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NOTES OF JUDGE J JELAS ON SENTENCING 

 
 

[1] Mr Camplin, you appear today for sentencing, aged 62 years, on this one 

charge of did prescribe electrical work in breach of s 74 Electricity Act 1992 on the 

vessel Star Cruiser.  This is a representative charge representing work you carried 

out between 18 September 2014 and 20 December 2014.  The maximum penalty for 

this offence is a fine of $50,000.   

[2] The accepted summary of facts records that the complainant purchased a 

36 foot yacht in August 2014 known as the Star Cruiser.  It was the complainant’s 

intention that the yacht would be moored in the Westpark Marina in Auckland.  In 

order for that to occur, the power on the boat needed to be rewired and converted 

from 120 volt to 240 volt power.  The complainant was referred to you as someone 

who may be able to assist with that electrical work.   



 

 

[3] The summary further records that on 18 September 2014 the complainant met 

with you and explained the work that needed to be undertaken.  In addition, the 

complainant also asked about your formal qualifications for doing the work that had 

been explained.  You advised that you were qualified to carry out the work and 

further emphasised that you were specialised in marine work.  It is accepted by the 

prosecution that you did not specify that you were an electrician.  On the other hand, 

you did indicate to the complainant you were qualified.  The prescribed work that 

needed to be carried out included the following electrical work: 

(a) Fitting a socket or inlet plug to connect to Shorepower. 

(b) Rewiring and replacing the battery charger. 

(c) Replacement of the front panel of the AC distribution board and 

residual current device next to distribution board. 

(d) Installing a new hot water cylinder with the original wiring remaining 

in place. 

[4] In order to connect the yacht to the marina power a certificate of compliance 

was required.  You requested a registered electrician complete a certificate of 

compliance on your behalf and you offered the electrician $100 to sign off the work.   

[5] As a result of an inspection, several concerns were raised about the safety and 

compliance of the work.  The low voltage AC distribution board and wiring were not 

segregated from the extra low voltage DC system.  The same board also had 

externally exposed metal components that had the potential to become live.  In 

addition, some of the new work carried out on the low voltage AC distribution board 

was non-compliant.  The prosecution submits any non-compliant work is considered 

to carry a greater risk of electrocution or fire than compliant work.  The exposed and 

unearthed metal in particular creates a risk of electrocution.  Further, the lack of 

segregation between low voltage and extra low voltage systems present a risk of fire 

or electrocution because the wiring used in the extra low voltage system is not rated 

to safely carry low voltage.   



 

 

[6] You were not a registered or licensed electrician, nor have you been.  When 

the Electrical Workers Registration Board were carrying out their enquiries you were 

spoken to about this matter.  You stated you did not realise that you had broken any 

rules and that no monies were charged.   

[7] The prosecution submits, which is largely accepted by you, that the 

aggravating features of this offending include the following: 

(a) The extent of the offending and type of unlawful work: the unlawful 

work was a substantial job, being the conversion of a yacht’s electrical 

system from 120 volt to 240 volt.  It was not a small one-off job but 

significant work completed at different times over a three month 

period.  The extent of the job was reflected in the sum paid by the 

complainant to you of just over $24,000.  From further enquiries 

today, I am advised that approximately $14,000 of that sum was for 

payment of parts and GST.  The remaining $10,000 was labour; on 

your hourly rate that converts to approximately nine weeks’ work.  

That amount of work reflects the significant nature of the unlawful 

work undertaken.   

(b) A second aggravating feature is that the unlawful work was 

undertaken for commercial gain and, as I have already noted, the sum 

of $24,000 was paid for that work to you.  This is contrary to what 

you told the board when they were making their initial enquiries.   

(c) A third aggravating feature is the representation you made to the 

complainant that you were able to do the work.  The representation 

recorded on the summary of facts is that you were qualified.  While it 

is accepted you did not elaborate on what that qualification was, I can 

infer from the summary of facts that the fact you indicated to the 

complainant, who specifically enquired as to your formal 

qualifications that you were suitably qualified, as being a significant 

factor in the complainant’s final decision to employ you to complete 

the work.   



 

 

(d) The fourth aggravating feature is that the work done by you resulted 

in a non-compliant and unsafe situation, the particulars of that I have 

already referred to.  In essence, there was a risk of fire or 

electrocution as a result of the work you carried out.   

(e) Finally, the final aggravating feature is the fact that you sought to 

engage a registered electrician to certify the work that you had done.  

The prosecution is right to describe this as a concerning aggravating 

feature in its own right.  It infers an attempt to get somebody qualified 

to also breach the regulations by certifying work as being compliant 

work that they had not done and was not done. 

[8] In terms of the appropriate starting point, the prosecution submits it would be 

in the range of a fine of $15,000.  It is accepted that it is a mitigating factor that you 

are now repaying the complainant the sum of $15,000 as a result of an order by the 

Disputes Tribunal.  And further, it is also accepted that you are entitled to credit for 

your early guilty plea in the range of 25 percent, which is the maximum credit 

available.   

[9] On your behalf Mr Tomlinson has filed written submissions in advance and 

Mr Beach has today emphasised aspects of those submissions.  I note that the 

submissions refer to the fact that you are no longer doing any electrical work and 

that you have limited financial means.  On your behalf it is also emphasised the 

award that has been ordered in the Disputes Tribunal and that you are repaying by 

weekly repayments.  Mr Beach submits that the appropriate starting point is more in 

the range of $5000 to $8000 and further submits that credit should be given for your 

previous good record and your early guilty plea and the repayments you are making 

pursuant to the Disputes Tribunal order.  Finally, attached to the submissions is a 

statement of financial means which indicates that you have at present approximately 

$60 disposable income per week that could be apportioned in full or in part to 

repayment of a fine.  Overall, your means are limited.   

[10] The prosecution has referred to two cases in their submissions but 

unfortunately, due to the nature of this type of offending, full written copies of those 



 

 

decisions are not available.  However, they do give a general indication the type of 

the general range in starting point for offending of this type.   

[11] Having regard to those decisions as best I can given the limited information 

we have about them, in my view the appropriate starting point is a fine of $9000.  

That starting point should be reduced to reflect the payments you are making under 

the Disputes Tribunal order and I am prepared to give you a 10 percent discount 

from the starting point for what is in effect reparation being repaid to the 

complainant.  In addition, I also accept both counsels’ submission that you are 

entitled to full credit being 25 percent, which brings the fine to $6075.   

[12] Before I impose that fine I have to consider of course your financial situation.  

On my calculation that sum of $6075 could be repaid within five years if it was 

being repaid at the rate of $50 per week, five years being the general benchmark that 

was recently considered by the High Court as to whether or not a person has 

financial means to repay a fine.   

[13] Accordingly, you are convicted and fined $6075.  It is to be repaid at the rate 

of $50 per week, first payment to commence on 26 September 2016.   

[14] I also make the required order under s 73 Public Finance Act 1989 that 

90 percent of the fine that is ultimately recovered from you is repaid to the Electrical 

Workers Regulation Board.   

[15] In addition, there will be a fine of solicitor’s costs of $226 and Court costs of 

$130.   

 
 
 
J Jelas 
District Court Judge 
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