 

meter had been removed

The case
Mrs Smith complained that she and her family arrived 

home after being away for a family funeral to find the gas 

meter had been removed which meant no gas. She had 

invited other family members to stay with her following 

the funeral.

There was no hot water and no way to cook a hot 

meal.  Mrs Smith had not asked anyone to remove the 

gas meter.  When she talked to her neighbours, she 

found they thought her retailer had disconnected her 

property because she had not paid her account.  This was 

distressing and embarrassing.  

Mrs Smith complained to her retailer and to the 

network company.  She had been unable to find out 

who had removed the meter, and why. Mrs Smith said 

her gas network company did not engage in effective 

communication with the gas retailer to resolve the 

matter.  She asked the Commissioner to consider her 

complaint.

The solution
The Commissioner’s office worked with both the retailer 

and the network company to find out what had happened. 

Firstly, the office had to find out who had removed the 

gas meter. It was discovered that another retailer had 

removed the gas meter in error.  During the investigation, 

the office also determined that Mrs Smith’s own retailer 

had not taken any meter readings at her property for the 

3 years she had been a customer with them, even though 

she received bills which she paid.

After some negotiation, Mrs Smith’s retailer chose to 

settle the complaint on behalf of both companies.  Her 

retailer paid Mrs Smith $750 and wrote a letter absolving 

Mrs Smith of any responsibility for the meter removal 

and clarifying it was not removed because of debt.  

Mrs Smith accepted this in full and final settlement of her 

complaint against both companies.

Process 
The complaint was referred to the office by the retail 

company.

Resolution took some 45 phone calls with 30 letters 

and emails and an investigation summary following 

investigation and review of material provided by the 

parties. 

case study  Removal of gas meter without notice and customer service:   

Settled (before decision)



| Electricity and Gas Complaints Commission20 Annual Report | 21

The case
Mrs Anderson said the electricity supply to her property 

was disconnected in error in the morning and was 

reconnected mid evening the same day. This was the 

second time the property was disconnected in error.

Mrs Anderson said the food in her freezer had thawed 

and she had to throw it away. The value of the food was 

$415. Mrs Anderson also said she had to buy $80 worth 

of takeaways for her family. Mrs Anderson wanted the 

electricity company to compensate her for the food that 

was thrown away together with the takeaways.

The solution
The Commissioner found the property was disconnected 

because of confusion between addresses by the 

electricity company.  A property in a different suburb 

but with the same street name was in fact meant to be 

disconnected.

She said it was likely the confusion of addresses was 

the cause of the previous disconnection as well. The 

Commissioner went on to say the electricity company 

could have prevented the second disconnection in error 

if it had looked into the cause of the first disconnection 

and corrected the problem.

The Commissioner found the disconnection was for no 

more than seven hours. On this basis, the Commissioner 

said it was not unreasonable for Mrs Anderson to have 

been excessively cautious in dealing with the partially 

defrosted food. However, the Commissioner believed Mrs 

Anderson could have refrozen or eaten some partially 

defrosted food over the next few days.

The Commissioner believed $40 was a reasonable 

amount for takeaways for the number of people Mrs 

Anderson had to feed.

The Commissioner recommended that a fair and 

reasonable settlement of Mrs Anderson’s complaint 

was the complaint was upheld.  She recommended the 

electricity retailer pay Mrs Anderson $335 - $150 for the 

disconnection in error, $150 for spoiled food and $35 for 

the takeaways.

The electricity retailer did not accept the recommendation 

and the Commissioner issued a binding award.

Process
The complaint was referred to the office by a Minister’s 

electorate office.

Determination of the complaint took some 46 letters, 

54 phone calls,  a preliminary recommendation, a final 

recommendation and an award.

case study Disconnection in error:  Award - complaint upheld

For a second time 

the property was 

disconnected 

in error. 02 03
the customer received a 

significantly higher bill the 

following month

The case
The electricity company sent a letter to Mr Keating in mid 

2007, telling him his electricity prices would increase in 

two months.

Mr Keating says his electricity use increased during 

that period because of a change in his household. This 

information was not passed on to the electricity company. 

He was sent a bill at the end of the two months based on 

an estimated reading of the meters at the old price. The 

estimation was comparable to the bill at the same time 

the previous year and did not reflect the increased use. 

Mr Keating did not call the electricity company with his 

own meter readings, but had provided meter readings to 

the company in the past.

