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Dispute Resolution Services Ltd is an independent, Crown-owned 

company providing specialist complaint management and dispute 

resolution services in New Zealand.

DRSL provides a range of dispute resolution schemes:

 • Accident Compensation Corporation (ACC) – resolving disputes 
around claim decisions and entitlements

 • Telecommunication Dispute Resolution (TDR) scheme – an  
external complaint process for telecommunication consumers

 • Financial Dispute Resolution (FDR) scheme – the Government’s 
dispute resolution scheme for the retail financial sector

 • Alternative Disputes Resolution (ADR) service for complaints  
about real estate agents referred by consumers to the  
Real Estate Agents Authority. 

DRSL is independent, professional and fair. 

All DRSL schemes are free for consumers and small businesses to use.

.
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DRSL is a specialist dispute resolution company. 
It provides services to resolve disputes between 
organisations and the people with whom they 
come into contact. 

Alternative dispute resolution is an internationally 
accepted alternative to solving disagreements 
that might otherwise end up in court. There are 
several alternative dispute resolution processes – 
facilitation, mediation and adjudication – and DRSL 
provides services in all of these areas, including 
the establishment of comprehensive complaint 
management systems for other organisations. 

DRSL has resolved disputes of all kinds and all 
levels of complexity, including medical, insurance, 
disability, employment and commercial matters, 
and handles more than 10,000 issues  
nationwide per year. 

DRSL has offices in Auckland, Wellington and 
Christchurch and has a staff of highly qualified 
professionals, including trained mediators and 
adjudicators, and a strong team of client-focused 
advisors and administrators. 

DRSL delivers comprehensive complaint 
management systems in many sectors as follows: 

 • Accident Compensation Corporation (ACC) 
reviewing decisions on behalf of consumers

 • Telecommunications sector via the 
Telecommunication Dispute Resolution  
(TDR) scheme

 • Financial sector via the Financial Dispute 
Resolution (FDR) scheme 

 • Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) 

 • Real Estate Agents Authority (REAA) 

 • Health and Disability Commissioner (HDC). 

DRSL was established in July 1999 to provide 
independent dispute resolution services for the 
ACC. On 1 July 2011 it became an independent 
Crown-owned company. 

DRSL’s goal is to be a centre of excellence for 
complaint management and dispute resolution 
services in New Zealand, providing comprehensive 
and innovative dispute resolution services to a 
range of industries and markets. 

Welcome to DRSL

“DRSL’s goal is to be a centre of excellence for 
complaint management and dispute resolution 
services in New Zealand.”

DISPUTE RESOLUTION SERVICES2



Comment from the Chair

The year ending 30 June 2012 saw the completion 
of the first year for DRSL as an independent 
Crown-owned company. 

The year was very much about establishing an 
independent stable platform for DRSL in what 
was a challenging environment following the final 
separation from ACC, including the establishment 
of stand-alone systems for Information and 
Communications Technology, and a Financial 
Management Information System. 

At the same time good progress was made in 
addressing cost effectiveness and it was pleasing 
to see that DRSL met its financial targets while 
services continue to meet quality and timeliness 
standards, as well as customer satisfaction targets.

ACC continues to be our major client, and  
volumes of reviews were consistent with those of 
previous years, however both Parties are currently 
working towards increasing the early intervention/
resolution ratios.

Relationships with our other clients (Ministry of 
Consumer Affairs, Telecommunications Carriers 
Forum, Real Estate Agents Authority and the 
Environmental Protection Authority) required 
substantial engagement as they face fiscal and 
environmental pressures of their own. 

It was pleasing to see that the Telecommunications 
Carriers Forum have renewed DRSL’s contract for 
another year. 

Recent research carried out with the general public 
has confirmed the very low awareness of DRSL and 
its services which is providing a barrier to growth 
opportunities for DRSL. A branding review is being 

undertaken to better understand and leverage 
its value proposition which may result in a name 
change and a change in how the organisation is 
presented publicly.

Limited progress was made to further grow and 
diversify DRSL’s client base over the 2011/2012 
year, however a number of potential new-client 
opportunities are now at the scoping stage. Conflict 
resolution training and expertise applied across the 
public sector to support more Whole of Government 
directives is also being pursued.

Finally I very much want to thank and acknowledge 
the Board, our Chief Executive Neil McKellar and 
his staff for their excellent work over the past year 
carried out with professionalism and integrity.  

Peter Blades
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Our mission is to provide New Zealand 
organisations and their customers a range of 
solutions to manage and resolve complaints and 
disputes that are: accessible, fair, independent, 
accountable, efficient and effective; and that 
serve to protect consumer’s rights, improve 
organisation’s capabilities and strengthen public 
trust in those organisations.

In our first year as a Crown Entity, with all the 
requirements and costs of separation, we have 
achieved a strong financial result. An operating 
surplus after tax of $560K was achieved against a 
budget of $438K. The result was achieved in a very 
challenging environment and delivered a reduced 
cost per resolution in real terms for our clients. 

Two major projects (following separation from ACC) 
– an independent Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT) infrastructure and a Financial 
Management Information System (FMIS) required 
to provide DRSL with stand-alone systems – were 
completed on time and under budget. 

Management focused hard on cost saving and 
productivity initiatives, particularly in the face of 
a very difficult market for sourcing new business. 
This focus on operating costs resulted in net full year 
budget savings in operating expenses of $330K. 

The company also realigned staffing to a more 
flexible model with variable review volumes 
managed with contract staff. DRSL now has a 
more agile cost structure with an efficient mix  
of contracted and employed staff. 

A $500K loan from ACC was repaid in full in June. 
The company’s cash position has improved and 
the balance sheet is in good shape to underpin 
continuous improvement initiatives. 

The Christchurch recovery for DRSL is now 
complete. One of the best decisions made during 
the year was to go into a stand-alone single level 
facility near the airport. DRSL moved to the new 
premises in January 2012 and Christchurch  
staff now have an office they can call their own.  
A particular positive is that DRSL is assisting with 
temporary infrastructure for the Ministry of Justice 
for its Christchurch Disputes Tribunal and Tenancy 
Tribunal operations.

In November 2011 DRSL won a New Zealand 
Business Excellence Foundation (NZBEF) 
Achievement award. The NZBEF awards are the 
only awards in New Zealand which are fully aligned 
to the internationally respected US Baldrige criteria.

Report from the Chief Executive
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One of our core principles is innovation, and we 
believe that the NZBEF framework is a great 
business tool to see where we can be more 
innovative in the way that we approach our business. 
For us innovation and continuous improvement leads 
to better service for the consumers that use our 
services, and for our clients. 

DRSL’s goal is to be a centre of excellence for 
complaint management and dispute resolution 
services in New Zealand, providing comprehensive 
and innovative dispute resolution services to a  
range of industries and markets. 

Last year DRSL also won the Most Improved in 
the Small-Medium sized organisation category 
of the JRA Best Workplaces 2011 awards. The 
award is in recognition of DRSL having the greatest 
improvement in its overall JRA score from 2010  
to 2011.

DRSL has learned from its staff what the key drivers 
are for staff engagement, and highlighted the 
benefits of asking staff’s advice and feedback on 
what matters is really important.

The past year has seen DRSL become successfully 
independent as a Crown Entity following a year of 
consolidation but the future is very much about 
diversity and growth – offering a tailored range of 
services to a wider customer base. 

I absolutely acknowledge the support and 
commitment from our very talented staff to our 
success. Their efforts will ensure that DRSL 
responds positively to this challenge as it enters  
a new and exciting commercial phase.

Neil McKellar

“ DRSL’s goal is to be a centre of excellence for complaint 
management and dispute resolution services in New Zealand, 
providing comprehensive and innovative dispute resolution 
services to a range of industries and markets.” 
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DRSL is a specialist dispute resolution service 
provider with proven systems and experience, 
and a unique understanding of dispute resolution 
solutions and requirements. DRSL is able to analyse 
disputes and outcomes, providing organisations 
with information to improve their systems.

DRSL delivers dispute resolution services in the 
health, telecommunication,  finance and real estate 
industries. However, DRSL also provides consultancy 
and adjudication services for several organisations, 
taking the most difficult and complicated complaints 
and resolving them on the organisations’ behalf.

DRSL’s services are traditional alternative dispute 
resolution practices: facilitation, mediation and 
adjudication. Additional services are consultancy  
and complaint-management systems.

Our services
Facilitation & Mediation

Facilitation and mediation are quick and flexible 
alternatives to resolving disputes that might 
otherwise end up in court. Using a facilitation or 
mediation process to resolve a dispute is a good 
way to protect a relationship between disputing 
parties that might otherwise be damaged, as the 
process is inclusive and non-confrontational.

