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If you wish to discuss this decision with us, please feel free to contact us by emailing 
oia@ea.govt.nz. 

Yours sincerely 

 
 
Sarah Gillies 
GM Legal, Monitoring, and Compliance  
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From:
Sent: Wednesday, 13 March 2019 3:46 pm
To: Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty
Cc:
Subject: Authority Meeting 25/2/2019
Attachments: LMGL DELTA Paper Stat Sample Mar 2019.docx

Hi Alex and Ron, 
Please find attached for your preliminary review our (Delta and LMGL) responses to the issues raised as from the 
meeting in February. 

In short: 
Project 1 – we still believe that the population should be held “intact” 

  Three phase analysis included 

Project 2 – yes, we accept that 116 (not 100) meters should be included 
  0.5lag analysis included (as only 2 x 3p meters tested in sample) 

Inspections – mea culpa! Explanation of how we are addressing this 

We have also included a short discussion / proposal re 3 x multiplier sites fyi. 

Feel free to suggest any changes. We’d be keen to discuss this prior to us submitting to the wider group (if you feel 
that would be appropriate and helpful). 

Regards, 
 

 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 

P. O. Box 16 185 | 16/35 Riccarton Road | Christchurch 
DDI:   
Mobile  

 
www.legacymetering.nz 

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 
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From: Ron Beatty
Sent: Tuesday, 2 July 2019 5:24 pm
To: Jonathon Staite
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb

Hi Jonathon, I have been pondering this one for some time, as you know, so apologies again for the delay. 
It is not an easy and straight forward case, it was appropriate for the auditor to raise a query and to query 
LMGL/DELT on the process.  

1) On the negative side -
a) LMGL will benefit from using a sample size reduced from 116 to 100
b) Most ATHs will select a greater number than required for stat sampling as there will be properties where

the customer refuses access, or a replacement meter cannot be fitted for any one of a variety of reasons.
In that case, the ATH carrying out the replacement just moves on to the next metering installation and
stops when they have reached the end of the sample size, and not stop once the minimum number
required was attained

c) There is an appearance that the stat sample was not random, as the last 16 of 116 meters tested had a
significantly higher failure rate. Inclusion of these last 16 meters in the results change the outcome of the
sampling and testing process significantly

d) We do not know what % of the total meter population were comprised of the worst failing meters. We
would expect for a random sample that the Sangamo S200 meters would have comprised about 44% or
thereabouts of the total installed meters.

2) On the positive side
a) The ATH, and not the MEP, is the participant that has the obligation to select a random sample size for

stat sampling recertification (Clause 16(2) of Schedule 10.7)
b) If the stat sampling had stopped at 100, without testing the additional 16 meters, no one would have been

any the wiser
c) Meters do not get sent for testing in the same ‘randomised’ order they were selected by the Test House

when it generated the sample. There are variances in all metering stat sampling processes caused by the
amount of time it takes the

a. ATH to make staff available within certain areas (some areas will be dealt with before others)
b. retailer to respond to a SR
c. customer to respond to a request for access
d. ATH carrying out the replacement certifications to batch up and send the replaced meters for

testing
d) It is likely that rural meters may perform better under test than urban meters. This is because the amount

of electricity conveyed by a rural meter may be less than conveyed by an urban meter. As general rule of
thumb

e) The worst failing meters of the additional 16 tested were the S200’s. However the sample size of 100
tested comprised 44% of S200 meters, it would be good to know how this compares to the total

f) The testing ATH provided documentation stating that the results were in testing order, and had not been
re-ordered.

3) On balance, I think that
a) the test results indicate significant problems with the S200 brand of meter and given what is now known,

there should be priority given to S200 replacement. A longer certification period may not achieve this
objective.

b) we need advice from someone with good stats knowledge on the methodology to determine if the sample
and the process followed was representative

c) we also need advice on how sampling is applied in other areas using this methodology, ie are all items
selected for sample actually tested, or does the sampling stop when the required minimum sample size is
reached. Ray Kaplan at AEMO may be able to give advice on how it is treated in Australia. I think you met
Ray Kaplan?

If the answer to 3b) and 3c) is affirmative, then we need to let the sample results of 100 stand. If not of course then 
the sample results of 116 must be used. 

Thanks 
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Ron Beatty 
Principal Adviser Market Services  

DDI  

From: Jonathon Staite  
Sent: Monday, 24 June 2019 10:09 AM 
To: Ron Beatty 
Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 

Jonathon Staite 
Adviser Market Operations  

From:   
Sent: Friday, 21 June 2019 2:09 PM 
To: Jonathon Staite; Grant Benvenuti; Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty; Rob Mitchell 
Cc:  
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 

Hi Jonathan 

Further to the below, we have been in touch with the Delta Testhouse following our updates last week and worked 
through the email trail with them. 

In addition, Delta advised that their auditor  , Veritek) has been onsite recently to undertake their MEP 
audit, but enquired of the Testhouse the processes followed in relation to stat sampling for another MEP. Delta 
advised that when questioned in relation to the processes around the LMGL stat sampling, that nothing different 
from the approved process had been followed. 

Delta have reiterated the previous information they have provided. They are wondering what other documents and 
processes over and above have been provided and viewed on site by the EA Auditor you may be referring to help 
with any further review. 

With regard to the information provided to date, Delta confirmed; 

1. One population of combined meter types and phases was then ‘randomly selected’ following their normal
processes and use of random selection tools:

 Testing occurring in the sequence stated, and they stand by the statement made by way of confirmation
 Delta had sought and received confirmation that the population of could be created from a number of

different meter types and phases (also described in the audit report)

2. The population of returned meters were analysed relative to the model breakdown of those meter models
tested:

 They were confident that the models tested were representative of the population and they stand by the
statement made by way of confirmation

 Delta observed that the representativeness of the models returned was consistent with that seen in stat
sample programmes for other MEPs

Regards, 
 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
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DDI:   
Mobile:   

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 

From:    
Sent: Friday, 14 June 2019 12:03 PM 
To: Jonathon Staite   Grant Benvenuti 

; Alex Ehlert  ; Ron Beatty  ; Rob 
Mitchell   
Cc:   
Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points ‐ Meeting 25 Feb 

Thanks Jonathon, 

Thanks for following up and your comments below. 

We have contacted the Testhouse to ask if they have any further documentation as described below – we haven’t 
yet received anything as yet, but we’ll follow up today. 

I note that both of their statements (attached) appear to cover the issues that you are querying – namely 
representativeness of the samples and the order in which the testing was undertaken and reported. The 
commentary seems clear that the Testhouse has analysed the mixture of returned meters and tested meters as 
compared also to what is known about the overall population  

I have also attached the Audit Document of Delta Testhouse in relation to Statistical Sampling methodology. The 
audit seems clear that the Delta processes and documentation are compliant and that the Cat1 meters can be all 
considered as one population. (ref audit commentary p.52 and 53). We had no indication that the Delta 
methodology of selection and certification was anything other than compliant. 

We selected Delta primarily on the basis of their demonstrated compliance and experience.  

Regarding the finalised audit report, our concern is that as these become “public” documents and we have a 
fundamental issue with the findings in relation to the statistical sampling results we are reluctant to have these 
published (unless of course these sections can be redacted) 

Regards, 
 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 

DDI:   
Mobile:   

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 
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From: Jonathon Staite    
Sent: Tuesday, 11 June 2019 11:30 AM 
To:  
Cc: Grant Benvenuti  ; Ron Beatty  ; Alex Ehlert 

; Mike Bickers  ; Rob Mitchell   
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points ‐ Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Thanks for working with us on this one  it looks like there is a difference of view in if a sample can be both 
representative and random.  
 
Use of techniques such as stratification can ensure that the sample is both representative and random.  
Taking the first 100 results from a larger sample does not mean the sample will be random or representat ve   
 
We would expect the documentation provided by the ATH to show how AS/NZS 1284 is being met, including how 
the random sample is representative of the population (paragraph 8.4 in the standard).  
Do you know when this information will be available? 
It is possible that the information from the ATH will be sufficient to address the sticking point of “is the random 
sample representative of the population”.  
 
If we get this information we can make a better informed decision on if this issue needs to be escalated further.  
 
Also do you have an ETA on when a finalised audit report from LMGL will be provided? 
 
Kind regards 

Jonathon Staite 
Adviser Market Operations  

 

From:   
Sent: Friday, 7 June 2019 11:56 AM 
To: Jonathon Staite 
Cc: Grant Benvenuti; Ron Beatty; Alex Ehlert;  
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hi Jonathan  
 
See my notes in amongst yours as highlighted. 
 
