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Employment Relations Authority: Five Cases 

Application to have matter removed to the Employment Court granted 

A Labour Inspector from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment sought 
removal of this matter to the Employment Court (the Court). The Labour Inspector had 
also filed claims in the Court seeking declarations that Samra Holdings Limited (Samra 
Holdings) were involved in serious breaches of the statutory minimum entitlements of 
five workers in four liquor stores. 

The Labour Inspector asked for pecuniary penalty orders, compensation orders and 
banning orders to be imposed if the Court agreed the alleged breaches occurred and 
were serious. Under the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act), only the Court has 
jurisdiction to make those declarations about serious breaches of minimum entitlement 
provisions. It may also impose those orders. 

The Labour Inspector’s application to the Employment Relations Authority (the 
Authority) asserted that they wanted the matter removed to the Court and sought 
findings that Samra Holdings had not paid minimum entitlements. Furthermore, that it 
had failed to keep wage and time records, and holiday and leave records. Additionally, 
that Mr Kaur, Director of Samra Holdings, and Mr Singh, a Manager or Administrator, 
were involved in breaches of employment standards. Remedies sought in the Authority 
included wage arrears and holiday pay to the workers, and penalties against Samra 
Holdings. Penalties against Mr Kaur and Mr Singh were also sought for failing to keep 
accurate records. 

Some of the claims in the Authority concerned breaches which allegedly occurred 
between March 2013 and March 2016. It was up to the Court to determine whether 
breaches which occurred before April 2016 were serious. Other claims in the Authority 
concerned alleged breaches after April 2016 and overlapped with the matters before 
the Court in relation to the same alleged breaches. This overlap, as well as the 
jurisdiction of the Court to make findings of serious breaches and impose more 
stringent remedies, was why the removal was sought. A grant for removal would mean 
that the entire matter could be dealt with in one forum in a single proceeding. 

Under the Act the Authority may order removal of a matter where the Court already 
has proceedings before it between the same parties which involve the same, similar or 
related issues. The Authority may also remove a matter if it is of the opinion that in all 
the circumstances the Court should determine the matter. If either or both criteria are 
met, the Authority must then check whether there is any reason not to remove the 
matter. 
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The Authority noted that the Labour Inspector’s application met the grounds that the Court had before it, proceedings 
between the same parties, involving related issues. These issues involved exercise of the Court’s jurisdiction to consider 
whether any breaches that occurred after 1 April 2016 were serious. The Court’s answer to that would then determine 
whether pecuniary penalties and other orders were appropriate. The Court would also be able to impose ordinary 
penalties that were appropriate rather than have the parties undergo additional and separate Authority investigations. 
This would save the Labour Inspector and parties time and expenses for preparing and participating in both forums. 

In all the circumstances, the Authority determined that removal to the Court was appropriate. The removal would allow 
for efficient use of resources while ensuring the matter was thoroughly considered and determined in the interests of 
justice. No factors to decline removal were found. The removal application was granted. 

A Labour Inspector v Samra Holdings Limited trading as Te Puna Liquor Centre  [[2020] NZERA 481; 23/11/2020; R 
Arthur] 

 

Failure to consult about the decision to no longer sell business was a significant procedural omission 

Mr Mehrtens worked for Meydell Holdings 2018 Limited (Meydell Holdings) at Millers Flat Holiday Park in Central Otago. 
Mr Mehrtens’ employment ended on 31 July 2019 when the Directors of Meydell Holdings indicated that they were 
selling the holiday park and until sold, they would be stepping in to manage it. Mr Mehrtens’ personal grievance letter, 
dated 30 August 2019, alleged that he had been unjustifiably dismissed and unjustifiably disadvantaged.  

In January 2019 Mr Mehrtens’ position recorded in the employment agreement was described as “Manager of Millers Flat 
Holiday Park.” Mr Mehrtens suggested there was also an informal agreement that Mrs Mehrtens would be party to an 
employment agreement when her parental leave ended in April 2019 to recognise that she was assisting with 
administration work on an ongoing basis. All parties acknowledged there was a good working relationship between 
owners and management.  