Legal representation is not required and disputes 
can be addressed as soon as all parties agree  
to participate.

Facilitation

Facilitation aims to get disputing parties to fully 
understand each other’s position in an effort to 
resolve a dispute.

Facilitation begins with information-gathering 
and uses a facilitator as an intermediary to make 
sure there is good communication between 
the parties. The facilitator may provide written 
recommendations for resolving or progressing the 
dispute, but does not make any binding decisions.

Mediation

The aim of mediation is to get disputing parties 
to reach a mutually agreed conclusion. Mediation 
can be used in a variety of situations, including 
relationship, employment, community and 
commercial disputes.
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Mediation involves an impartial third person (a 
professionally qualified mediator) helping the parties 
to reach an agreement through a constructive, 
problem-solving approach. The mediator doesn’t 
make a decision on the dispute, but helps the 
parties to discuss the issues and get to a mutually 
acceptable result. 

Adjudication

Adjudication is a process where disputing parties 
agree to have an independent assessment and to 
have a final decision made about their dispute by  
an adjudicator.

DRSL provides professional, independent 
adjudicators who are skilled in advanced legal and 
statutory interpretation, analysis and reasoning.

DRSL adjudicators assess disputes and deliver  
fully reasoned written decisions.

Complaint-Management Systems

DRSL has experience with a range of complaint-
management systems. DRSL can assess an existing 
complaint-handling process and evaluate its 
effectiveness, and can design and help implement 
new systems that are the most appropriate for an 
organisation or industry.

There are fundamental requirements in any 
complaint-management scheme and DRSL can 
ensure these are in place, well-practised and  
well monitored.

DRSL currently manages complaint-management 
systems in the health, telecommunication, financial 
service and real estate sectors.

Consultancy

DRSL offers a range of consulting services 
designed to avoid, or minimise, the risk of disputes 
escalating. These may take the form of: independent 
advice on issue management; facilitation of 
meetings of relevant experts; and confidential 
dispute resolution.

Dispute prevention and resolution strategies are 
available, including staff training programmes and 
reporting procedures.

DRSL provides:

 • Presentations on complaint management  
and dispute resolution

 • Interactive conflict management workshops  
for small groups

 • One-on-one troubleshooting and problem  
solving advice

 • Access to information such as summaries  
of court decisions

 • Information on the dispute resolution process, 
and advice on how best to navigate it

 • Management information and analysis.
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DRSL is contracted by ACC to operate the legislated  
decision review system for the Corporation, and  
also provides alternative dispute resolution 
services to the ACC, such as facilitation and 
mediation. 

The ACC review process is for people who do not 
agree with a decision or outcome of their ACC claim. 

During a review, a DRSL reviewer works with the 
ACC client and ACC staff to review the decision that 
is in dispute, and then issues a formal decision. This 
can include upholding the original ACC decision or 
modifying or overturning it, including decisions about 
money and payments. The decisions are binding and 
can only be appealed through the District Court.

The service is paid for by the ACC and is free to 
claimants.

The review process can be adversarial and result in 
decisions ‘against’ complainants, so it can be difficult 

ACC
Accident Compensation Corporation www.drsl.co.nz

Key Client

“ The ACC review process is for people who  
do not agree with a decision or outcome of 
their ACC claim.”

to assess customer satisfaction – a customer 
may have received good service but be unhappy 
about the outcome, and express that as a negative 
experience. However, DRSL does offer a customer 
satisfaction survey to all complainants who have 
been through the ACC review process.

In the latest customer satisfaction research, 70% 
of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with 
the service provided by DRSL, a further 12% held a 
neutral view. 63% of respondents also agreed that 
DRSL provided a service to help resolve disputes  
in a fair and impartial way and an additional 20% 
were neutral.

Overall Reviewers were seen in a positive light 
by respondents with 84% finding them easy to 
understand, 82% were seen to be friendly and  
81% thought they were good listeners.

75% of respondents found that the time taken  
for the whole review process was reasonable.
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Case study

found the service  
fair and impartial

63% 

Case study

Three separate ACC decisions were involved. 
In the first, ACC declined transportation and 
accommodation assistance to an applicant to 
attend a medical appointment in another city far 
from his home. In a cascading effect, when he  
failed to attend the appointment, ACC suspended 
his entitlements due to non-compliance. In a further 
decision, ACC sought repayment for one day of 
weekly compensation that was paid after ACC 
suspended his entitlements. 

All three decisions were dealt with in the same 
review. The reviewer observed that there was a 
relationship breakdown between the applicant 
and his case manager, which was the substantial 
problem between the parties. The reviewer 
also observed that the law with respect to 
transportation and accommodation assistance 
weighed in favour of the applicant, which would 
have affected the outcome in all three reviews.

The reviewer, who was also a trained mediator, 
expressed her concerns to the parties and asked if 
they would be willing to mediate the issue with the  
aim of reaching an agreement that could be used 
as the basis for on-going communication between 
them and that would clarify the applicant’s 
entitlements. The parties agreed. 

The end result was a holistic, comprehensive 
agreement between the parties that included a  
consent dismissal of all three reviews; ACC’s 
agreement to fund transportation, to reinstate 
the applicant’s entitlements, and dismiss its 
overpayment claim; the applicant’s agreement 
to comply with necessary requirements of his 
rehabilitation; and the consequences if he  
failed to comply. 

The case studies highlight some of the issues DRSL covers  
in any given year. All identifying material has been removed. CASE STUDIES

1 2

ACC granted cover for a shoulder contusion and 
a right cuff shoulder syndrome following a fall in 
December 2009. The applicant later applied for 
shoulder surgery, which ACC declined to fund.  
ACC found that the medical evidence did not 
support that the surgery was needed to treat a 
covered condition. The applicant suffered from 
Tendinosis, which is generally a degenerative 
condition of unknown origin. The applicant  
sought a review of ACC’s decision.

As is often the case in surgery reviews, causation 
was at issue. The reviewer found that the medical 
evidence did not support that surgery was needed 
to treat a covered condition. The applicant 
appealed the review decision to the District Court.

The District Court upheld the Reviewer’s decision. 
It also noted that the Reviewer’s decision was 
‘comprehensive’. The District Court reaffirmed 
that causation cannot be established by showing 
that the injury triggered an underlying condition to 
which the applicant was already vulnerable, or that 
the injury accelerated a condition which would have 
been suffered anyway. 

Neutral
20% 

Disagree
17% 

2012 ANNUAL REPORT 9



DRSL operates FDR, the government’s reserve 
scheme to provide dispute resolution services to 
the financial sector. The scheme was launched  
1st October 2010 and has been a success since. 

FDR has 1,600 scheme members including 
some of New Zealand’s largest corporates 
that operate finance and insurance companies; 
mortgage, insurance and other financial advisers; 
superannuation schemes; fund managers; forex  
and other derivative traders. 

The scheme ensures that consumers of its 
members have redress to issues that they have 
been unable to resolve with their financial service 
provider. The process is free to consumers.

Financial service providers are required to have an 
internal complaints procedure, promote and make it 
accessible to consumers. In addition to its statutory 
role to provide its members with guidelines to 
operate an internal complaints process, FDR offers 
tips, material and training to best practices for 
complaints management, which can help them  
build their business. 

For the 12 months to June 2012, FDR handled 
244 complaint enquiries. 186 were outside 
jurisdiction, primarily because they hadn’t been 
through the scheme member’s complaints process 
first. FDR will keep in touch with the parties to 
assist with process if required.

The team exercised its facilitation skills when 
supporting Consumer Affairs with its 0800Loan 
Stress campaign in February and March. Whilst 
most of the enquiries related to hardship rather  
than complaint, the team had pleasure in bringing

stressed borrowers in hardship together with their 
finance company, often resulting in a satisfactory 
resolution for both parties. 

The Facilitation team was kept very busy over  
the 12 month period receiving over 1500 inbound 
enquiries and making over 1700 outbound calls. 
A lot of this activity was endeavouring to seek 
resolution of issues between complainants and 
scheme members, to avoid escalation to the FDR 
dispute process. The balance was predominantly  
in managing new applications for membership;  
and jurisdictional, procedural enquires about 
complaints and personnel and contact changes 
from existing members. 

FDR rated very highly in its annual scheme member 
satisfaction survey. 81% of scheme members 
were either satisfied or very satisfied with FDR’s 
service and personnel. We are now in the throes 
of addressing that remaining 19% area for 
improvement. 

An even better result was in a complainant 
satisfaction survey. 86% of respondents were 
either satisfied or very satisfied with FDR’s role  
in handling their complaint. 