I previously provided the raw information of returned meters vs the tested meters for their relative ‘percentage 
tested’ to overall ‘returned population’ to be considered. Which was one of the key parts of the reason why the Test 
Lab was happy to issue the certification and the statements. 
 
Overall we are confident that we have complied with the wording of the AS1284 Code and more importantly the 
ATH has complied   
 
Regards 
 

 
 
 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
 
DDI:   
Mobile:   
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This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 

 
 
From: Jonathon Staite < >  
Sent: Tuesday, 4 June 2019 1:58 PM 
To:   
Cc: Grant Benvenuti  ; Ron Beatty  ; Alex Ehlert 
< >;   
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points ‐ Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hi  ,  
 
Thanks for your quick reply and for improving some of the readability and grammar of your response below.  
 
I have taken a look and I think there may be some misunderstandings that need to be clea ed up.  
 
Specifically:  

1. Sample Size – Advice has always been given to treat the sample size as the minimum sample size, and to 
increase the sample size to account for UTIs. If Legacy Metering Group were to use the results of the ‘first 
100’ installations, this would not be random and would not be representative of the population.  
LMG: As advised by the Authority, we have understood that the wording of ‘The Code’ holds precedence. 
We cannot find reference in the Code that indicates that the numbers in AS1284 are “minimums”, nor does 
there appear to be anything in AS1284 that suggests that these numbers are minimums. 

2. Date Return Bias – We were asking this to help improve our understanding of the data. There was no 
inference or thought that Legacy Metering Group or Delta were attempting to hide or alter the results.  
LMG: That is good to hear but you can probably understand that the ongoing nature of the enquiries over 
time (being raised only subsequent to a previous question or perceived issue being determined by yourself 
or the Auditor, rather than all at once) gives the impression that there is a continual search for something to 
determine the results invalid. Rather than accepting the process followed by the Test Lab and Test House is 
in keeping with previous stat sample programmes. 

3. Test Lab Statements – The test lab has made statements about how the data is random and representative 
of the population. We would be keen to see the documentation to support these statements.  
LMG: Produced, as stated having reviewed the results relative to the entire population and what they know 
of results for other programmes they have performed. We will though ask for the documentation in 
question 

This is covered in more detail below. 
 

Sample Size 
In terms of the sample size it would be disappointing to find that Legacy Metering Group has decided to recertify a 
population of meters by taking the first 100 of the 116 results available.  
AS/NZS 1284 requires each meter in the sample to be tested, and we expect this will be done regardless of if the 
same is grea er than the sample size set in AS/NZS 1284. 
LMG: We have followed the wording of the code and used the first 100 as 100 is required as the sample number to 
be tested. We assume that there are a number of technicians in the lab doing the testing and updating the overall 
registers. The Test Lab supervisor no doubt realised that the last run or so did not need to be done nearer the end 
 
Consistent with previous guidance (https://ea.govt.nz/operations/retail/metering/metering‐events/approved‐test‐
house‐forum‐28aug14/) we have set expectations that the sample size is a minimum and the number of installations 
selected should exceed the required sample size to allow for damaged meters and no access.  
We expect all MEPs to be following this guidance and requirements of the Code. 
LMG: Memo and comments at forum are not the Code. This powerpoint presentation of 2014 doesn’t appear to be 
prescriptive, nor does it describe the number above the minimum that is to be used. Rather it suggests that we 
“may” consider some factors is determining the sample size. If the numbers in AS1284 aren’t to be used (other than 
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as a minimum), what numbers are to be used? It is clearly stated in AS1284, Clause 8.3 what the sample sizes have 
to be:  

 
 
AS/NZS 1284 has been written on the expectation that the only reason for not testing a meter is because it is 
damaged. It relies of the sample being random, and for all meters within the sample to be tested (except for 
damaged meters). 
Other issues such as UTI are not considered valid reasons and no leeway is given in the standard to account for this. 
LMG: For the population size, AS1284 requires that 100 meters are tested. Per 8.3 above. 
 
Applying your logic below, if Legacy Metering Group only consider the first 100 meters (of 116 tested) for the 
sample have then this means they have not been randomly selected, and do not represent the population of meters 
being tested (8.4 below).  
This is because there will be selection bias. Those meters which are easier to get back to the lab will be tested first 
and influence the results. 
LMG: The meters were randomly selected. My point was that the standards use of ‘allowing for breakages’ is surely 
about making sure you select more sites in case some of the meters returned (if you had only just used the values in 
the tables) are not able to be used for testing, and therefore you would be faced with having to go out for more. To 
repeat my point, we (as with all MEPs) make sure we select far more than the tables values so that it allows for 
breakages as well as UTIs. It would be silly not to as the programmes would take even longer to complete if you 
progressively just did it as you found you were still short. BUT the underlying ‘test sample’ point of all this is that 
only the number in the tables need to be tested….and by association used as the determinant of the broader 
populations compliance with the standard. 
There is no selection bias so far as we can determine. The test lab and ATH has applied its (audited) processes to our 
population and determined that the population passed 
 
For example: For a minimum sample size of 100 meters, an MEP randomly selects 150 meters to be tested. [LMG” 
The MEP does not select the sample. The MEP and ATH agree ‘the population’ . But the ATH ‘selects the sample’.] 75 
of these are in the same city the test lab and test house are located (urban), and the remaining 75 are scattered 
across NZ, including rural locations (rural). (Let’s assume this also accurately represents the split of meters in the 
population).  
The test house (which is keen to commence the testing while the lab is available) retrieves 70 of the 75 urban 
meters and tests them within 1 month of the process starting. It then takes another 2 months to get back 70 of the 
75 rural meters for testing.  
Rather than having the 50/50 split that the random sampling had selected, there is now a 70 / 30 split, with a strong 
bias for the installations that were in urban locations.  
This means that the rural meters are underrepresented, and assuming there is diversity in the meters by location (as 
you have suggested is the case below) the results of the ‘first 100’ meters tested do not represent the accuracy of 
the population.  
LMG: We understand the point about “representativeness” of a sample from a ‘population’, but this is quite 
different from “randomness”.  
 
The meters are selected at random and there are EA Auditor approved methods that the ATH uses to generate the 
random selection. In a sample chosen at random – each member of the larger population has an equal chance of 
being chosen. 
 
A “representative” sample is not a random sample; this is a key point of difference in our communications to date. A 
representative sample is highly targeted and is chosen from the larger population according to specified 
characteristics. A representative sample is a small subset group that seeks to proportionally reflect specified 
characteristics exemplified in a target population.  
 
For example if the population of 200 meters was 100 x Q1 meters and 100 x E89 meters: 
• A representative sample of 10 would be 5 x Q1 meters and 5 x E89 meters; whereas 
• A random sample could be any combination of 10 meters (including 10 x Q1 meters only) 
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To say that the random sample is not representative is correct. 
However to deem that the random sample is not valid because some items have not been included is incorrect, 
because that is the is the nature of randomness. 
 
AS1284 requires the sample to be selected randomly from the larger population and tested. 
The sample is tested from the random selection. The randomly selected and tested sample meets the criteria as 
determined by AS1284. 
 
I can an issue when AS/NZS 1284 sets absolute thresholds for failures, so if a test exceeds the minimum sample size 
this will make it more likely these absolute thresholds will be exceeded.  
When there are absolute thresholds for failures the sampling process should include mechanisms for ensuring that 
the sample remains random and representative of the population. This may include randomly selecting meters from 
within the full sample of meters tested to meet the sample size and ensuring there are records of every site selected 
being visited (and meter returned) prior to completion of the recertification programme.  
 