Mr Keating then received a significantly higher bill the 

following month, based on an actual reading of the 

meters and reflecting his increased use of electricity. 

The bill was charged based on the increased prices. Mr 

Keating believed he should not have to pay the increased 

price for the additional electricity used but which was 

not included in the estmated bill.

The solution
The Commissioner considered what the Electricity 

Consumer Code of Practice and the consumer contract 

between the electricity company and Mr Keating says 

about:

Notice of price increases

Meter reading

Bills based on estimated electricity use

The Commissioner reached the following preliminary 

conclusions:

a) The electricity company’s notice of the price increase 
complied with both the Electricity Consumer Code 
of Practice, and the contract between the electricity 
company and Mr Keating

b) The electricity company’s meter readings and use of 

estimates for bills complied with both the code and the 

contract

c) The electricity company could not be expected to know 

Mr Keating’s household had increased in size and that 

Mr Keating was likely to be using more electricity

d) Mr Keating knew he could phone in his own reading of 

the meters if he thought an estimate was inaccurate, 

but did not do so when he got the low estimate 

midway through the year

e) The electricity company promised to be fair, and treated 

Mr Keating fairly in the way it applied the price increase

The Commissioner’s preliminary recommendation was 

the complaint should not be upheld. Both the electricity 

company and the complainant accepted the proposed 

recommendation.

Process
The complainant was referred to the office by a          

friend/relative.

Resolution took some 15 phone calls, 45 letters and 

emails and a preliminary decision by the Commissioner 

following an investigation.

case study Applying a price increase: 
Commissioner’s preliminary recommendation - complaint not upheld
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The case
Mr Andrews sought an extra 3-phase 160 amp supply to 

his commercial property. The lines company billed Mr 

Andrews $7,000 to upgrade the transformer to allow for 

the additional connection and increased amperage.

Mr Andrews said he believed the lines company was going 

to need to upgrade the transformer anyway, and therefore 

he should not have had to pay for the upgrade. He also 

said he believed his daily line charges cover this work.

The lines company’s view was the 200kVA transformer 

was capable of handling Mr Andrews’ allocated 60 amps, 

plus a further 2 lots connected at 60 amps each. The 

lines company said Mr Andrews’ request for another 

3-phase 160 amps supply to his property needed a 

transformer upgrade. The lines company said its policies 

required Mr Andrews to contribute to the cost of the new 

pillar installation and a portion of the installation costs 

of the transformer upgrade. The lines company said it 

paid the price of the transformer.

The area was originally set up by developers to supply 

60 amps to each lot.

The solution
The Commissioner reached the following preliminary 

conclusions:

a) The original property developer sought 3-phase 

60 amp supply for each lot, and the lines company 

installed a 200kVA transformer based on the capacity 

needed to supply the amps to the lots

b) The 200kVA transformer was capable of supplying two 

more lots with 3-phase 60 amp supply, if Mr Andrews 

did not need an extra 160 amp supply to his property

c) Mr Andrews asked for more load than was allocated 

for his lot, and the 200kVA transformer was not 

capable of supplying the extra capacity to Mr 

Andrews’ property

d) Mr Andrews paid for labour and materials for installing 

a new pillar to supply 160 amps to his property, and 

labour costs for installing the larger transformer

e) The lines company paid for the cost of the transformer

f) The size of the transformer the lines company decided 

to install would not have affected the cost Mr Andrews 

paid for the upgrade work

g) Mr Andrews’ line charges do not cover the cost of 

upgrades requested specifically for his needs

h) The lines company is able to make its own business 

decisions about its policies and charges it passes on 

to customers

The Commissioner’s preliminary recommendation was the 

complaint should not be upheld. Both the lines company 

and Mr Andrews accepted the proposed recommendation.

Process
The complainant did not identify how he found out about 

the office.

Resolution took some 22 phone calls, 65 letters and 

emails and a preliminary recommendation following an 

investigation.

case study Upgrade of supply costs: 
Commissioner’s preliminary recommendation - complaint - not upheld

The lines company billed 

Mr Andrews $7,000 to 

upgrade the transformer 04 05

something had 

happened on the 

electricity network 

which damaged his 

appliances

The case
Mr Brown arrived home to find appliances in his home 

were not working.  He believed something had happened 

on the electricity network which damaged his appliances.  

He believed the electricity lines company should repair 

or replace them.