FDR has played a key role in the evolution of 
complaints management and disputes resolution  
in the financial sector. There remains much to be 
done to fully realise the potential of the dispute 
resolution scheme in the financial sector. Areas  
to focus on are around consumer awareness, 
access and satisfaction; systemic and hardship 
issues; improving financial service provider 
practices and conduct. 

 

FDR
Financial Dispute Resolution Scheme www.fdr.org.nz

Key Client
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An adviser of an insurance agency approached 
Mr A and offered him the opportunity to take out 
‘hospital insurance’ as an add on to his existing life 
insurance cover. Mr A accepted the offer and paid 
a month’s premium on the adviser’s assurance that 
cover was immediate. The application then went to 
the insurer for underwriting.

Later that month Mr A was admitted to hospital 
with pneumonia and a fever – and when he was well 
again he made a claim under his hospital insurance. 
At about the same time, the insurance company 
approved his policy but doubled his premiums. It 
said this was because Mr A had some pre-existing 
health issues that made him a ‘higher risk’ client. 

Mr A refused to pay the extra money. He denied 
that he had any health problems and provided 
two medical certificates in support. However, the 
insurance company refused to change its mind. 
Instead, the adviser told Mr A that he could receive 
a full refund of the premiums he’d paid.

Mr A asked for a refund of all the premiums he’d 
paid in the previous three years, including for 
the life insurance, disputed his alleged ‘medical 
conditions’ and complained about the agency’s  
poor communications and failure to provide 
important information. 

satisfaction with FDR’s  
service and personnel

81% 

The parties couldn’t agree on a way to resolve 
the dispute, so it was referred to FDR. However, 
despite trying to facilitate an early resolution the 
parties remained deadlocked. They asked for the 
dispute to go to ‘adjudication’. 

The adjudicator found that:

 •Mr A was not entitled to a refund of all his past 
premiums, because the insurer had refunded the 
premiums relating to the hospital cover and Mr A 
had received the benefits of life insurance cover 
while he had it

 • The agency had failed to provide adequate 
communications. The adjudicator directed the 
agency to provide a written apology to Mr A

 • On the basis of the available evidence, it was 
unlikely that Mr A had any pre-existing health 
conditions. The adjudicator said the agency 
should have done more to settle this matter 
between the insurer and Mr A, and directed  
it to provide a written apology 

 • The policy document was too technical. It was 
unrealistic to accept that an ordinary customer 
would understand the information being sought, 
or what they were signing up for.

The case studies highlight some of the issues FDR covers  
in any given year. All identifying material has been removed. CASE STUDIES

FDR rated very highly in its annual 
scheme member satisfaction survey.

1 Case study
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DRSL is the Scheme Agent for the TDR service, 
which was established in 2007. The TDR service 
is free for consumers to use and is funded by 
the telecommunication companies that are TDR 
scheme members. 

TDR was set up by the telecommunication industry 
association, the New Zealand Telecommunications 
Forum. TDR is an independent complaint-
management scheme. DRSL established the scheme 
and continues to run the day-to-day service.

The reporting year will for the first time cover  
the same period as the DRSL reporting year  
1 July to 30 June. 

The TDR service received a total of 3002 calls in 
the 12 month period, a total of 2865 (95%) were 
answered within the target time of 20 seconds.

Since 1 August 2011, under the amended Customer 
Complaints Code, the dispute resolution process has 
consisted of only two phases. 

Phase I – Enquiry and registration 

TDR receives an enquiry, and gathers information 
from the parties in order to determine whether  
the complaint: 

 • Is relevant (is about a scheme member)

 • Has previously been made to the scheme member 
and is at deadlock

 • Is in jurisdiction.

Phase II – Investigation and resolution 

If the complaint is in jurisdiction, the parties exchange  
statements of position. TDR then assists the parties 
to reach a negotiated settlement, using whatever 
process it considers appropriate. If settlement 
cannot be reached, TDR issues a final determination. 

When agreement is not reached, that same person 
switches to an adjudication process and issues a 
final determination.

Customer satisfaction research

The TDR Customer Satisfaction Survey results are 
very positive, not only in relation to the high standard 
of service received from individual staff members but 
also with regard to the dispute resolution process in 
general. This is reflected in the following results:

 • The majority (91%) of customers reported being 
satisfied with the TDR dispute resolution process 
including 73% who provided the highest possible 
rating in this regard (by rating the experience as a 
‘5’ out of ‘5’). 

 • Customers also commended the service received 
by TDR staff, as 97% reported being satisfied with 
the way in which TDR staff handled their complaint. 
In fact, 82% gave TDR staff the highest rating 
possible in this regard (a ‘5’ out of ‘5’).

When asked to rate TDR staff in relation to key  
service attributes, at least eight out of ten customers  
gave TDR staff the highest possible rating in terms of 
their professionalism, how well staff listened to what 
the they had to say, and the promptness with which 
they dealt with the complaint. 

TDR
Telecommunications Dispute Resolution Scheme www.tdr.org.nz

Key Client
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While the customer was away overseas, Company 
X came to her house selling telephone and internet 
plans. The customer’s husband was at home, so 
he spoke to the sales representative. He told him 
that the plan looked good but that he would have 
to come back the following week once his wife had 
returned, because the account was in her name. 

When the customer returned from her trip, she  
discovered that her services had been disconnected.  
She called her provider, Company A, and was told 
that her services had been transferred to Company 
X, in the name of her husband. The Customer 
requested Company A to immediately restore her 
services, but was advised that she would have to 
first settle the early termination and reconnection 
fees. The customer’s husband received an account 
from the Company X, despite never agreeing to the 
transfer or using their services. 

The customer called Company X to complain 
about what had happened and was told that they 
would call her back, but they never did. She then 
contacted TDR.

TDR sent the complaint through to Company X. 
They investigated the matter and conceded that 
the new account was in the name of the customer’s 
husband, and that he was not the original account 
holder. Company X agreed that, on that basis they 
should not have taken over the services from the 
customer. Company X accordingly agreed to waive 
all costs and reimburse the customer’s losses. 

Case study

In August 2011, the customer moved house and lost 
his broadband and telephone services. He contacted 
Company Q to find out when his services would be 
restored, and was told it would take 7 days. Unhappy 
with this, he demanded immediate reconnection. 
After the frustration of being without his services for 
10 days, the customer switched to another provider. 

Company Q billed the customer including the 10 
days in which he had no services, and also imposed 
a penalty charge for failure to give a month’s notice 
before switching. The customer refused to pay. 
Company Q then transferred the debt to a collection 
agency, which added collection costs. This brought 
the total bill to $300. 

When he was approached by the collection agency 
to make payment, the customer contacted TDR.

TDR sought Company Q’s view as part of the 
facilitation process. They advised that they  
had reviewed the account and that the charges 
would stand. 

TDR then obtained a settlement proposal from the 
customer. He agreed that he was liable to pay for 
the services he did receive from Company Q during 
August, but not for the period when no service was 
provided. He also disputed the penalty for not giving 
the required notice.

After further exchanges, the parties finally agreed 
that Company Q would credit the customer’s account 
in the amount of $160, and that the customer would 
pay the remaining $140. In addition, Company Q  
agreed to remove the debt from the collection agency.

The case studies highlight some of the issues TDR covers  
in any given year. All identifying material has been removed. CASE STUDIES

1 2Case study
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During the early portion of 2011 the REAA 
entered into negotiations with DRSL to develop 
and implement an Alternative Disputes Resolution 
(ADR) service for complaints about real estate 
agents referred by consumers to the REAA.  
A contract was signed by REAA and DRSL  
in July 2011.

REAA considers ADR in the resolution of disputes 
to be appropriate when licensees and complainants 
agree that an amicable remedy is available and 
where the notion of “public good” could be satisfied 
by agreement.

In the period 1 July 2011 to 30 June 2012 a total 
of 35 complaints were handled by DRSL through  
the ADR process. 

Mediation

During the report period the first customer 
satisfaction survey was carried out on the REAA – 
DRSL mediation service. 77% of respondents were 
either satisfied or very satisfied overall with DRSL 
during the mediation process and were likely to 
recommend the service to their friends.

The two main reasons for agreeing to mediation 
by respondents were that it offered a less 
confrontational process and a good opportunity for 
them to get their point of view across.

77% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed  
that they were treated fairly and given every 
opportunity to resolve their dispute during the 
mediation process.

However while only 54% of respondents were 
confident that they would achieve a solution through 
the mediation process, 92% advised that the DRSL 
mediator had managed the meeting well. 

REAA
Real Estate Agents Authority www.reaa.govt.nz

Key Client

“ I found the mediator to be 
a fabulous person who was 
confident and friendly and 
supportive. The mediation 
process was very well run 
and explained.”