 

Date of return bias 
I am sorry if you feel that we are inferring that Legacy Metering or Delta have been less than above board. This was 
not the case and we appreciate the level of engagement you have had. You have been open with us and willing to 
provide this information and help us understand the process outside of any formal investigation or audit process.  
In order to better understand the results we engaged a statistician in our market monitoring team. They noted that 
a significant proportion of the failures were at the tail of the dataset, and anecdotally we understand the meters 
were reported in the order they were tested. To better understand the influence the time between removal and 
testing may have on the results, they were keen to perform a “survival test”. This test involves adding ‘time’ (how 
long it took to test the meter) as an additional variable in the analysis.  
We were asking to help our understanding of the situation and data provided. We are happy to take ‘no’ for an 
answer if Legacy Metering Group does not want to provide this information.  
LMG: Refer our comments above 
 

Test Lab Statements 
In the closing remarks you describe how the test lab has provided statements that they are comfortable with their 
findings and processes.  
As requested previously we would be keen to get the ATH’s records documenting the factors considered in the 
design of the statistical sample and how it is representative of the population.  
Additionally it sounds like the Test Lab (and by implication the ATH responsible for the recertification activities) may 
have processes that mean the sampling and results are not truly random and representative of the population being 
sampled.  
We would expect MEPs to be managing their ATH, and for the ATH to be meeting the requirements of the Code.  
LMG: Please note earlier comments – randomness and representativeness are two different sampling approaches. Is 
there anything over and above the standard Code requirement (Sched 10.7; 16(3) ) for documentation that you are 
seeking from the testhouse? 
And Yes – as MEP we actively engage with the ATH and also reviewed the audit reports that described their 
processes as compliant for stat sampling. We were happy with them and it appears their auditor was too 
 
Kind regards 

Jonathon Staite 
Adviser Market Operations  

 

From:   
Sent: Tuesday, 21 May 2019 2:54 PM 
To: Jonathon Staite; Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty; ; Grant Benvenuti 
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 
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…I have just re‐read this improved the readability as grammar and other exist in the below. where appropriate I 
have struck out the original wording so you can see differences and changed the font colour of any new wording. 
The changes are minor but important. 
 
 
Regards 
 

 
 
 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
 
DDI:   
Mobile:   
 

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do no  disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in t is message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments  

 

From:    
Sent: Tuesday, 21 May 2019 12:41 PM 
To: Jonathon Staite   'Alex Ehlert' 

>; Ron Beatty  >; Grant 
Benvenuti  > 
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points ‐ Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hi Jonathan  
 
 

 had raised a concern that he thought the tested meters (the percentage of models tested) may not have been 
representative of the population. He then made comments to this effect in one of his versions of his audit report. He 
asked for the model breakdown so this could be investigated.  
 
When this was finally received we sent him the attached email showing the tables in question vs the meters 
returned. So you could see the:  

1. models as a percentage of the total meters tested, compared to  
2. the models of meters returned as a total of returned meters 

 
He then, by the new version of his Audit report, seemed happy that those tested were representative of the 
percentages concerned. 
 
Now grouping your comments in to categories:  
 

The ‘Under Review’ Comments  
This is because we understand that Ron has said that he is looking at it all now. Ie: he was going to look at the direct 
wording of the code and the information we have provided. This is why we had not responded to your last email. 
We had hoped that Ron was going to reply on the email trail that he was looking in to it all now.  
 

Sample Size 
It is Table 2 that sets the sample size. Yes there is a recommendation to grab more only for reasons of replacement 
(see the screenshot below) should (obviously having been removed) it is found that any of the meters are damaged 
and can be substituted for those (100 in our case) that are needed for testing of the Table 2 Sample number. (for our 
population).  
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If you think about it, all MEPs select far more than their Table 1 or Table 2 (Test) Sample size as they need to allow 
for more than just ‘damage’. UTIs being the biggest reason.  
We know for a fact that all MEPs have selected far more than the 10% to allow for damage and UTIs. Overall the 
rationale here is illogical if it is for substitution reasons. The standard requires just the Table 1 and 2 totals to be 
tested.  

Supporting information to the points raised above:  
Sample sizes are determined by Table 2. Table 2 does not state ‘the number plus 10%.’ 

Side point:  
There is no mention of the words: 

1. ‘minimum’

2. ‘at least’

3. ‘no less than’

Or any other wording that suggests that the Table 1 and Table 2 amounts are just the least that
should be tested 

8.4 that is referred to contains the word ‘recommended’ ………..but, as replacements only. Not for additional testing. 

Even in the standards own example (Example 2, Page 8 – 6.2 2 for ‘Inservice Compliance Test Results of existing 
populations’) it says that Sample sizes are determined by using Table 2 

Date of Return Bias 
As has been explained before, meters do not get returned in the same ‘randomised’ order they were selected by the 
Test House. Certainly, the first allotment is issued first as ‘SR requests’ to the Retailer (ie: that they ultimately send 
LMGL a Service Request or other ‘go’ request) but timing of when an actual field Service Request is sent out for the 
change is ultimately determined by [in this order]:  
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1. Retailer  

a. Starting the process 

b. Communicating with the Customer 

c. Sending us the ‘go’ signal that it is ok to issue the Service Request  

2. Field 

a. When the techs can make an appointment 

b. Access (in all its various forms and definitions) 

3. Logistics 

a. The sending from the field tech to the ‘collection’ party (individually or in bulk, tagged accordingly) 

b. The work by the ATH logistics managers to group, treat and deliver to the Test Lab (in bulk lots over 

time) 

c. Receipt inwards by the Lab 

4. Lab 

a. When enough arrive to perform test runs 

 

Inference being taken by LMGL re Date Variable 
It is once again being inferred, by these new questions about return dates of meters, that LMGL or Delta or both, 
have been less than above board in the Stat Sample process. In this latest ‘date variable’ you are obviously looking 
to see whether meters of or certain models were being ‘waited for’ until there was enough that a pass could be 
more easily obtained for the full 100. If you look closely at the table of meter models (in the email attachment) vs 
those returned you will see that the s200 appears as 44% of those meters tested. As shown to Alex and Ron in our 
Christchurch office when I analysed all Stat Sample programmes performed by Vircom‐EMS and Delta, which was 
10,886 meters, the S200 was the model that performed the worst in respec  of passes and failures.  
 
If we were trying to manipulate the results that then we would have “waited” until they represented a far smaller 
percentage of the 100 tested. [Note the particular nature of the population and the returned meters shows that for 
the networks concerned and the population in question that there are a large number of s200s as this was the 
meter of choice for a few of the networks in question. It was a point in time when NZ was ordering this meter type 
in bulk; just like in more modern times the Actaris SMO, Q1s and Holly meters were the predominant meter of 
choice in the years leading up to smart meters] 
 
In supporting all of the above are the two statements from the Test Lab that they are comfortable with the findings 
and their process; and importantly that neither they or their Test Lab have changed their process or approach. Ie: it 
is the same as for previous programmes for other MEPs. 
 
 
 
Regards 
 

 
 
 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
 
DDI:   
Mobile:   
 

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 
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From: Jonathon Staite < >  
Sent: Tuesday, 21 May 2019 11:08 AM 
To:   Ron Beatty 

; Grant Benvenuti   
Cc: Alex Ehlert   
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points ‐ Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hi    
 
Following up on last week’s e‐mail can you please send through the ATH’s records documenting the factors 
considered in the design of the statistical sample and how it is representative of the population.  
 
We are also performing some statistical analysis on the results for the 116 meters in ‘project 2’.  
Can you please also provide the records of when each meter was removed and when it was tested. We are keen to 
see if there is any time‐variable that may be biasing the results.  
 
 
In terms of your comments in the document: 
 
GN1: The conditions for cancellation have either been met, or the installation remains certified. It is not clear how 
this is still ‘under review’.  
 
GN2: Can you please clarify how this is still ‘under review’. The information in the audit is not sufficient to 
understand which issue this relates to. If this relates to the CTCT / LMGL grouping multiple MEPs into one 
population, then the meters are not certified and the auditors statement is correct. If the issues relates to the 
statistical inspection of meters, then certification may not be cancelled. This is because the wording of the Code is 
considered ambiguous.  
 
Clause 45(1) of Schedule 10.7 can be interpreted two ways: 
 

1. The selection and inspection must be performed within the 12 month period – this is the interpretation that 
has been taken historically  

 
2. The 12 month period is a discrete period, and the selection of a sample and the resultant inspections can 

happen at any time as long as they relate to that 12 month period. – this is an alternative interpretation 
that fits with the wording of the Code and makes it difficult to enforce the interpretation (1) above.  

 
The intention of the Clause was to ensure the inspections were completed within the 12 month window, and there is 
a proposed Code amendment to address this.  
 
In this can certification is not cancelled, as long as the inspections are being completed.  
 
GN3: This appears to be a discussion between yourself and the auditor. 
 
GN4: As per previous comment. I am not aware of anything that is still under review.  
 
GN5: As discussed in the meeting earlier this year and covered in earlier e‐mails. The full sample (116 meters) needs 
to be considered. AS/NZS 1284 specifies a minimum sample size, but the full sample must be used if larger than the 
minimum sample size. We are still waiting on LMGL to provide the factors considered in the design of the statistical 
sample and how it is representative of the population, particularly given the number of ‘under‐represented’ strata in 
the sample.  
 
