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Until 31 March 2012.

?????????
Legalised theft
The Board made a very valiant attempt to communicate with the industry this week by reiterating what were advised in last weeks “Fellow Practitioner” regarding getting you gasfitting points and paying your fees.  This is what they released:

Dear Practitioner, 

You may have heard that the Regulations Review Committee (RRC) has recommended to Parliament that the Board’s disciplinary levy be disallowed because it has not been set correctly, and  you may be wondering how that affects relicensing this year. 

Our advice to you is to relicense as usual. It is not yet known if Parliament will agree to the RRC recommendation, or when it would take effect. In the meantime, you need to ensure that you have a current licence from 1 April if you intend to continue working in the plumbing, gasfitting or drainlaying trades. 

It is also worth noting that the RRC has not said that the Board has set fees that are too high in total but rather that part of the fee has been set under the wrong section of the Act. This will be corrected and is unlikely to result in lower total fees.

Very informative until the final paragraph where it’s a bit of a half truth and we were always told to tell the whole truth. This is what the RRC had to say about discipline:

We are not satisfied that when setting the disciplinary levy the board met the requirements of section 143(1) of the Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers Act in two respects: by intending to use the levy to fund enforcement action against nonregistered persons, and to fund some costs that do not appear to arise from investigations, or disciplinary proceedings, relating to registered persons. Therefore, it appears to have made an unusual or unexpected use of the power in section 143(1) of the Act.

Although the board has a function to prosecute non-registered persons under section137(p), in our view the disciplinary levy cannot be used to fund this work. We agree with the board that transparency is important, but this cannot override statutory authority.
Mr Gordon also argued that the levy was being used to fund general running costs, which is not authorised by section 143(1). We do not agree entirely with this argument. A proportion of such costs appear to us to be necessary for supporting the board’s investigative and disciplinary functions, and as such they are arguably costs arising out of investigations or disciplinary proceedings relating to registered persons. 
However, a document supplied by Mr Gordon which he obtained under the Official Information Act indicates that costs for “collection costs and bad debts”, a “practitioner road show”, a “fees review”, an “infringement notices project”, and a “debt collection project” were also allocated to complaints and discipline. These costs appear to have been used to calculate the disciplinary levy. 
The board did not dispute the claims made by Mr Gordon concerning this document. We are not satisfied that all of these costs can be fairly described as costs arising out of investigations, or disciplinary proceedings, relating to registered persons.

We are not satisfied that when setting the disciplinary levy the board met the requirements of section 143(1). The board appears to believe it can use the levy to fund enforcement action against non-registered persons and to fund some costs that do not appear to arise from investigations, or disciplinary proceedings, relating to registered persons. We do not agree.
We recommend that the board take steps to reassess the amount it will set as a disciplinary levy, paying careful attention to the requirements of section 143. We cannot say what an appropriate amount might be as we do not have all the relevant information, but it seems to us likely that this process will result in setting a new amount as a disciplinary levy.
So well done to the Board it’s the first positive steps in communication for a long time but the whole truth is better than a half truth.

But don’t get too comfortable as the truth is about to follow - you see the Board and Government don’t really care about the Regulation Review Committee decision because by the time the Government makes a decision the Board will have already collected this year’s fees. 

Any thought of refunds is a myth because if the Government disallows the regulations it will be effective that day not back dated so in effect its legalised theft.
The situation in simple terms:

The Board have manipulated their legislation and have dishonestly taken money from us.

They have been caught and the Regulation Review Committee has ruled against them. 

The Government has allowed themselves until 16 May 2011 to make a decision to disallow the regulation or not. In effect colluding with the Board so the Board will still have a revenue stream for this year.
The Board expect our fees by the end of March and if we don’t pay we don’t work.

Remember this from the Chairperson 

This progress has continued apace since then with the most recent milestone being the completion of a comprehensive strategic plan which focuses on achieving:

· Legal Compliance.

· Cost effectiveness.

· Trust and confidence.

· Informed consumer and public.

· Financial sustainability.
What a bunch of lies.  

· There will never be legal compliance as long as the Board believes they are above the law.

· There will never be cost effectiveness as long as the Board is not held accountable by the Government.

· There will never be trust and confidence as long as the Board lies and uses devious tactics.

The Minister, his advisors and the Board should be ashamed to treat the industry in this morally depraved way.
This corrupt behaviour and absolute abuse of power should not be in New Zealand and is a slap in the face for democracy and all that is right.  
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