Customer satisfaction
Mediation offered an opportunity for me  
to put my point of view forward 

Customer satisfaction
Agreed to try mediation because it offered a less 
confrontational environment to resolve a dispute

17%

0%

Agree

Disagree

Neutral

83%

Agree 75%

17%Disagree

8%Neutral
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A complaint was lodged by a potential property 
purchaser with the REAA. The complaint was  
laid following a period of miscommunications  
and an allegation that the real estate agent  
had misrepresented the property.

Following a review of the complaint by the 
REAA it was referred to DRSL who provide an 
Alternative Disputes Resolution (ADR) service for 
REAA. DRSL immediately began a triage process 
to evaluate the complaint and a mediator was 
assigned to the case. 

The mediator contacted the parties to get their 
formal agreement to enter into mediation. The next 
step was to agree a date, time and venue for the 
mediation, identify who would be present at the 
mediation, set up a time for a pre-mediation phone 
call and answer any immediate questions  
the parties had.

At the mediation everyone had the opportunity  
to put their side of the story and to listen to the 
others perspective. A key role of the mediator is  
to hold separate meetings with each party talking 
with them to consider and reality test their options 
and move closer to reaching a favourable outcome 
for everyone. 

The parties came back together and after further 
facilitated negotiation between the parties the 
terms of an agreement to resolve their complaint 
were finalised. The mediator recorded the agreed 
terms in the “Mediated Agreement” which was 
signed by the parties at the meeting. 

Case study

Party A purchased a house and afterwards found  
a deck was non-compliant. To fix the deck was  
going to be a major and costly operation. The deck 
was regarded as the best asset of the house by  
the purchaser. The purchaser believed the Real 
Estate Agent (REA) knew from the council that  
it was non-compliant and needed to be removed  
or made compliant. 

The REA said they did not know about the deck 
but had heard a muttering of concern by another 
possible purchaser and suggested that the 
purchasers/complainants seek a property file  
from the Council. 

The council were concerned about this non-
compliance issue – it was still “open” as far as they 
were concerned. They had been trying to rectify the 
matter with the previous owner prior to selling and 
it was now the new owner’s problem. The council 
would not attend the mediation.

An agreement was reached and was forwarded 
to the Complaints Assessment Committee for 
ratification. 

The purchaser was pleased with the offer to sort 
the problem with the council and vendor from the 
principle of the Agency. The vendor was a builder 
and there was talk he could do some work to modify 
the deck. If this didn’t work the purchaser would 
consider other remedies through the court.

The principle of the Agency will facilitate discussions 
with the council, vendor and purchaser with a view 
to resolving the deck issue. The principle will begin 
discussions with other parties immediately and get 
back to the purchaser within 1 week. 

The case studies highlight some of the issues DRSL covers  
in any given year. All identifying material has been removed. CASE STUDIES

1 2Case study
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Customer feedback

“ An invaluable service that helps 
people reach amicable outcomes 
and gives the individual a platform 
to air grievances in a safe and 
organised way. Thank you.”  
(Auckland) “ It was an encouraging 

experience. I would 
choose them again 
if I had any disputes.” 
(Whangarei)

DRSL collects customer feedback in many ways. 

It has formal processes in place so that consumers 
receive customer satisfaction surveys at the 
end of the dispute process, and it uses research 
companies to gather information from all of the 
schemes’ members. However, DRSL also receives 
a lot of unsolicited feedback, praising staff and the 
time and approach they take when helping people.

Here is a selection of comments that were 
received about DRSL services and staff:

“ The reviewer is very  
efficient and well organised. 
The case was handled fairly 
and in a professional manner. 
It brings my confidence to 
the DRSL’s service.”  
(Auckland)

“ [Name] was very 
professional and 
thorough. Although 
the outcome was not 
all we hoped for, the 
process was fair and 
transparent.” 
(Wellington)

DISPUTE RESOLUTION SERVICES16



“ I would just like to thank all the 
people that helped me through 
the whole process of the review 
and that I was pleased with the 
outcome. I would like to express 
a special thanks to [Name] that 
explained the process in a way 
that I could understand what 
was happening. Thanks again  
to all at DRSL.” 
(Hamilton) 

“ I found their services great 
I wish I had that type of 
service for everything we 
have to deal with. It was 
easy, it was efficient, it 
wasn’t time wasting.”

“ They are very friendly, kind and  
they get to the bottom of it all and 
[they are] non-judgemental.”

“ I was quite nervous never having 
attended anything like this before 
but the reviewer put me at ease 
and was very professional.”  
(Masterton)

“ The reviewer was a 
nice lady and was very 
professional doing a job 
that I am sure at times 
can be difficult.”  
(Tauranga)

2012 ANNUAL REPORT 17



The number of reviews completed for 2011/12 
were slightly down on the two previous years.

Statistics

ACC completed reviews 2009 – 2012

ACC new reviews 2009 – 2012

The number of new reviews stayed at the same 
level in 2011/12 as compared to 2010/11 
however the new reviews are now 11% below 
the peak in 2009/10.

For more information 
visit www.drsl.co.nz
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AUCKLAND

Blenheim

Alexandra 

CHRISTCHURCH

DUNEDIN

Gisborne

Hastings

HAMILTON

Greymouth

INVERCARGILL

Henderson
Takapuna

Paihia

Levin
Masterton

Nelson

New Plymouth

Palmerston North

Rotorua

Tauranga

Whakatane

Thames

Timaru

WELLINGTON

Whanganui

Whangarei

 The above numbers do not include the 526 
reviews that were completed without a hearing 
(known as “On the Papers”).

ACC review hearings by Location 

Alexandra 94 1.4%
Auckland 834 12.3%
Blenheim 190 2.8%
Christchurch 961 14.1%
Dunedin 283 4.2%
Gisborne 68 1.0%
Greymouth 74 1.1%
Hamilton 452 6.7%
Hastings 246 3.6%
Henderson 265 3.9%
Invercargill 238 3.5%
Levin 50 0.7%
Masterton 64 0.9%

Nelson 133 2.0%
New Plymouth 138 2.0%
Paihia 76 1.1%
Palmerston North 170 2.5%
Rotorua 212 3.1%
Takapuna 395 5.8%
Tauranga 316 4.6%
Thames 70 1.0%
Timaru 74 1.1%
Wanganui 70 1.0%
Wellington 553 8.1%
Whakatane 69 1.0%
Whangarei 194 2.9%
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FDR complaints by category 2011/2012

For the 12 months to 30 June 2012,  
FDR handled 244 complaint enquiries.  
186 were outside jurisdiction, primarily 
because they had not first been through  
the scheme member’s complaint process. 

“ Many complaints about financial service 
providers have come about because customers 
do not clearly understand terms, conditions  
and consequences of the products and services 
they contract for.”

Poor customer
service

Unhappy about
providers decision

Financial
difficulty
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transactions
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instructions
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TDR issues by location 2011/2012

TDR issues resolved by category

A total of 25 complaint enquiries reached the 
Investigation and Resolution phase and were 
resolved by TDR during the 2011/12 year. 
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DRSL Board

Peter Blades (Chair)

Peter Blades has more than 
35 years of board and senior 
management experience; 
in recent years he has held 
several Chief Executive 
Positions. He has a finance 

and accounting background and has had 
experience in a wide range of industry sectors. 

He has been heavily involved in reform processes 
in a number of industries, including electricity, 
gas, health, telecommunications and information 
technology.

He has been involved in a diverse range of consulting  
assignments and several performance-enhancing 
exercises, and has developed a stakeholder profiling 
(strategic alignment) methodology.

Peter has an extensive record of board involvement 
and currently is a Board member of the Wellington 
Regional Council Holding Co Ltd (NZ) and Southern 
Cross Computer Systems Ltd (Victoria). He is a 
Fellow of the Australian Institute of Directors.

Dr Marie Bismark

Dr Marie Bismark is a  
health lawyer who specialises  
in patients’ rights and complaints 
resolution. She holds academic 
appointments with the University 
of Otago and the University of 

Melbourne, and is a consultant with a Wellington  
law firm.

DRSL people
Marie has served on the New Zealand Law Society 
Health Law Committee, the ACC Board of Directors, 
the Bioethics Council and the Ministerial Advisory 
Panel on Veterans’ Health. She is currently a Member 
of the Royal Australasian College of Physicians 
Medico-Legal Expert Advisory Group, and a Board 
Member of the Young and Well CRC.

She has previously worked as a doctor in a number of 
hospitals and served as a legal advisor to the Health 
and Disability Commissioner. In 2004–2005 Marie 
completed a Harkness Fellowship in Healthcare 
Policy at the Harvard School of Public Health.

Anita Chan

Anita Chan is a specialist family 
law barrister. Her practice is in 
complex relationship property and 
child law cases.