Kind regards 

Jonathon Staite 
Adviser Market Operations  
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From: Jonathon Staite  
Sent: Tuesday, 14 May 2019 3:53 PM 
To: ' ; Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti 
Cc: Alex Ehlert 
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Thanks  ,  
 
I can see that a key issue here is the question of if the sample taken is representative of the population. Before we 
get into the detail of this can you please send through the ATH’s records documenting the factors it considered 
when forming the view that the sample was representative of the population. 
 
I would expect this documentation to cover both the types (make and model) of meters as well as the functionality 
(3 phase vs 1 phase) and how the diversity in the sample is sufficient to form a statistically robust conclusion about 
the accuracy of the population the sample was taken from.  
 
Kind regards 

Jonathon Staite 
Adviser Market Operations  

 

From:   
Sent: Tuesday, 14 May 2019 3:40 PM 
To: Jonathon Staite; ; Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti 
Cc: Alex Ehlert 
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hi Jonathon, 
 
The audit has been undertaken and we have commented on the points and completed the compliance plan portion 
too.  
 
We have a couple of concerns, however, in relation to some of the issues raised as we have been informed that the 
Stat Sample Compliance Projects are still under review (although the auditor states that certification is cancelled) 
therefore to a reader they would think that a formal determination has already been made by the Electricity 
Authority.  
 
We are therefore seeking further review and describe in the document the basis of that review and consequently 
are concerned it will be misleading to the market when it becomes public upon lodgement. 
 
I have attached the document (draft) for your review. I have also attached the statements from the Delta Testhouse 
in relation to Project 2. 
 
Regards, 

 
 
 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
 
DDI:  
Mobile:   
 

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 
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From: Jonathon Staite    
Sent: Friday, 10 May 2019 2:34 PM 
To:  ; Ron Beatty 

; Grant Benvenuti   
Cc: Alex Ehlert   
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points ‐ Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hi  ,  
 
Just following up on the finalisation of the LMGL MEP audit. Do you know when it will be uploaded to the audit 
portal? 
 
Kind regards 

Jonathon Staite 
Adviser Market Operations  

 

From: Jonathon Staite  
Sent: Tuesday, 23 April 2019 2:14 PM 
To:  Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti 
Cc: Alex Ehlert 
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hello Mike,  
 
Thank you for your update. Some of the actions don’t quite align with what was agreed at the 25 February 2019 
meeting.  
 
Project 1: Statistical sampling recertification for a population that included both Contact Energy MEP and LMGL MEP 
meters (at the time the sampling was conducted).  
Next Steps: LMGL to analyse the statistics as to how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if the 
Contact Energy or the LMGL population of meters can be recertified. This can be used to inform an alternative to 
1284 certification. 
 
Update: LMGL have requested the Authority considers the group of CTCT and LMGL MEP meters as one population. 
LMGL have not analysed how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if either population can be 
recertified.  
The Code allows for the transfer of metering assets (MEO) without the agreement of the trader, however Contact 
Energy (the MEP) cannot contract out of the MEP obligations.  
 
Clarification: The statist cal sampling is invalid as it is one population for two different MEPs. No information has 
been provided to support an alternative to AS/NZS 1284 to recertify these installations.  
Action: Legacy Metering Group need to update the registry to record that all of their meters are not certified and 
LMGL need to arrange for recertification to occur.  
 
 
Project 2: 116 meters were sampled but only the first 100 were used to recertify the population. To avoid making 
the certification process potentially statistically invalid (as only taking the ‘first’ can introduce selection bias) all of 
the meters selected and returned need to be used in the sample. 
Next Steps: LMGL / Delta to re‐evaluate the certification based on the full sample of 116 meters returned and 
tested.  
 
Update: LMGL have performed some analysis and believe that the correct certification period if 2 years.  
Taking a quick look at the results we note there are two ‘outliers’ (SN#41910031 and SN#40912025, 5 full load 
‘failures’ and 3 light load ‘failures’. The AQL for full load is 4% (4 out of the 114 remaining meters, once outliers are 
excluded), so the AQL at full load may not have been met. 
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There is also some uncertainty regarding the results due to the inclusion of 3‐phase meters in the population. It 
appears there are two 3‐phase meters, both of which appear to have failed at least one test. This may make 
certification invalid and LMGL may need to split the population into 3‐phase meters and single phase meters. If 
LMGL does not have sufficient records to know which meters are 3‐phase, the distributor should be able to help 
identify 3‐phase connections to its network.  
 
Additionally the sampling assumes there is a homogenous population. Looking at the serial numbers of the two 
‘outliers’ (both with approx. 7‐8% error), both appear to be similar and may be the same make and model of meter. 
No other meters with a similar serial number have been sampled and it may be that there are specific types of 
meters that have errors that could be materially affecting consumers.  
 
Action: We recommend that LGML ensures that this recertification of 2 years is reviewed by your auditor to confirm 
this certification period is correct.  
 
 
Inspections: There was a lack of clarity regarding sample size selection for inspections and if this can be done 
outside of 1 Jan – 31 Dec window.  
Next Steps: LMGL to provide an inspection report to Grant Benvenuti by 1 April 2019 
 
Update: LMGL has completed some additional inspections. This approach has been ‘stratified’, with 51 ICPs 
inspected from a population of 467 10yr+ old meters. A further 67 meters have been inspection from a population 
of 619 7‐10yr old meters. There are 17 outstanding service requests.  
LMGL requests that this stratified approach be accepted by the Autho ity   
Stratification of sampling is a valid approach (assuming they have randomly selected a number of ICPs from each 
strata that is representative of the population).  
Based on my reading of the Code, I believe this random stratified approach is permitted. 
 
Clause 45(1) of Schedule 10.7 can be interpreted two ways: 
 

1. The selection and inspection must be pe formed within the 12 month period – this is the interpretation that 
has been taken historically  

 
2. The 12 month period is a discrete period, and the selection of a sample and the resultant inspections can 

happen at any time as long as they relate to that 12 month period. – this is an alternative interpretation 
that fits with the wording of the Code and makes it difficult to enforce the interpretation (1) above.  

 
The intention of the Clause was to ensure the inspections were completed within the 12 month window, and there 
is a proposed Code amendment to address this.  
 
Action: We recommend LMGL ensures that these inspections are reviewed by your auditor and included in the audit 
report.  
 
 
In addition to the above agreed actions, Legacy Metering Group has provided some technical results of testing, 
particularly around the use of a 1 phase meter on sites that require a 3‐phase supply. 
The meter board is not the only place a meter can be installed (and there is no obligation under the Code to install 
the meter on the meter board if it is not practical to do so). The LMGL proposal would require a Code amendment.  
Action: We recommend LMGL arranges for accurate metering to be installed. LMGL may also wish to propose a 
Code amendment similar to what has been proposed in the paper, this can be considered by the Authority though 
LMGL must still continue to meet its Code obligations.  
 
I hope this clears up the outstanding actions so LMGL can finalise and submit its audit. I will be passing a copy of this 
e‐mail (without attachments) to your auditor to keep them in the loop.  
 
Kind regards 
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Jonathon Staite 
Adviser Market Operations  

 
 

From:   
Sent: Wednesday, 20 March 2019 11:42 AM 
To: Grant Benvenuti; Alex Ehlert 
Subject: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hi Grant, 
Apologies for taking a bit longer to get back to you on this – we wanted to get some more testing done and gather 
more information to make our answers as complete as we possibly can. 
 
The attached paper responds to the three issues that came out of our meeting on 25/2. Namely: 

 Proj 1 numbers (incl 3phase) 
 Proj 2 116 results (incl 0.5lag) 
 2018 Inspection discussion 

 
We’ve also reflected the x 3 multiplier discussion for your review too. 
 
We are trying our very best to get everything right, and believed that we had been doing so. We’re keen to discuss 
this before we go any further. We’ll give you a call this afternoon. 
 
Regards, 

 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
 
P. O. Box 16 185 | 16/35 Riccarton Road | Christchurch 
DDI:   
Mobile:   

 
www.legacymetering.nz 
 

 

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender a d may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 

 
-- --------------------------------------------------------------- 
"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.  
It is intended for the named addressee only.  
If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or  
take any action in reliance upon this transmission." 
------------------------------------------------------------------  
------------------------------------------------------------------ 
"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.  
It is intended for the named addressee only.  
If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or  
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take any action in reliance upon this transmission." 
------------------------------------------------------------------  
------------------------------------------------------------------ 
"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.  
It is intended for the named addressee only.  
If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or  
take any action in reliance upon this transmission." 
------------------------------------------------------------------  
------------------------------------------------------------------ 
"The information contained in this transmission is confidential.  
It is intended for the named addressee only.  
If you are not the named addressee you may not copy, distribute or  
take any action in reliance upon this transmission." 
------------------------------------------------------------------  
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From: Jonathon Staite
Sent: Thursday, 21 March 2019 10:26 am
To: Grant Benvenuti
Cc: Ron Beatty; Alex Ehlert
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Attachments: RE: Actions from meeting with Veritek / Legacy Metering / Delta; FINAL PAPER LMGL Meeting 

25022019.docx

Hi Grant / Ron  

I have had a read‐through of the LMGL action points and they do not align to the agreed actions (attached).  