The electricity lines company advised that high winds 

caused trees to hit the lines and therefore the company 

had no responsibility for the damage.

The solution
The Commissioner’s office investigated.  The office 

found that the electricity lines company did not take 

action initially to trim the trees.  The company had 

become aware of the hazard a year earlier.  The company 

breached clause 14 of the Electricity (Hazards from 

Trees) Regulations 2003 which places a responsibility 

on the lines company to remove danger to person or 

property from trees damaging electricity conductors.

Once the initial fault was repaired and trees were 

trimmed the company did not inspect the lines to 

ensure good condition. The company is responsible 

for maintenance and repair of the lines in front of Mr 

Brown’s property.

During the course of the investigation and the 

Commissioner’s decision making, an electrical expert, 

a tree expert and a loss adjuster were consulted. The 

electrical expert provided his advice on the effect on 

household appliances of the burnt neutral wire, high 

voltage fuse and the voltage variation. The tree expert 

assisted with the identification of the trees and the 

growth rate of the trees in the area where Mr Brown 

lived. The loss adjuster gave advice on the market value 

of items claimed by Mr Brown.

The Commissioner’s preliminary view was the complaint 

should be upheld.  She recommended the lines company 

pay Mr Brown the value of the damaged appliances and 

a customer service payment to a total of $1094. Both 

the lines company and Mr Brown accepted the proposed 

recommendation.

Process
The complainant was referred to the office by the local 

Community Law Centre

Resolution took some 25 phone calls, 65 letters 

and emails and the Commissioner’s preliminary 

recommendation following an investigation.

case study Damage to appliances caused by surge:
Commissioner’s preliminary recommendation – complaint upheld
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Audit Report to the Members Electricity & Gas Complaints Commission

We have audited the attached financial report on pages 21 to 25. The financial report provides information about
the past financial performance and financial position of the Electricity & Gas Complaints Commission as at 31
March 2008. 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 2008, and of the results of
operations for the year ended 31 March 2008.

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 2008, and the results of their operations for the year ended on that date.

Our audit was completed on 21 May 2008 and our unqualified opinion is expressed as at that date.

BDO Spicers Wellington Chartered Accountants  WELLINGTON

Levy Income
Fixed Levies 	 844,687	  844,187 	 1,139,383

Variable Levies 	 749,588	  750,000 	 170,001

Variable Levies Refunded 	 (44,460)	  - 	 -

Balancing Levies	  - 	 - 	 310,000

Total Levy Income 	 1,549,815	  1,594,187 	 1,619,384

Plus Other Income
Recovery of Costs from Transpower 	 - 	 - 	 21,948

Expert Advice Cost Recovery 	 7,069	  -	  -

Refund of 2006 Variable Levies Not Upheld 	 -	  -	  (18,680)