Anita is a former Chair of the 
Family Law Section of the 

New Zealand Law Society. She is a Fellow of the 
International Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers 
(London). She became a Governor of the Academy in 
2008, Parliamentarian in 2010, and presently serves 
as its Vice-President.

Anita has presented at numerous national and 
international family law conferences, including in 
Seoul, Brisbane, Shanghai, Adelaide, Cape Town, 
Vancouver and Singapore. She is a regular guest 
lecturer at the University of Otago.

She is a former director of the New Zealand Law 
Society Continuing Legal Education Board, and of 
Childfund New Zealand Limited.
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Senior Management

Neil McKellar 
Chief Executive

Paul King
Manager, Client and Business Development

Anne Scragg
Manager, ACC

Derek Pullen 
Manager, Telecommunication Dispute Resolution 
Scheme Adjudicator, Financial Dispute Resolution

Stuart Ayres 
Manager, Financial Dispute Resolution

Katrina Leather 
Manager, HR

Roshan Abeyesundere
Chief Financial Officer

Find us online at  
www.drsl.co.nz

Tupara Morrison 

Tupara Morrison is of Te Arawa 
descent – Ko Ngati Whakaue te 
Iwi, Ko Ngati Hurungaterangi, 
Ngati Pukaki nga hapu.

Tupara is a Massey University 
business studies graduate, 

chartered accountant, and member of the New 
Zealand Institute of Directors. 

He is a ministerial appointment to Lakes District 
Health Board and chairs the Finance and Audit 
Committee. He is a trustee of Te Kotahitanga o 
Ngati Whakaue Assets Trust, the receiving entity 
of the CNI Collective Treaty Settlement for Ngati 
Whakaue, and a director of CNI Iwi Holdings Ltd. 

He is also a director of Te Puia – the New Zealand 
Maori Arts and Crafts Institute in Rotorua, and the 
Apostolic Training Centre in Hamilton. Tupara owns 
and operates a business consultancy company 
providing governance and business management 
services to a variety of clients across New Zealand.

John Spencer CNZM 

John Spencer is Chairman of 
KiwiRail Ltd, WEL Networks 
Ltd, the Tertiary Education 
Commission and Raukawa Iwi 
Developments Ltd. He is a 
director of Tower Ltd, Dairy NZ 

Ltd and Mitre 10. He is also the Audit Committee 
Chairman of Tower and Dairy NZ. 

John was Chief Executive of New Zealand Dairy 
Group prior to the formation of Fonterra, and has 
held a number of senior management positions in 
New Zealand and overseas in various industries. 

A Fellow of the Institute of Chartered Accountants, 
he was a member of the Accounting Standards 
Review Board for nine years.
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The directors are pleased to present the financial statements of  
DISPUTE RESOLUTION SERVICES LIMITED for the  
year ended 30 June 2012 on pages 28 to 52.

For and on behalf of the Board of Directors 
21 September 2012

Peter Blades Dr Marie Bismark 
Chair Director  
  

Directors’ report
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For the year ended 30 June 2012

The Board is responsible for:

•	 The preparation of the annual financial statements  
and the judgements used therein.

•	 Establishing and maintaining a system of internal controls  
designed to provide reasonable assurance of the integrity  
and reliability of the financial statements.

In the opinion of the Board, the annual financial statements for  
the year ended 30 June 2012 fairly reflect the financial position  
and operations of Dispute Resolution Services Limited.

Signed on behalf of the Board:

Peter Blades Dr Marie Bismark 
Chair Director  
  

Statement of responsibility
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Statement of comprehensive income
For the Year Ended 30 June 2012

Note 2012 2011
$000 $000

Income

Income from ACC for review and mediation services 13,200 12,595

Income from other parties for services provided 1,959 2,431

Other 80 425

Interest 31 48

Total Income 15,270 15,499

Expenditure

Employee salaries and costs 3 (7,840) (7,739)

Depreciation and amortization 9 & 10 (479) (405)

Impairment provision 9 - (35)

Other 4 (6,161) (6,565)

Loss on disposal of assets (19) (223)

Total Expenditure (14,499) (14,967)

Operating surplus before tax 771 532

Income tax expense 5 (211) (128)

Net surplus and total comprehensive income attributable to owners 560 404

The above statement of comprehensive income should be read in conjunction with the accompanying notes.

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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Statement of changes in equity
For the Year Ended 30 June 2012

Note 2012 2011
$000 $000

Balance at 1 July 2,673 4,519

Surplus for the period 560 404

Total comprehensive income for the period attributable to owners 
of the parent

560 404

Distributions to owners 12 0 (2,250)

Balance at 30 June 3,233 2,673

Share capital

Balance as at 30 June 14 400 400

Retained surpluses

Balance as at 1 July 2,273 4,119

Surplus for the year 560 404

Distributions to owners 12 0 (2,250)

Balance as at 30 June 2,833 2,273

Total equity attributable to owners 3,233 2,673

The above statement of changes in equity should be read in conjunction with the accompanying notes.

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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Statement of financial position
As at 30 June 2012

Note 2012 2011
$000 $000

Current assets

Cash and cash equivalents 7 1,307 549

Trade and other receivables 8 1,421 2,026

Work in progress 1,738 1,826

Total current assets 4,466 4,401

Non-current assets

Property, plant & equipment 9 611 779

Intangible assets 10 660 189

Total non-current assets 1,271 968

Total assets 5,737 5,369

Current liabilities

Income tax payable

Trade and other payables 11

66

1,034

117

648

Dividend payable 12 - 400

Employee benefit liabilities 13 853 908

Total current liabilities 1,953 2,073

Non-current liabilities

Employee benefit liabilities 13 332 360

Deferred tax liabilities 6 219 263

Total non-current liabilities 551 623

Total liabilities 2,504 2,696

Net assets 3,233 2,673

Equity

Share capital 14 400 400

Retained surpluses 2,833 2,273

Total equity attributable to owner 3,233 2,673

The above balance sheet should be read in conjunction with the accompanying notes.

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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Statement of cash flows
For the Year Ended 30 June 2012

Note 2012 2011
$000 $000

Cash flows from operating activities

Receipts from customers 15,921 15,264

Interest received 34 50

Payments to suppliers and employees (13,725) (14,374)

Payments to related party for tax losses (134) (99)

Payment of income tax (164) (191)

Net goods and services tax 27 (52)

Net cash inflow from operating activities 16 1,959 598

Cash flows from investing activities

Purchase of property, plant and equipment (183) (540)

Purchase of intangible assets (618) (5)

Net cash (outflow) from investing activities (801) (545)

Cash flows from financing activities

Equity Dividends paid (400) (1,850)

Net cash (outflow) from financing activities (400) (1,850)

Net (decrease) increase in cash and cash equivalents 758 (1,797)

Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of year 549 2,346

Cash and cash equivalents at end of the year 7 1,307 549

The above statement of cash flows should be read in conjunction with the accompanying notes.

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

b. Statement of compliance
The financial statements have been prepared in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting 
practice in New Zealand. They comply with New 
Zealand equivalents to International Financial 
Reporting Standards (NZ IFRS), as appropriate  
for public benefit entities. 

Standards and interpretations issued  
but not yet effective

The company has not applied the following 
standards and interpretations that have been  
issued but are not yet effective:

Reference Title Application date 
of standard 

Impact on financial 
statements

NZ IFRIS 7 Amendments to NZ IFRIS 7 Financial Instruments: Disclosures 
 – Offsetting Financial assets and Financial Liabilities.