Project 1: Statistical sampling recertification for a population that included both Contact Energy MEP and LMGL MEP 
meters (at the time the sampling was conducted).   
Next Steps:  LMGL to analyse the statistics as to how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if the 
Contact Energy or the LMGL population of meters can be recertified.  This can be used to inform an alternative to 
1284 certification. 

Update:  LMGL have requested the Authority considers the group of CTCT and LMGL MEP meters as one population. 
LMGL have not analysed how many meters from each MEP were sampled to determine if either population can be 
recertified.  
The Code allows for the transfer of metering assets (MEO) without the agreement of the trader, however Contact 
Energy (the MEP) cannot contract out of the MEP obligations.   
I believe the statistical sampling remains invalid (as it is not for one MEP)  

Project 2: 116 meters were sampled but only the first 100 were used to recertify the population.  To avoid making 
the certification process potentially statistically invalid (as only taking the ‘first’ can introduce selection bias) all of 
the meters selected and returned need to be used in the sample. 
Next Steps:  LMGL  / Delta to re‐evaluate the certification based on the full sample of 116 meters returned and 
tested.   

Update: LMGL have performed some analysis and believe that the correct certification period if 2 years.   
Ron: Can you review these results (Appendix 4), as there are some meters with very high low load error that are 
sitting in the “pass” column.  

Inspections:  There was a lack of clarity regarding sample size selection for inspections and if this can be done 
outside of 1 Jan – 31 Dec window.     
Next Steps:  LMGL to provide an inspection report to Grant Benvenuti by 1 April 2019 

Update: LMGL has completed some additional inspections.  This approach has been ‘stratified’, with 51 ICPs 
inspected from a population of 467 10yr+ old meters.  A further 67 meters have been inspection from a population 
of 619 7‐10yr old meters.  There are 17 outstanding service requests.  
LMGL requests that this stratified approach be accepted by the Authority.  
Talking to Julia Hall (who has a statistics background), stratification of sampling is valid and is still a random 
approach (assuming they have selected a number of ICPs from each strata that is representative of the population).  
Based on my reading of the Code, I believe this random stratified approach is permitted. 

However internal discussions with legal have found no record of any opinion or view that inspections can go outside 
of the calendar year window.   
I remain of the view that inspections need to be conducted within the 12 month window, which has led to 
automatic cancellation of certification.   
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www.legacymetering.nz 
 

 

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of t e 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/o  
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, 23 April 2019 3:56 pm
To: Alex Ehlert; 
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Attachments: FINAL PAPER LMGL Meeting 25022019.docx; Contact-Energy-Metering-Equipment-

Provider-2018-10-05-RD.pdf; Contact-Energy-Metering-Equipment-Provider-05-10-17-RD.pdf

Hi Alex 

Thanks for taking the call just now. 

Page 3 of the submission we made mentions the Contact Energy as MEP Audit conducted by Steve whereby of 
course the ICPs in question still in their name but with LMGL were discussed.   

The 2017 and 2018 Contact Energy MEP audit reports are also attached.  2017 notes that LMGL is doing the Stat 
Sample for these and the Audit.  There is also the note in 2018 that it has been concluded and will be transitioned to 
LMGL. 

In our various Auditor reports Steve makes comments that he knows about the other ICPs that TRUS had not 
nominated us for but that they are all in the same single population programme. 

To now raise this post our work when the Authority knew at the very moment we started out and all along about 
the situation (as did the auditor) leaves us feeling more than just a little frustrated.  Why now?  

We could argue for some time on Project 2 but are willing to work with the EA.  

Can you please read all of the below and the rest of our word document attached that we submitted.  Also 
important to read 10.21. 

Regards 

 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 

DDI:   
Mobile:   

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
ind v dual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
a y attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. Rele
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From:
Sent: Wednesday, 24 April 2019 10:44 am
To: Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty;
Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Attachments: Delta Test House Statement.pdf; FINAL PAPER LMGL Meeting 25022019.docx

Hi Alex and Ron, 
Please find attached the response to   in relation to his request for the information. 

Regards, 
 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 

DDI:  
Mobile:   

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, 24 April 2019 10:43 AM 
To:  > 
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points ‐ Meeting 25 Feb 

Hi  , 
Please find below the breakdown of the metering in P2 compared to the meters returned. As you can see there’s 
also a little bit of variability in the description of the returned devices. 

A couple of points to note: 

 As stated in the paper Project 2 was not a typical population. It was a 1ph population, hence we would
expect only 1ph meters to appear

 The successful change out (rate of removal) from different areas meant that due to the predominance of
those meter types in those areas that there was greater proportion of that type of meter over the others
when the lab staff went out to grab  meters for testing (remember discussions relating to v v high UTI rates
and logistics failures from Vircom vs those from other installers)

 There was timing pressure from the EA and Retailers and of course ourselves being placed on the Delta Test
House and Lab and once they saw from the returns they had enough returned they began the lab testing
process. As discussed before this may not be congruent with the exact order of the selection.  The earliest
Service Requests should though have seen the earlier list entries being returned before the later ones. This
is in keeping with the approach of the ATHs for all other random sample processes.  Ie: they have not done
anything different for LMG over and above for the other programmes they have run for others. Artificial
manipulation of this approach introduces delays and potentially interferes with the randomness of the
sample.

 The testhouse has also advised, that taking all the above in to account and the percentage of those tested vs
returned  that they are happy with the “representativeness” of the meters tested as it relates to the
population. This note is also attached as well as included in the paper
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I have attached the paper we prepared for Grant and Jonathon. 

In so far as P1 goes, I did provide the analysis Jonathon was after – specifically 16% of the metering was the 
TRUS_CTCT sites – this equates to 24 meters in the tested population. Breaking the two subsets out means that 126 
meters were tested from the LMGL only subset. 

Project 2 Models as Tested vs Returned Meters  

Model Types  Returned meters 
Number 
tested  % tested 

S200  33.0%  56  44% 

S29  11.6%  12  14% 

E89  11.1%  20  17% 

F2K  10.8%  0  0% 

5 Dial 1 reg MUN021  4.0%  9  8% 

CL27‐2  4.0%  1  1% 

iph2w  3.3%  0  0% 

C11B2  3.0%  5  4% 

B31B  2.6%  5  4% 

S200‐7  1.9%  1  1% 

FNE12Q  1.4%  3  3% 

fm  1.2%  0  0% 

fnn2q  1.1%  2  2% 

GE24  1.1%  1  1% 

Unknown  1.0%  1  1% 

CE  0.8% 

s3  0.8% 

FL  0.7% 

iph  0.6% 

M3i  0.6% 

CL147  0.4% 

CL27  0.3% 

f4k100  0.3% 

fna  0.3% 

FNAA  0.3% 

fnaa34  0 3% 

fnab34q  0.3% 

fnea340  0.3% 

fnea34q  0.3% 

j19  0.3% 

K320NXEP  0.3% 

k33  0.3% 

K420INS  0.3% 

M4F5  0.3% 

S301.1  0.3% 

zfb  0.3% 

C11B3A  0.1% 

CM143xf6  0.1% 

e43  0.1% 

FMM  0.1% 

M2XL4  0.1% 

Grand Total  100.0%  100% 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
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Clarification:  The statistical sampling is invalid as it is one population for two different MEPs.  No information has 
been provided to support an alternative to AS/NZS 1284 to recertify these installations.  
Action:  Legacy Metering Group need to update the registry to record that all of their meters are not certified and 
LMGL need to arrange for recertification to occur.   
 
 
Project 2: 116 meters were sampled but only the first 100 were used to recertify the population.  To avoid making 
the certification process potentially statistically invalid (as only taking the ‘first’ can introduce selection bias) all of 
the meters selected and returned need to be used in the sample. 
Next Steps:  LMGL  / Delta to re‐evaluate the certification based on the full sample of 116 meters returned and 
tested.   
 
Update: LMGL have performed some analysis and believe that the correct certification period if 2 years    
Taking a quick look at the results we note there are two ‘outliers’ (SN#41910031 and SN#40912025, 5 full load 
‘failures’ and 3 light load ‘failures’.  The AQL for full load is 4% (4 out of the 114 remaining meters, once outliers are 
excluded), so the AQL at full load may not have been met. 
 