Interest Received	  24,259	  - 	 20,885

Other Income 	 12,248	  - 	 7,877

Total Other Income 	 43,576 	 - 	 32,030

Total Income 	 1,593,391	  1,594,187 	 1,651,414

Less Expenses
ACC Levy 	 3,109 	 4,270 	 3,146

Accommodation & Travel 	 12,244 	 36,000 	 24,563

Auditor’s Fees 	 6,645 	 6,000 	 8,437

Commission Member Fees 	 48,169 	 44,000 	 44,000

Commission Expenses 	 50,092 	 5,000 	 12,044

Communications and Marketing 	 45,295 	 55,000 	 33,960

Computer Support 	 21,505 	 19,000 	 16,164

Constitutional Issues 	 22,361 	 50,000 	 16,194

Contractors & Temporaries 	 7,221 	 5,000	  120

Depreciation 	 59,433 	 58,350 	 56,549

Provision for Doubtful Levies 	 38,752 	 - 	 -

Entertainment Expenses 	 4,609 	 5,000 	 3,720

General Expenses 	 11,936	 14,000 	 14,669

Insurance 	 9,222 	 10,500 	 7,203

Library Expenses 	 8,970 	 8,000 	 7,723

Loss on Disposal of Fixed Assets 	 - 	 - 	 10,698

Payroll Expenses 	 1,339 	 1,525 	 1,586

Photocopier Lease Payments 	 3,954 	 - 	 3,954

Premises Expenses 	 139,844 	 144,000	  147,598

Professional Development 	 27,875 	 25,000 	 25,097

Professional Advice	  58,182 	 110,996 	 59,106

Experts - Non-Legal 	 6,995 	 - 	 11,526

Recruitment 	 165 	 5,000	  -

Salaries & Wages 	 919,973	 1,016,733 	 1,021,603

Stationery, Copying, and Postage 	 10,851 	 25,000 	 25,291

Telecommunications 	 28,165 	 40,000 	 33,545

Total Expenses 	 1,546,906	 1,688,374 	 1,588,496

Net Surplus (Loss) 	 $46,485	 ($94,187) 	 $62,918

Audit Report Financial Statements

Statement of Financial Performance
For the year ended 31 March 2008

Electricity And Gas Complaints Commission

07
08

06
07

	 This Year 	 Budget	 Last Year
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Accumulated Surpluses

Opening Accumulated Surpluses 		  230,106 	 167,188

Plus
Net Surplus for the Year 		  46,485	  62,918

		  276, 591	 230,106

Accumulated Surpluses as at 31st March 2008 		  $276,591	 $230,106      

Statement of Movements in Equity
For the year ended 31 March 2008

Electricity And Gas Complaints Commission

07
08

06
07

		  This Year 	 Last Year

Statement of Financial Position
For the year ended 31 March 2008

Electricity And Gas Complaints Commission

07
08

06
07

Current Assets

The National Bank of New Zealand - Cheque 			   61,067 		  26,098

The National Bank of New Zealand - Call 			   303,370 		  249,202

Accounts Receivable 			   43,050 		  92,854

Provision for Doubtful Levies			   (38,752)		   -

Prepayments 			   3,691 		  4,050

2Q Variable Levies Receivable 			   147,488 		  -

3Q Variable Levies Receivable 			   10,026 		  -

4Q Variable Levies Receivable 			   41,737 		  -

Total Current Assets 				    571,677 	 372,204

Fixed Assets 	 2 		  131,227 	 178,390

Total Assets		   		  702,904	 550,594

Less Liabilities:

Current Liabilities

Accounts Payable 			   130,062		  163,305

Provision for Annual Leave 			   38,846 		  38,183

Variable Levies Refundable - 2005 			   106,972 		  106,972

Income Received in Advance		   	 112,500

GST Payable 			   37,933		  12,028

Total Current Liabilities 				    426,313	 320,488

Net Book Value of Assets 				    $276,591	 $230,106

Represented By:

Accumulated Surpluses As At 31st March 2008 				    $276,591 	 $230,106

For and on Behalf of the Commission Dated 21 May 2008

Richard Janes Chair	      	 Judith Jones  Commissioner

	 Note	 This Year 	 Last Year
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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 -

		

		 Leasehold Improvements 	 11.4% - 16.6% DV or SL

		 Office Furniture & Improvements 	 9% - 80.4% DV 	 	

		 Computer Equipment 	 26.4% - 48.0%DV or SL

		 Database 	 33.0% - 48.0%DV or SL

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 no changes in accounting policies for 

the year ended 31 March 2008. 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:

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

This Year Cost or Valuation Depreciation
For Year

Accumulated
Depreciation

Book Value
This Year

Office Furniture 68,538 6,566 37,526 31,012

Leasehold Improvements 92,861 15,009 39,965 52,896

Computer Equipment 142,298 20,950 120,793 21,505

New Database 51,951 16,908 33,138 18,813

Intranet 7,000   - - 7,000

362,648 59,433 231,422  131,226

Last 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

2008 2007

Current  112,047 126,296

Non-Current 280,119 409,674

Total $392,166 $535,969
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The Commission

Independent Chair

Dr Richard Janes
Appointed December 2007, current term 
expires December 2011

• Dr Janes is a professional director who 
brings a wealth of experience to the role

Current directorships include:

• Chair of graphic design company Ocean 
Design Group Limited

• Deputy chair of newly merged SOE 
AsureQuality Limited

• Deputy chair the New Zealand Institute 
for Crop and Food Research Limited

• Director of the high-tech agricultural 
supply and market group Gallagher 
Holdings Limited

• Director CentrePort Limited

• Director LEK Consulting Pty Limited

Industry representatives

Retailer representative

Grantley Judge
Appointed February 2008 current term 
expires February 2010

• Legal and Regulatory Manager, Retail 
Directorate, Meridian Energy

• Strong focus on customer centricity and 
policy and legislative change

• Has worked in the legal, risk and 
compliance sectors for 10 years in New 
Zealand and overseas