1 January 2013 Disclosure only

NZ IFRIS 7 Amendments to NZ IFRIS 7 Financial Instruments: Disclosures 
 – Transition Disclosures

1 January 2013 Disclosure only

NZ IFRS 9 (2009) Financial Instruments 1 January 2015 Disclosure only

NZ IFRS 9 (2010) Financial Instruments 1 January 2015 Disclosure only

NZ IFRS 10 Consolidated Financial Statements 1 January 2013 NIL

NZ IFRIS 11 Joint Arrangements 1 January 2013 NIL

NZ IFRIS 12 Disclosure of Interests in Other Entities 1 January 2013 NIL

NZ IFRIS 13 Fair Value Measurement 1 January 2013 Disclosure only

NZ IAS 1 Amendments to NZ IAS 1 Presentation of Financial Statements 
- Presentation of Other Comprehensive Income

1 July 2012 Disclosure only

NZ IAS 12 Amendments to NZ IAS 12 Income Taxes- Deferred Tax: 
Recovery of Underlying Assets

1 January 2012 Disclosure only

NZ IAS 19 Employee Benefits 1 January 2013 NIL

NZ IAS 27 Separate Financial Statements 1 January 2013 NIL

NZ IAS 28 Investments in Associates and Joint Ventures 1 January 2013 NIL

Annual 
Improvements to 
NZ IFRISs 2009-
2011 Cycle

Amendments to NZ IFRISs arising from the Annual 
Improvements Project (2009-2011)

NZ IFRIS 1, NZ IAS 1, 16, 32, 34

1 January 2013 Disclosure only

NZ IAS 32 Amendments to NZ IAS 32 Financial Instruments: Presentation 
– Offsetting Financial Assets and Financial Liabilities

1 January 2014 Disclosure only

The company will apply these, where applicable, for the reporting period beginning on or after the application dates set out above.

a. Reporting entity
Dispute Resolution Services Limited (the “Company”) 
is a limited liability company incorporated and 
domiciled in New Zealand. Effective 20 June 2011, 
the two shares held by the Accident Compensation 
Corporation (ACC) were transferred to the Minister 
of Finance, one share, and the Minister of ACC, one 
share, and on that date became a Crown Entity 
in terms of the Crown Entities Act 2004, and is 
wholly owned on behalf of the Crown by the two 
aforementioned Ministers. The principal activity 
of the company is the provision of personal injury 
review and mediation services.

1.  Summary of accounting policies

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

c. Basis for preparation
The financial statements have been prepared in 
accordance with the Crown Entities Act 2004, the 
Companies Act 1993 and the Financial Reporting 
Act 1993. The financial statements have also been 
prepared on the historical cost basis.

The functional and presentation currency is  
New Zealand Dollars and all values are rounded 
to the nearest thousand dollars ($’000) unless 
otherwise stated.

d. Revenue recognition
Revenue is measured at the fair value of 
consideration given for completed review and 
mediation cases and an estimate of Work In 
Progress is made at year end for those cases  
that have not been completed.

All revenue is recognised in the period that the 
services are provided.

Interest revenue is recognised, as interest accrues 
using the effective interest method.

e. Cash and cash equivalents
Cash and cash equivalents includes cash on hand, 
deposits held at call with banks, other short-term 
highly liquid investments with original maturities of 
three months or less, and bank overdrafts.

f. Trade and other receivables
Trade and other receivables are initially measured at 
fair value and subsequently measured at amortised 
cost using the effective interest method, less any 
provision for impairment. Trade receivables are non- 
interest bearing and are generally on 0-30 day terms.

A provision for impairment of receivables is 
established when there is objective evidence 
that the Company will not be able to collect all 
amounts due accordingly to the original terms of 
the receivables. The amount of the provision is the 
difference between the asset’s carrying amount and 
the present value of estimated future cash flows, 
discounted using the effective interest method.

g. Property, plant and equipment
Property, plant and equipment are recorded at 
historical cost less depreciation to date and any 
accumulated impairment losses

Additions

The cost of an item of property, plant and 
equipment is recognised as an asset if, and only  
if, it is probable that future economic benefits or 
service potential associated with the item will flow 
to the Company and the cost of the item can be 
measured reliably.

In most instances, an item of property, plant and 
equipment is recognised at its cost. Where an asset 
is acquired at no cost, or for a nominal cost, it is 
recognised at fair value when control over the asset 
is obtained.

Disposals

Gains and losses on disposals are determined by 
comparing the proceeds with the carrying amount 
of the asset. Gains and losses on disposals are 
included in the Statement of Comprehensive 
Income.

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

Subsequent costs

Cost incurred subsequent to initial acquisition  
are capitalised only when it is probable that future 
economic benefits or service potential associated 
with the item will flow to the Company and the cost 
of the item can be measured reliably.

Depreciation

All property, plant and equipment other than land 
are depreciated on a straight line basis at rates, 
which will write off their cost less estimate residual 
value over their expected useful lives.

Leasehold improvements are depreciated over the 
lower of the remaining life of the leave or 10 years.

Furniture, Fitting and Equipment  4 years

Network Equipment   5 years

Personal Computer Equipment  3 years

h. Intangible assets
Software acquisition and development

Costs associated with maintaining computer 
software are recognised as an expense when 
incurred. Costs that are directly associated with 
the development of software by the Company, are 
recognised as an intangible asset. Direct costs 
include the software development employee costs 
and an appropriate portion of relevant overheads.

Amortisation

Computer software assets are amortised on a 
straight-line basis over their estimated useful lives 
of between 5 to 7 years. Amortisation begins when 
the asset is available for use and ceases at the date 
the asset is disposed of. The amortisation charge 
for each period is recognised in the Statement of 
Comprehensive Income.

i. Impairment of non-financial assets
Assets with a finite useful life are reviewed for 
impairment whenever events or changes in 
circumstance indicate that the carrying amount 
may not be recoverable. An impairment loss is 
recognised for the amount by which the asset’s 
carrying amount exceeds its recoverable amount. 
The recoverable amount is the higher of an asset’s 
fair value less costs to sell and value in use.

Value in use is depreciated replacement cost for  
an asset where the future economic benefits or 
service potential of the asset are not primarily 
dependent on the asset’s ability to generate 
net cash inflows and where the Company would, 
if deprived of the asset, replace its remaining 
future economic benefits or service potential. 
The value in use or cash-generating assets is the 
present value of expected cash flows. If an asset’s 
carrying amount exceeds its recoverable amount, 
the asset is impaired and the carrying amount is 
written down to the recoverable amount. The total 
impairment loss is recognised in the Statement of 
Comprehensive Income.

j. Goods and Services Tax (GST) 
These financial statements have been prepared 
on a GST exclusive basis. Unpaid/ (overpaid) GST 
at balance date is included in current liabilities/ 
(current assets). Receivables and payables are 
disclosed inclusive of GST if applicable.

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

k. Employee benefits
Provision is made for benefits accruing to 
employees in respect of wages and salaries, annual 
leave, long service leave, and sick leave when it is 
probable that settlement will be required and they 
are capable of being measured reliably.

Provisions made in respect of employees expected 
to be settled within 12 months are measured at 
their nominal values based on accrued entitlements 
at current rates of pay.

Provisions made in respect of employee benefits 
that are not expected to be settled within 12 
months are measured as the present value of the 
estimated future cash outflows to be made by 
the Company in respect of services provided by 
employees up to reporting date.

l. Payables
Trade payables and other accounts payable are 
recognised when the Company becomes obliged to 
make future payments resulting from the purchase 
of goods and services.

m. Provisions
Provisions are recognised when the Company has 
a present obligation (either legal or constructive) 
as a result of a past event, the future sacrifice of 
economic benefits is probable and the amount of 
the provision can be measured reliably.

The amount recognised as a provision is the best 
estimate of the consideration required to settle 
the present obligation at reporting date, taking into 
account the risks and uncertainties surrounding 
the obligation. Where a provision is measured using 
the cash flows estimated to settle the present 
obligation, its carrying amount is the present value 
of those cash flows.

Onerous contracts

Present obligations arising under onerous contracts 
are recognised as provisions. An onerous contract 
is considered to exist where the Company has a 
contract under which the unavoidable costs of 
meeting the contractual obligations exceed the 
economic benefits estimated to be received.

n. Income tax
Income tax for the period is calculated by 
reference to the amount of income taxes payable 
or recoverable in respect of the taxable profit or 
tax loss for the period. It is calculated using the 
tax rates and tax laws that have been enacted 
or substantively enacted by the balance sheet 
date. Current tax for current and prior periods is 
recognised as a liability (or asset) to the extent  
that it is unpaid (or refundable).

Deferred income tax is the amount of income tax 
payable or recoverable in future periods in respect 
of temporary differences and unused tax losses. 
Temporary differences are differences between 
the carrying amount of assets and liabilities in the 
financial statements and the corresponding tax 
bases used in the computation of taxable profit.

Deferred tax liabilities are generally recognised 
for all taxable temporary differences. Deferred 
tax assets are recognised to the extent that it 
is probable that taxable profits will be available 
against which the deductible temporary differences 
or tax losses can be utilised.

Deferred tax is calculated at the tax rates that are 
expected to apply in the period when the liability is 
settled or the asset is realised, using the tax rates 
that have been enacted or substantially enacted by 
balance date.

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

o. Operating Leases
Where most of the risk and rewards of ownership 
are retained by the lessor, leases are classified 
as operating leases. Payments made under 
operating leases (net of any incentives received 
from the lessor) are charged to the Statement of 
Comprehensive Income on a straight-line basis over 
the period of the lease.

2.  Critical accounting estimates and assumptions

The following Accounting Estimates and or 
assumptions that are critical to the accounts have 
been used in the preparation of these accounts.

Work in Progress

Work in Progress at year end is calculated based 
on the stage of completion of ACC and Partnership 
programme reviews and mediation work.