There is also some uncertainty regarding the results due to the inclusion of 3‐phase meters in the population.  It 
appears there are two 3‐phase meters, both of which appear to have failed at least one test.  This may make 
certification invalid and LMGL may need to split the population into 3‐phase meters and single phase meters.  If 
LMGL does not have sufficient records to know which meters are 3‐phase, the distributor should be able to help 
identify 3‐phase connections to its network.   
 
Additionally the sampling assumes there is a homogenous population.  Looking at the serial numbers of the two 
‘outliers’ (both with approx. 7‐8% error), both appear to be similar and may be the same make and model of meter. 
No other meters with a similar serial number have been sampled and it may be that there are specific types of 
meters that have errors that could be materially affecting consumers.   
 
Action:  We recommend that LGML ensures that this recertification of 2 years is reviewed by your auditor to confirm 
this certification period is correct.   
 
 
Inspections:  There was a lack of clarity regarding sample size selection for inspections and if this can be done 
outside of 1 Jan – 31 Dec window.     
Next Steps:  LMGL to provide an inspection report to Grant Benvenuti by 1 April 2019 
 
Update: LMGL has completed some additional inspections.  This approach has been ‘stratified’, with 51 ICPs 
inspected from a population of 467 10yr+ old meters.  A further 67 meters have been inspection from a population 
of 619 7‐10yr old meters.  There are 17 outstanding service requests.  
LMGL requests that this stratified approach be accepted by the Authority.  
Stratification of sampling is a valid approach (assuming they have randomly selected a number of ICPs from each 
strata that is representative of the population).  
Based on my reading of the Code, I believe this random stratified approach is permitted. 
 
Clause 45(1) of Schedule 10.7 can be interpreted two ways: 
 

1) The selection and inspection must be performed within the 12 month period – this is the interpretation that 
has been taken historically  

 
2) The 12 month period is a discrete period, and the selection of a sample and the resultant inspections can 

happen at any time as long as they relate to that 12 month period. – this is an alternative interpretation 
that fits with the wording of the Code and makes it difficult to enforce the interpretation (1) above.   

 
The intention of the Clause was to ensure the inspections were completed within the 12 month window, and there 
is a proposed Code amendment to address this.  
 

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



5

Action:  We recommend LMGL ensures that these inspections are reviewed by your auditor and included in the 
audit report.   
 
 
In addition to the above agreed actions, Legacy Metering Group has provided some technical results of testing, 
particularly around the use of a 1 phase meter on sites that require a 3‐phase supply. 
The meter board is not the only place a meter can be installed (and there is no obligation under the Code to install 
the meter on the meter board if it is not practical to do so). The LMGL proposal would require a Code amendment.  
Action:  We recommend LMGL arranges for accurate metering to be installed.  LMGL may also wish to propose a 
Code amendment similar to what has been proposed in the paper, this can be considered by the Authority though 
LMGL must still continue to meet its Code obligations.     
 
I hope this clears up the outstanding actions so LMGL can finalise and submit its audit.  I will be passing a copy of this 
e‐mail (without attachments) to your auditor to keep them in the loop.   
 
Kind regards 

    Jonathon Staite 
       Adviser Market Operations                   

 
 

From:   
Sent: Wednesday, 20 March 2019 11:42 AM 
To: Grant Benvenuti; Alex Ehlert 
Subject: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hi Grant, 
Apologies for taking a bit longer to get back to you on this – we wanted to get some more testing done and gather 
more information to make our answers as complete as we possibly can. 
 
The attached paper responds to the three issues that came out of our meeting on 25/2. Namely: 

 Proj 1 numbers (incl 3phase) 
 Proj 2 116 results (incl 0.5lag) 
 2018 Inspection discussion 

 
We’ve also reflected the x 3 multiplier discussion for your review too. 
 
We are trying our very best to get  verything right, and believed that we had been doing so. We’re keen to discuss 
this before we go any further  We’ll give you a call this afternoon. 
 
Regards, 

 
 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
 
P. O. Box 16 185 | 16/35 Riccarton Road | Christchurch 
DDI  
Mobile:   

 
www.legacymetering.nz 
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This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 
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The test house (which is keen to commence the testing while the lab is available) retrieves 70 of the 75 urban 
meters and tests them within 1 month of the process starting.  It then takes another 2 months to get back 70 of the 
75 rural meters for testing.  
Rather than having the 50/50 split that the random sampling had selected, there is now a 70 / 30 split, with a strong 
bias for the installations that were in urban locations.   
This means that the rural meters are underrepresented, and assuming there is diversity in the meters by location (as 
you have suggested is the case below) the results of the ‘first 100’ meters tested do not represent the accuracy of 
the population.   

I can an issue when AS/NZS 1284 sets absolute thresholds for failures, so if a test exceeds the minimum sample size 
this will make it more likely these absolute thresholds will be exceeded.    
When there are absolute thresholds for failures the sampling process should include mechanisms for ensuring that 
the sample remains random and representative of the population.  This may include randomly selecting mete s from 
within the full sample of meters tested to meet the sample size and ensuring there are records of every site selected 
being visited (and meter returned) prior to completion of the recertification programme.  

Date of return bias 
I am sorry if you feel that we are inferring that Legacy Metering or Delta have been less than above board.  This was 
not the case and we appreciate the level of engagement  you have had. You have been open with us and willing to 
provide this information and help us understand the process outside of any formal investigation or audit process.  
In order to better understand the results we engaged a statistician in our market monitoring team.  They noted that 
a significant proportion of the failures were at the tail of the dataset, and anecdotally we understand the meters 
were reported in the order they were tested.  To better understand the influence the time between removal and 
testing may have on the results, they were keen to perform a “survival test”. This test involves adding ‘time’ (how 
long it took to test the meter) as an additional variable in the analysis.    
We were asking to help our understanding of the situation and data provided. We are happy to take ‘no’ for an 
answer if Legacy Metering Group does not want to provide this information.   

Test Lab Statements 
In the closing remarks you describe how the test lab has provided statements that they are comfortable with their 
findings and processes.   
As requested previously we would be keen to get the ATH’s records documenting the factors considered in the 
design of the statistical sample and how it is representative of the population.  
Additionally it sounds like the Test Lab (and by implication the ATH responsible for the recertification activities) may 
have processes that mean the sampling and results are not truly random and representative of the population being 
sampled.  
We would expect MEPs to be managing their ATH, and for the ATH to be meeting the requirements of the Code.  

Kind regards 
    Jonathon Staite 

       Adviser Market Operations
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From:
Sent: Monday, 15 July 2019 2:06 pm
To: Jonathon Staite; Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti; Rob Mitchell; 
Subject: FW: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Attachments: LMG 2019 Audit - FINAL.docx

Hi Jonathan, 

Thanks for this. 

Yes – LMGL has finalised the report and sent it to Veritek for review. I have attached the copy we have sent to 
Veritek. Pretty much unchanged from the version we sent through a couple of weeks ago. 

Please note (with regard to your comment about LMGL choosing to use 100) – LMGL has not chosen to use the 100. 
This “choice” (or decision) is by the ATH. We do not have an ATH (unlike other MEPs) and rely solely on the 3rd Party 
analysis, experience, and advice. We understand that the ATH’s “choice” is based on the rules, codes and standards 
and the ATH has assessed the results also on the basis of its observation and experience, as evidenced by their 
statements that they have provided. Just to re‐iterate – this is not LMGL choosing the results – this is the reported 
results from the Testhouse. For clarity, LMGL has no financial or other assoc ation with the ATH (in this case, Delta) 
other than a commercial, contractual relationship. 

We note your advice regarding the audit report below, thank you  As noted above, we will submit the audit report 
as is. 

Regarding your questions in relation to the dynamics of the project – I have provided summary detail below. This 
was particularly challenging due to the active rollouts happening in the networks concurrently. 

In the initial phase of the project, there were very low numbers were returned to Delta from the field. There were 
three main causes of this 

a. High UTI rates
b. Techs not returning meters to the designated return points in a timely manner
c. Third party logis ic  failures

Consequently we needed to issue more ICPs to the Retailers than was ideal just so that we could increase the 
chances of getting the required number of meters returned in a timely fashion. 