• Prior to joining Meridian Energy 
worked as the Legal Advisor to Lincoln 
University

• Holds a Bachelor of Commerce and 
a Bachelor of Law, University of 
Canterbury

Lines company representative

Jocelyn Turner
Appointed June 2007 current term expires 
June 2009

• Customer Services Manager for Vector 
Ltd, New Zealand’s largest multi 
infrastructure energy company with 
electricity networks serving the Greater 
Auckland and Wellington areas

•  Responsible for Vector’s interface with 
customers, managing relationships with 
electricity retailers and Manager of 
Vector’s Major Incident Team 

• Has worked for Vector in several 
customer service roles over the last 7 
years

• Prior to working in the energy sector 
worked in client management and 
personnel recruitment management for 
more than 10 years

• Holds a New Zealand Certificate of 
Science

Consumer Representatives

Therese O’Connell, 
Appointed September 2007 term expires 
September 2010

• Customer Services, Govett-Brewster Art 
Gallery, New Plymouth

• Support for elderly parents

• Previous roles include Co-ordinator of 
the Wellington ESOL Home Tutor Service 

• Self employed as entertainer in comedy 
duo GLORY BOX 

• Secretary/Education Organiser with the 
Central Clerical Workers Union

• Has held a range of Board roles and 
key developer of networks, forums and 
collaborative partnerships in refugee 
and migrant agencies and associated 
organisations and in the regional and 
national trade union movement

• Focus on equity issues, social policy and 
services for low income and non-English 
speaking New Zealanders

• Post-Grad Certificate in Industrial 
Relations

• Bachelor of Visual Arts in Fine Arts

• Awarded NZ Suffrage Centennial Medal 
1993

• Member of the NZ Order of Merit 2004

List of members 2007-2008

Lines

Alpine Energy

Aurora Energy

Buller Electricity 

Centralines

Counties Power

Eastland Networks 

Electra 

Electricity Ashburton

Horizon Energy Distribution
 (trading as Horizon Energy)

MainPower

Marlborough Lines

Nelson Electricity

Network Tasman

Network Waitaki

Northpower

Orion NZ 

Powerco 

PowerNet  (includes The Power Company/

Electricity Invercargill/Otago Power)

Scanpower 

SIESA (Stewart Island Electricity Authority)

The Lines Company

Top Energy 

Transpower NZ

Unison Networks 

United Networks 

Vector 

Waipa Networks 

Wanganui Gas (trading as GasNet)

WEL Networks 

Westpower 

Retailers

Contact Energy (trading as Contact 
and Empower)

Energy Online (SOE)

Genesis Energy (SOE)

Meridian Energy (SOE)

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

Pulse Utilities NZ  
(joining 1 April 2008)

SIESA (Stewart Island Electricity Authority)

Simply Energy

TrustPower (until 30 March 2008)

Wanganui Gas
(trading as Energy Direct NZ)

Brenda Simmons
Appointed March 2008 term expires 
March 2011

• Managing Director and Project 
Coordinator for the O Le Lafitaga Trust

• Member of the O Le Lafitaga Trust 
Board

• Member of Hauora O Puketapapa 
Roskill Union and Community Health 
Board

• Previous roles include self-employed 
owner and Manager for Messenger’s 
Services Limited

• Sales Consultant with Prudential 
Assurance Co. Ltd

• Undergoing final paper in Business 
Management

•  Undergoing studies for Diploma for 

Social Work and Not-for-Profit for 

Community Organisation
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Staff
Electricity and Gas Complaints Commissioner

Judi Jones

Manager Conciliation

Nanette Moreau

Assistant Manager Conciliation

Moira Ransom

Conciliators

Ali Cameron 

Jerome Chapman

Bonnie Gadd (from 7 February 2008)

Louise Holden (until 1 February 2008)

Brenda Lavin 

Anna Naisbitt (until 10 August 2007)

Andrew Pratley (0.60 from March 2008)

Max Smith (until 29 June 2007)

Hellene Wallwork (0.4 from 3 March 2008)

Policy Advisor/Projects

Susan Cuthbert (0.8) (until 16 October 2007)

Hellene Wallwork (0.4 from 3 March 2008)

Communications Advisor

Josie Vidal (0.4) (until 19 April 2007)

Administration

Kevin Buck

Wendy Burke (0.8)

Fiona Day

Tamzin Hine ( 3 hours/week)
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