Impairment of Intangible Assets

The company determines whether software 
intangible assets are impaired on an annual 
basis. This requires an estimation of the asset’s 
recoverable amount based on its value in use. This 
requires management’s estimates of future cash 
flows associated with the asset.

p. Interest-bearing loans and borrowings
All loans and borrowings are initially recognised 
at the fair value of the consideration received less 
directly attributable transaction costs.

After initial recognition, interest-bearing loans 
and borrowings are subsequently measured at 
amortised cost using the effective interest method. 

Borrowing Costs

Borrowing costs are recognised as an expense in 
the period in which they are incurred.

3.  Employee salaries and costs
2012 2011
$000 $000

Salaries and wages 7,088 7,082

Employer superannuation contributions 322 287

Other employee benefits expense 430 370

7,840 7,739
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

2012 2011
$000 $000

Audit fees*

Other fees paid to audit service provider

43

7

-

-

Lease payments under operating leases 760 687

Contractor payments for review and mediation 1,575 1,838

Consultants fees 296 353

Legal fees 52 95

Travel, accommodation and facility costs 968 985

Other 2,460 2,607

6,161 6,565

*Audit work undertaken for the company in 2011 was included in the external audit fees of the previous 
Shareholder and parent company (ACC).  

4.  Other expenditure
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

2012 2011
$000 $000

Recognised in statement of comprehensive income

Current tax expense

Current year 258 308

Adjustments for prior years (3) 3

255 311

Deferred tax expense

Origination and reversal of temporary differences (44) (183)

Total income tax expense in statement of comprehensive income 211 128

Reconciliation between tax expense recognised in the statement of 
comprehensive income and tax expense calculated per the statutory 
income tax rate

Surplus before tax 771 532

Tax at statutory rate of 28% (2011 30%) 216 160

Tax rate change effect on temporary differences - (30)

Adjustments for prior years (5) (2)

Other - -

211 128

5.  Income tax expense 
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

2012 2011
$000 $000

Property, plant and equipment (88) (56)

Intangible assets 41 45

Employee benefits (220) (237)

Accrued WIP Income 486 511

219 263

Movements

Balance at beginning of year 263 446

Recognised in Statement of Comprehensive Income (44) (157)

Impact of tax rate change to 28% - (26)

Balance at end of year 219 263

7.  Cash and cash equivalents
2012 2011
$000 $000

Cash at bank and in hand 1,307 549

Total cash and cash equivalents 1,307 549

The carrying value of short-term deposits with maturity dates of three months or less approximates  
their fair value.

6.  Income tax expense
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

2012 2011
$000 $000

Trade Receivables 89 258

Related parties receivables 1,267 1,715

Total Trade Receivables 1,356 1,973

Prepayments 65 53

1,421 2,026

The carrying value of receivables approximates to their fair value.

Trade receivables that are less than past due 31 days are not considered impaired. As of 30 June, trade 
receivables of $18K (2011: $85K) were past due but not impaired. These relate to a number of independent 
customers for whom there is no recent history of default.

At 30 June, the ageing analysis of trade receivables is as follows:

2012 2011
$000 $000

Not Past due 1,311 1,827

Past due 0 – 30 days 27 61

Past due 31 – 60 days 12 52

Past due > 61 days 6 33

1,356 1,973

8.  Trade and other receivables

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

DISPUTE RESOLUTION SERVICES40



Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

Leasehold 
Improvements

Furniture, 
Fittings and 

Equipment

Computer 
Equipment

Total

$000 $000 $000 $000

At 1 July 2010

At cost 896 906 889 2,691

Accumulated depreciation (425) (561) (783) (1,769)

Net carrying amount at 1 July 2010 471 345 106 922

Year ended 30 June 2011

Opening net carrying amount 471 345 106 922

Additions 192 137 92 421

Deletions and Disposals (202) (11) (10) (223)

Impairment provision - (35) - (35)

Depreciation expense (101) (148) (57) (306)

Closing net carrying amount 360 288 131 779

At 30 June 2011

At cost 629 991 663 2,283

Accumulated depreciation (269) (703) (532) (1,504)

Net carrying amount at 30 June 2011 360 288 131 779

Year ended 30 June 2012

Opening net carrying amount 360 288 131 779

Additions 125 51 10 186

Deletions and Disposals - (13) (6) (19)

Depreciation expense (124) (146) (65) (335)

Closing net carrying amount 361 180 70 611

At 30 June 2012

At cost 754 941 643 2,338

Accumulated depreciation and Impairment provision (393) (761) (573) (1,727)

Net carrying amount at 30 June 2012 361 180 70 611

9.  Property, plant and equipment
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

Computer Software
$000

At 1 July 2010

At cost 809

Accumulated amortisation (526)

Net carrying amount at 1 July 2010 283

Year ended 30 June 2011

Opening net carrying amount 283

Additions 5

Amortisation expense (99)

Closing net carrying amount 189

At 30 June 2011

At cost 814

Accumulated amortisation (625)

Net carrying amount at 30 June 2011 189

Year ended 30 June 2012

Opening net carrying amount 189

Additions 615

Amortisation expense (144)

Closing net carrying amount 660

At 30 June 2012

At cost 1,429

Accumulated amortisation (769)

Net carrying amount at 30 June 2012 660

The computer software comprises the development of a Document Management System and  
subsequent upgrades and web site developments. Additions in 2012 included the separation of the 
company’s IT system from a previous joint hosting arrangement and the addition of a new Financial 
Information management System.

10.  Intangible assets
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

2012 2011
$000 $000

Trade payables 350 286

Intercompany payables - 114

Accrued expenses 684 248

Total trade and other payables 1,034 648

Trade and other payables are non-interest bearing and are normally settled on 30-day term, therefore the 
carrying value of trade and other payables approximates their fair value. 

12.  Dividends paid and payable
2012 2011
$000 $000

Recognised amounts

Dividends declared and paid during the year at $925,000 per share - 1,850

Dividends declared and unpaid at 30 June at $200,000 per share - 400

Total dividends recognised - 2,250

All Dividends declared were due and payable to the previous Shareholder – ACC. 

11.  Trade and other payables
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2012 2011
$000 $000

Opening balance 1 July 1,268 1,054

Amount paid out during the year (1,024) (1,065)

Additional provision made during the year 941 1,279

Closing balance 30 June 1,185 1,268

Comprising:

Current 853 908

Non-current 332 360

Total employee benefit liabilities 1,185 1,268

14.  Contributed equity
2012 2012 2011 2011

Number Value Number Value
$000 $000

Ordinary shares

Issued and fully paid 2  400 2 400

Balance at 30 June 2 400 2 400

The total authorised number of ordinary shares is 2 shares (2011: 2) with no par value. All issued shares  
are fully paid.

Capital management

When managing capital, management’s objective is to ensure the entity continues as a going concern as  
well as maintain optimal returns to shareholders and benefits for other stakeholders. Management also  
aims to maintain a capital structure that ensures the lowest cost of capital available to the entity. 

13.  Employee benefit liabilities
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Notes to the financial statements  (for the Year Ended 30 June 2012)

2012 2011
$000 $000

Closing credit balance  249 -

The company was not required to maintain an imputation credit account in 2011 while it was a  
subsidiary of ACC. 

16.  Reconciliation of net surplus after tax to net cash from operating activities

2012 2011
$000 $000

Surplus after taxation 560 404

Add/(less) non-cash items:

Depreciation and amortisation expense 479 405

Loss on disposal of assets 19 223

Impairment provision - 35

Provision for employee benefits (83) 214

Movement in deferred tax (44) (183)

371 694

Add/(less) movements in working capital items:

Trade and other receivables 605 (473)

Work in progress 88 288

Trade and other payables 386 (331)

Income tax payable (51) 16

1,028 (500)

Net cash from operating activities 1,959 598

15.  Imputation credit account
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The company does not have any exposure from 
treasury activities. Financing required during 2012 
was arranged with the previous shareholder/parent 
– Accident Compensation Corporation.

Market risk
Cash flow interest rate risk

Cash flow interest rate risk is the risk that the  
cash flows from a financial instrument will fluctuate 
because of changes in market rates. Borrowings 
and investments issued at variable interest rates 
expose the company to cash flow interest rate risk. 
DRSL’s bank (current) account is subject to changes 
in the market interest rates.

DRSL currently has no variable interest rate debt  
or investments.

If interest rates on the bank balance during the year 
had fluctuated by plus or minus 0.5%, the effect 
would have been to decrease/increase the surplus/
(deficit) by $7,599 (2011: $9,500).

Credit risk
Credit risk is the risk that a third party will default  
on its obligation to DRSL, causing the company  
to incur a loss.