We have provided a table below of the meters returned vs those tested. We understand that it was from this 
analysis that the Test House prepared the statement as to their contentment that both the returned meters and the 
tested meters reflected the nature of the population:  

Project 2 Models as Tested vs Returned Meters  

Model Types  Returned meters 
Number 
tested  % tested 

S200  33.0%  56  44% 

S29  11.6%  12  14% 

E89  11.1%  20  17% 

F2K  10.8%  0  0% 

5 Dial 1 reg MUN021  4.0%  9  8% 

CL27‐2  4.0%  1  1% 

iph2w  3.3%  0  0% 

C11B2  3.0%  5  4% 
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B31B  2.6%  5  4% 

S200‐7  1.9%  1  1% 

FNE12Q  1.4%  3  3% 

fm  1.2%  0  0% 

fnn2q  1.1%  2  2% 

GE24  1.1%  1  1% 

Unknown  1.0%  1  1% 

CE  0.8%     
s3  0.8%     
FL  0.7%     
iph  0.6%     
M3i  0.6%     
CL147  0.4%     
CL27  0.3%     
f4k100  0.3%     
fna  0.3%     
FNAA  0.3%     
fnaa34  0.3%     
fnab34q  0.3%     
fnea340  0.3%     
fnea34q  0.3%     
j19  0.3%     
K320NXEP  0.3%     
k33  0.3%     
K420INS  0.3%     
M4F5  0.3%     
S301.1  0.3% 

zfb  0.3% 

C11B3A  0.1% 

CM143xf6  0.1%     
e43  0.1%     
FMM  0.1%     
M2XL4  0.1%     
Grand Total  100.0%    100% 

 
We have passed your request for other documentation back to the testhouse although we understand that Veritek 
has already reviewed documentat on both from us and at Delta?  We have been advised by the Testhouse that 
Veritek has recently reviewed Test House documentation in relation to the LMGL Stat Sample Project during a 
recent visit to Delta for another purpose. We been advised that both Godfrey (Testhouse Manager) and Harrison 
Orme are currently away from the office – on leave and on a training programme respectively. Hopefully we’ll hear 
back soon. 
 
In brief answer to your list of questions: 
 

how many installations were in the sample  325 installation made up the original sample to cov

was the sample extended (if so by how much and how many times)  Extended twice. First by 89 sites, then by another 4

how many were visited  434 sites were visited in total 

how many were returned from the field  318 sites eventually returned meters from the field

how many were unable to be accessed  116 sites couldn’t be accessed (27% UTI’s) 

how many were not visited   24 sites were not visited 

 
Regards, 

 
 

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

s9(2)(a)



3

 
 

Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 
 
DDI:   
Mobile:   
 

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 

 

From: Jonathon Staite    
Sent: Wednesday, 3 July 2019 10:00 AM 
To:   Grant Benvenuti   Alex Ehlert 

; Ron Beatty  ; Rob Mitchell   
Cc:   
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points ‐ Meeting 25 Feb 
 
Hello  ,  
 
Thank you for this information.   
 
 
More information needed to understand if sampling was random and representative of the population  
We are still stuck on the LMGL decision to use the first 100 installations sampled rather than the 116 installations 
tested.  This appears to materially affect the outcome of the certification process.   
 
The Authority would like copies of the documents and processes, including the analysis the test house performed to 
conclude that the results (used to certify the population) were both random and representative of the population.    
We are also keen to get a breakdown of the sampling process.   

 how many installations were in the sample 

 was the sample extended (if so by how much and how many times) 

 how many were visited 

 how many were returned from the field 

 how many were unable to be accessed 

 how many were not visited  
 
In terms of the Delta ATH audit, you will want to talk to your auditor about how relevant the assessment is to your 
specific circumstance.  I suspect the auditor has looked at the “testing by attributes” approach in AS/NZS 1284 and 
these statements may not hold true for the “testing by variables” approach.  
 
 
Delivery of final audit report should not be delayed further due to this review 
I don’t see any benefit in delaying the delivery of the final audit report.  I think it is best if this issue is transparent in 
the audit and it is clear that the Authority is aware of the issue and is looking into it.  
 
With regards to the final audit report, if there is something that Legacy Metering Group does not want to see in the 
audit report there are several options: 
 

1. Request the information be withed because not withholding this information would (a) would disclose a 
trade secret; or (b) would be likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of the person who 
supplied or is the subject of the information.  
We follow the same guidelines as the Official Information Act (OIA) when assessing if something should be 
withheld from publication.   
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The guidelines can be found here: 
http://www.ombudsman.parliament.nz/system/paperclip/document files/document files/1265/original/p
art 2c other reasons for refusing official information ‐ commercial information.pdf?1450331887  

This guideline should help you provide the information we require in order to make an informed decision 
regarding redacting information for the audit report.  

We would need you to provide information to help us  understand why not withholding this information (a) 
would disclose a trade secret; or (b) would be likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of 
the person who supplied or is the subject of the information.  This is a legal decision and we would get our 
legal team involved in ensuring the OIA test is met and decision is robust. 

2. Convince the auditor to amend the audit report
If the information is related to specific issues, but not to compliance of the participant then it is possible the
auditor can word it in a way that addresses the issue.  For example if an audit identified ICPs with incorrect
information, it is possible to report that the ICPs exist but not report the ICP numbers in the audit report.
If the issue is that you do not want an alleged non‐compliance reported then you would need to convince
the auditor that the non‐compliance does not exist.  Auditors are expected to be independent from the
organisation they are auditing and to audit to the wording and requirements of the Code.

3. Get another audit
If you do not agree with the auditors findings, you can always arrange for a different auditor to perform the
audit (at your own cost).

Kind regards 
    Jonathon Staite 

       Adviser Market Operations
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, 16 July 2019 10:28 am
To: ; Jonathon Staite; Alex Ehlert; Ron Beatty; Grant Benvenuti; Rob Mitchell
Subject: RE: LMGL Action Points - Meeting 25 Feb
Attachments: Audit received

Hi All  

The completed audit documents have been received by Veritek in PDF form and I have loaded them to the 
portal.  The confirmation automatic email is attached.  

The only difference to the Word document that was with the email below is that the side comments have been 
deleted prior to receipt by return from Veritek. 

Regards 

 

 
Legacy Metering Group (LMG) Limited 

DDI:   
Mobile:   

This electronic mail message together with any attachment is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient then do not disclose, copy or use the 
contents in any way, and please let us know by return e-mail then destroy this message. Any views expressed in this message are those of the 
individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Management. We are not responsible for any changes made to this message and/or 
any attachments after sending. We accept no responsibility for viruses or defect in this email or any attachments. 
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from time to time. You acknowledge that any such material is intended to be for 

guidance only and does not relieve you from your obligation to comply with the Code. 

6. You will conduct audits in accordance with any guidelines (e.g. in relation to the form of 

audit report) set by the Authority. However, in the event of inconsistency between the 

Code and any guidelines or other material  the Code will prevail. 

 

Auditors are required to comply with the “Auditor Protocol”.  The auditor protocol contains a section on 
professional and ethical requirements.  The details are as follows: 

 

3 Professional and ethical requirements 

Fundamental principles of audit best practice 

3.1 Auditors must comply with the following five fundamental principles of audit best 

practice: 

(a) integrity: to be straightforward and honest 

(b) objectivity: to not allow bias, conflict of interest, or undue influence override 

professional judgement 

(c) professional competence and due care: to maintain knowledge and skill at a level 

necessary to competently undertake the relevant audit 

(d) confidentiality: to respect confidentiality of information acquired in the course of 

audits and not disclose such information to third parties without proper authority 

(unless there is a legal/regulatory reason to do so) 

(e) professional behaviour: to be compliant with relevant laws and regulations and not 

act in a manner that discredits the auditor’s profession. 

Point “b” is important in the context of this audit.  The audit findings are based on my professional 
judgement  and the other information available has been considered but has not affected objectivity. 
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Audit observation 

I confirmed that LMGL has ceased to be responsible for some metering installations by checking the event 
detail report.   

Audit commentary 

LMGL continues with their responsibilities, mainly in relation to the storage of records, which are kept 
indefinitely.  I requested the records for five installations where LMGL had ceased to be responsible and 
these were all available and checked. 

Audit outcome 

Compliant 
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Audit commentary 

LMGL has provided information to ATH’s in the past and this may occur in future.  There are no current 
examples to examine. 

Audit outcome 

Not applicable 
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Using the registry data from July 2018, the population would be 1,603 and if the population was identified 
in December 2018 the population would be 1,105, therefore the population as at January 2018 would 
have been over 500 and possibly over 1,200, so the sample size should have been 80 or 125, not 50.  The 

LMGL provided an update on 24/04/19, confirming that additional sample was drawn from the population 
of meters with a date range of 84 to 114 months since certification.  Inspections were conducted of a 
sample of this population and a report was provided to the Authority by 01/04/19.  Whilst the original 
sample was incorrectly selected, it appears this matter is now resolved because the Authority has agreed 
that stratification of sampling is a valid approach. 

I originally reported that the Code is clear that certification is cancelled for the population due for sample 
inspection.  That quantity is currentlywas 1,105 ICPs.  My finding was based on the following wording of 
the Code: 

“…for each 12 month period commencing 1 January and ending 31 December, a sample, selected under 
subclause (2), of the category 1 metering installations for which it is responsible has been inspected by an 
ATH within the period set out in Table 1 of Schedule 10.1 starting from the date of the earliest certification 
date of a metering installation in the group.” 

Clause 20(1) of Schedule 10.7 goes on to say: 

“The certification of a metering installation is automatically cancelled on the date on which any 1 of the 
following events takes place … an inspection of the metering installation, that is required under this Part, 
is not carried out in accordance with the relevant clauses of this Part.” 

On 23/04/19  the Authority provided clarification that: “The Code requirements for inspections of category 
1 metering installations undertaken using statistical sampling are insufficiently clear as to when and how 
the sample inspections must be performed and completed.”  Which means that certification is not 
cancelled even though the inspections were not completed within the period 01/01/18 to 31/12/18. 

The next issue relates to low burden on CT metered installations.  The Authority provided a memo on 
04/04/16 clarifying that: 

 
The memo also states: 

 Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

































  
  
   

 57 

Regarding Clauses 
16(1) and (5) of 
Schedule 10.7 

Ensure future statistical 
sampling separates single 
and three phase meters 
into separate populations. 

Stat Sampling – Project 1: 

This is across two “MEP” identifiers 
as shown in the registry. 

As known, LMG purchased one 
population of meters from Contact 
Energy and commenced as MEP at 
that point. Trustpower failed / 
refused to update LMGL as MEP at 
that point despite requests from 
LMGL and Contact Energy to do so. 
LMG requests a determination that 
either: 

a. This was an administrative 
oversite and the Authority 
can determine that LMGL 
was the MEP in fact under 
10 21 or that 

b. Trustpower failed to 
update the registry with 
the correct information at 
the time and therefore 
breached 11.2 

So far as three-phase meters a  
concerned. The test points were 
undertaken as per he 
requirements. They simply weren’t 
included in the in tial calculation as 
there is no methodology described 
in AS1284 for the inclusion of 
0.5lag testpoints in the calculation 
of var ables. Subsequent, separate, 
calculation have demonstrated 
hat should these meters be 

analysed separately, they would 
pass variables criteria with a 
seven-year category pass. 

The ATH advises that the testing is 
robust and valid. 

 

Project 2 

The testhouse has provided 
documentation that the 
representativeness of the 
population is acceptable and have 
confirmed that the order of 
reporting in the analysis is the 
same as the order in which the 
meters were tested – there has not 
been any alteration of the order of 
testing. 

[auditor comment] 
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Audit commentary 

LMGL has not received any requests in relation to this clause. 

Audit outcome 

Not applicable 
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CONCLUSION 

The audit identified nine non-compliances. 

The main issue found is that the statistical sampling processes for two populations of meters at 29,353 
ICPs do not comply with the Code or with AS/NZS 1284.13.  This audit concludes that certification for 
these metering installations is not valid.  Three issues were found, which are listed belowThe issue has 
three main points, as follows: 

4. Populations with different MEPs were combined into one population. 

5. The additional three phase test point was originally excluded from the pass/fail calculation. 

6. 16 of a sample of 116 meters were excluded from the pass/fail calculation.  Seven of the 16 meters 
excluded had errors greater than 3%.  The last two meters on the list were three phase and both 
had errors greater than 3%.   

Additional information was provided by the Authority on 23/04/19 and LMGL on 24/04/19.  This 
information was considered  and further comment is included in Sections 6.4  7.13 and 8.1.  There are 
minor changes to some findings, but the main issues are still present, particularly in relation to non-
compliant statistical sampling processes. 

Several issues were found with certification practices, as follows: 

4. Some certification reports did not have prevailing load or register advance results recorded. 

5. Some Category 2 installations were certified using the comparative method, but the uncertainty 
calculations did not take temperature into account. 

6. Some Category 2 installations were certified without low burden being addressed. 

Registry information accuracy and timeliness of updates has a high level of compliance, along with the . 

The date of the next audit is determined by the Electricity Autho ity and is dependent on the level of 
compliance during this audit.  The table below provides some guidance on this matter and recommends 
an audit frequency of three months.  I recommend the Authority considers a longer period of six months 
to allow sufficient time to resolve the issues surrounding statistical sampling and Category 2 installations 
where recertification may be required. 

 

PARTICIPANT RESPONSE 

The main issues coming from the audit are the completion of the two statistical sampling projects as 
undertaken by the ATH. 

As described earlier in the paper: 

Project 1: 

Trustpower was aware of the sale of one population of assets to LMGL by Contact in 2016. Both Contact 
Energy and LMGL requested Trustpower to nominate LMGL as the MEP. Trustpower, however, did not 
update the registry with the correct information as requested. 

The issue of non nomination of the LMGL sites had been signaled to the auditor and the authority in 
earlier MEP audits and conversations. LMGL and Delta had commenced the statistical sampling 
programme in early 2017. 

If this was not an administrative issue under which the Authority could determine that LMGL was in fact 
the MEP (per 10.21) then this must be a breach of 11.2 (Requirement to provide complete and accurate 
nformation) by Trustpower. The consequence of which is that LMG and Delta undertook a population Rele
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selection across two different MEPs as shown in the registry and an unintended consequential breach has 
therefore occurred. 

The inclusion of three phase metering was advised as acceptable by the ATH on the basis of advice 
received by an auditor. Three phase metering was tested at all testpoints as required by AS1284, however, 
as there is no prescribed methodology for the assessment of the 0.5 lag testpoint for variables in AS1284, 
these test point results were not included in the original analysis submitted. 

Project 2: 

The implication of the analysis shown is that the order of results was manipulated by the ATH so as to give 
a “good” result. This is not the case and the testhouse has confirmed in writing that the order of analysis 
was the order in which the results were received (the order in which the meters were tested). The 
testhouse has also separately confirmed that they are satisfied with the representativeness of the sample 
as tested. These statements are provided as documents separate to this audit document. 

 

Statistical Sampling in General  

LMGL contracted Delta’s Class-A test lab to follow the approved processes Delta have used for other 
MEPs’ sample programmes for population determination, Test Lab processes and Accuracy and 
Certification determination.  The Test House issues the certification. 

Delta Test House concluded from the individual results, the combined population, their own experience 
with the programmes and the meters concerned, that the conditions were acceptable to both them and 
complied with AS1284. 

As described above, LMGL seeks a determination that it is and was the MEP of the population for Project 
1 either because: 

• The non-nomination by Trustpower was an administrative oversight (10.21) after being 
requested by Contact Energy and LMGL to nominate or tha ; 

• The non-nomination was a result of incorrect information supplied to the registry and was a  
breach of clause 11.2 (not necessarily intentionally) 

In either case, the population was sold to LMGL as ne population by Contact Energy (not differentiated 
by retailer). LMGL operated functionally as the MEP for these sites where all operational issues relating 
to the meters were directed to LMGL (including maintenance and BAU changes). 

CT Burdening 

The ongoing issue of CT Burdening s raised in this audit. The ATHs advise (as per the detail in the 
document) that they consider that the Code does not require CT burdening to be undertaken upon 
comparative recertification of the Cat2 sites in question. Whilst there is a subsequent memo, this does 
not appear to clarify an apparent intention for CT burdening to take place for comparative recertification. 

General Compliance 

As an example, with 0001501996ENB0C, LMGL is trying to resolve this site although the retailer has 
expressed an intention to replace metering with AMI or TOU metering once we are able to fix this. This 
has involved a considerable number of emails and phone calls to the networks, three field service 
providers, the customer and the Retailer.  The retailer has now recently changed, and investigations have 
revealed that there is a settable fuse (although this is considered unacceptable by the network), the MDI 
has been found and this has shown a maximum demand of no more than 400A and actions are underway 
no  w th the new retailer to achieve some resolution. 

LMGL is striving to achieve compliance in all aspects of its operation and continues to work closely with 
ATHs and retailers to ensure that the operations and the data is compliant and correct. Rele
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As an MEP, LMGL relies on the certification and information that is it provided by the testhouses and 
expends considerable energy in ensuring that the material that it is provided is as robust and as correct 
as possible, to its knowledge. 
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