In the normal course of its business, DRSL incurs 
credit risk from trade debtors and transactions with 
financial institutions. 

DRAL has a credit policy, which is used to manage 
this exposure to credit risk. DRSL believes it does 
have a significant concentration of credit risk with 
regard to the reading relations with its major trading 

17.  Financial instruments

customer ACC. In 2011 a 2 year contract was 
signed for the supply of dispute resolution services 
to ACC. This includes a condition for prompt 
settlement of debts.

DRSL does not require any collateral or security to 
support financial instruments as it only deposits 
with, or loans to, banks and other financial 
institutions with high credit ratings. DRSL does  
not expect the non-performance of any obligations 
at balance date.

DRSL’s maximum credit exposure for each class 
of financial instrument is represented by the total 
carrying amount of cash and cash equivalents 
(note 7) and trade receivables (note 8). There is no 
collateral held as security against these financial 
instruments, including those instruments that  
are overdue.

Liquidity risk
Liquidity risk is the risk that DRSL will encounter 
difficulty raising liquid funds to meet commitments 
as they fall due. The liquidity risk is managed by 
ensuring that there is sufficient working capital 
to meet current obligations. This is monitored by 
regular relevant reports to the Board of Directors. 

Maturity analysis and effective interest rates
The table below summarises the maturity profile 
of the financial liabilities of the company. The 
amounts disclosed in the table are the contractual 
undiscounted cash flow.
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At 30 June 2012 Less than  
1 year

Between  
1–2 years

Between  
2–5 years

Greater than  
5 years

$000 $000 $000 $000

Payables and accrued liabilities 1,034 - - -

At 30 June 2011 Less than  
1 year

Between  
1–2 years

Between  
2–5 years

Greater than  
5 years

$000 $000 $000 $000

Payables and accrued liabilities 1,048 - - -
 
Fair values

Cash, Receivables, Payables and Bank Overdraft

The carrying value of these items is equivalent to their fair value. The fair value of current borrowings equals 
their carrying amount, as the impact of discounting is not significant.

18.  Categories of financial assets and liabilities
2012 2011
$000 $000

The carrying amounts of financial assets and liabilities in each of the NZ 
IAS 39 categories are as follows:

Loans and receivables

Cash and cash equivalents 1,307 549

Trade and other receivables 1,362 1,973

Total loans and receivables 2,669 2,522

Financial liabilities measured at amortised cost

Trade and other payables 1,034 648

Dividend payable - 400

Total financial liabilities measured at amortised cost 1,034 1,048
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Transactions 
DRSL as a wholly owned entity of the Crown 
enters into a number of transactions with other 
government departments, crown agencies and 
state-owned enterprises on an arm’s length basis 
where those parties are acting in the course of  
their normal dealing with DRSL. 

ACC, a wholly owned government entity is a major 
source of DRSL revenue. Sales to ACC during the 
year totalled $13.2 million (2011: $12.595 million) 
for review and mediation services. ACC provided 
services to DRSL during the year totalled $0.870 
million (2011: $0.994 million).

During the year DRSL did not declare a dividend  
to the Crown (2011: ACC, $2.25 million).

Significant transactions during the year with other 
government departments, crown agencies and 
state-owned enterprises include payments by DRSL 
to the Inland Revenue Department totalling $1.505 
million (2011: $1.4 million) for taxation, including 
GST, income tax and fringe benefit tax. The amount 
outstanding at balance date was $0.083 million 
(2011: $0.055 million). Financial Dispute Resolution 
Scheme funding from Ministry of Consumer Affairs 
$0.958 million. Other transactions and amount 
outstanding with the other such entities are not 
considered material.

20.  Related party transactions

19.  Operating lease commitments

The company has operating leases for premises, some of which have right of renewal options. 
There are no sub leases from these arrangements.

2012 2011
$000 $000

Non-cancellable operating lease commitments payable

Not later than one year 874 573

Later than one year and not later than five years 1,227 914

Later than five years - -

2,101 1,487

Significant leasing arrangements 
The premises leasing agreements are based around a contract fixed period and generally contain a right  
of renewal option. The fixed periods vary from 1 to 4 years and right of renewal options vary 1 to 4 years.  
The leasing agreements where they are greater than 1 year contain rent review clauses which are subject  
to acceptance of valuation reports or if not accepted, a resolution process.
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Catalyst Risk Management, like Dispute Resolution Services Limited was a wholly owned subsidiary of 
ACC for the year ended June 2011. Due to the change in shareholding on 20 June 2011, this relationship 
ceased. All transactions with related parties have been carried out on normal commercial terms.

Outstanding balances
Amounts outstanding between the company and related parties are:

2012 2011
$000 $000

Owing by related parties

ACC – billed 1,265 1,707

ACC – unbilled (WIP) 1,738 1,826

Catalyst Risk Management - 8

3,003 3,541

Owing to related parties

ACC 5 514

Catalyst Risk Management - -

5 514

Balances owed to or from the above related parties (2011) include transactions that were completed prior 
to the change in Shareholding – refer note 1(a)

2012 2011
$000 $000

Key management personnel

The remuneration of the directors of the board and senior 
management team is set out below:

Salaries and other short-term employee costs 1,246 1,024

Salaries and other long term employee costs 6 -

Post-employment costs 59 53

Total key management personnel compensation 1,311 1,077
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There are no commitments for future capital 
expenditure resulting from contracts entered into  
by the company at balance date (2011: $nil).

22.  Contingencies

There were no contingent liabilities at  
30 June 2012 (2011: $nil).

23.  Events after balance sheet date

There have been no significant events after 
 balance sheet date. (2011: $nil).

21.  Capital commitments
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Statutory information

Directors who have received remuneration and 
other benefits from the company during the year 
are as follows:

2012 2011
$000 $000

Peter Blades 35 -

Anita Chan 18 -

Brent Kennerley - 15

Greg Pollock - 15

Tupara Morrison 18 15

John Spencer 18 3

Marie Bismark 18 -

2011 Directors’ remuneration for Marie Bismark is 
included in the Directors’ remuneration of ACC.

2.   Employees’ remuneration

a) The number of employees whose remuneration 
was within these specified bands is as follows:

2012 2011

$100,000 – $110,000 3 12

$110,000 – $120,000 3 4

$120,000 – $130,000 2 3

$130,000 – $140,000 1 1

$140,000 – $150,000 1 1

$150,000 – $160,000 2 2

$170,000 – $180,000 - 1

$180,000 – $190,000 1 -

$270,000 – $280,000 - 1

$310,000 – $320,000 1 -

b) During the year ended 30 June 2012, three 
employees received compensation in relation  
to cessation totalling $36,889 (2011, DRSL 
was not a Crown Entity). 

3.  Changes in business of company

During the year ended 30 June 2012 there was 
no significant change in the nature of the business 
operations of the company. 

(2011 The change in Shareholder effective on 
20 June 2011 has not changed the nature and 
operations of the Company).

4.  Company donations 

During the year the Company made donations  
of $522 (2011: $nil).

1.  Directors’ remuneration
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5.  Directors interests

Pursuant to section 140(2) of the Companies Act 1993, the following is a list of particulars of general 
disclosures of interest by directors of Dispute Resolution Services Limited holding office at 30 June 2012.

Peter Blades – Chair

Wellington Regional Council Holding Company Ltd Director

PBL Ltd (New Zealand) Director

Southern Cross Computers Pty Ltd (Victoria) Advisory Board Member

Rbz Resources Pty Ltd (Victoria) Director

Marie Bismark – Vice Chair

Royal Australasian College of Physicians Medico-Legal Expert Advisory Group Member

University of Melbourne Senior Research Fellow

University of Otago Adjunct Associate Professor

Australasian Faculty of Public Health Medicine Trainee

The Young and Well CRC Board Member

Buddle Findlay Consultant

Tupara Morrison – Director

ID Group Holdings Ltd Managing Director

Lakes District Health Board Member

CNI Iwi Holdings Ltd Director

Te Kotahitanga o Ngati Whakaue Assets Trust Trustee

New Zealand Maori Arts & Crafts Institute Ltd Director

Apostolic Training Centre Hamilton Director

Healthpoint Partners Ltd Director

John Spencer – Director

KiwiRail Ltd Chairman

WEL Networks Ltd Chairman

Tower Ltd Director

Dairy NZ Ltd Director

Mitre 10 NZ Ltd Director

Tertiary Education Commission Chairman

Raukawa Iwi Development Ltd Chairman

Anita Chan – Director

Anita Chan Barrister, Dunedin Barrister Sole
International Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers (IAML), London Vice President
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Check out our website to 
find out more about DRSL 
www.drsl.co.nz
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