However, at the end of April 2019, coinciding with the end of Mrs Mehrtens’ parental leave, tension emerged over a 
request from Mr Mehrtens and Mrs Mehrtens for Mrs Mehrtens to be placed on an employment agreement. Mr 
Mehrtens was being pressured from IRD to pay child support payments from a previous relationship. He gave three 
options to Mr Meyer, one of the Directors of Meydell Holdings. These included to change the employment relationship so 
that Mrs Mehrtens would be the only one employed, have them both on contract with split earnings or if neither, then he 
may have to start looking for alternative employment.  

On 1 June 2019 Mr Meyer sent a letter to Mr Mehrtens which headed restructure proposal. Mr Meyer had a health 
condition and selling the park was an option, but he proposed to disestablish his arrangement with Mr Mehrtens and run 
the park himself with his partner. Feedback was required by 7 June 2019 and it stated if the proposal went ahead, they 
would be given four weeks’ notice. Mr Mehrtens, on receiving this letter, tried to have a discussion to persuade his 
employers otherwise. In the feedback, Mr Mehrtens expressed his view that Mrs Mehrtens and himself were effectively 
running the park as a couple and Mrs Mehrtens felt she was working part-time but acknowledged there were only enough 
funds to cover one person. After describing the negative impact this proposal would have on their family situation, Mr 
Mehrtens and Mrs Mehrtens asked that the park not be put up for sale but for them to stay on a joint contract.  

On 14 June 2019 a letter was sent with the decision of putting the business up for sale and on the 17 June the park was 
advertised for sale. Mr Mehrtens was unsettled about his family’s future and at this point Mrs Mehrtens withdrew and 
left him to all the park responsibilities. There was little to no contact from Mr Meyer until 3 July. The letter delivered by 
Mr Meyer concluded that employment would end on 31 July 2019 and that the property will need to be vacated. Mr 
Mehrtens started looking for other work.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) found that Meydell Holdings followed the ‘spirit rather than the 
letter’ by indicating to Mr Mehrtens and Mrs Mehrtens that they could remain employed until the business was sold, but 
Meydell Holdings did not acknowledge an obligation to try and negotiate ongoing employment with the new owner. Mr 
Meyer said it was after the initial decision that Mr Mehrtens and Mrs Mehrtens remain until a new buyer was found that 
“things started to unravel”. It was only from that point that Mr Meyer noticed issues with an overfilled skip, the ablution 
block/showers being not cleaned properly and them having no luck with potential buyers.  
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What then occurred, objectively, destroyed Mr Mehrtens and Mrs Mehrtens trust and confidence in their now former 
employer. Mr Meyer and Ms Cordell, a Director of Meydell Holdings, arranged for a friend to look after the park then 
withdrew the park from sale and decided to employ another ‘couple’ just four days after Mr Mehrtens and Mrs Mehrtens 
left Meydell Holdings’ employment. Mr Meyer said not contacting Mr Mehrtens and Mrs Mehrtens when he decided to 
seek a couple to run the park was because they “left on bad terms”. 

The Authority found that the redundancy was subjectively not genuine as Mr Mehrtens’ position continued to exist 
beyond 31 July 2019. Even if it was accepted that Meydell Holdings needed a ‘couple’ to run the park, Mr Mehrtens and 
Mrs Mehrtens ran the park as a couple and had signalled a willingness to continue doing so. The failure to consult once 
the final decision not to sell had been made was a significant procedural omission. Mr Mehrtens and Mrs Mehrtens were 
entitled to feel misled that the reason communicated to end the employment relationship was not genuine and that it 
brought the employment to a premature end.   

The Authority found that Mr Mehrtens was unjustifiably dismissed. Meydell Holdings was ordered to pay Mr Mehrtens 
the sum of $4,167 for lost wages and the sum of $25,200 for compensation. Mr Mehrtens was ordered to pay Meydell 
Holdings the sum of $729.30 to cover unpaid utility accounts. The parties were encouraged to make an agreement to 
costs. 

Mehrtens v Meydell Holdings 2018 Limited [[2020] NZERA 521; 18/12/2020; D Beck]  

 

Application to have Director added as a person involved in a breach granted 

Mr Tubby was employed by SR NZ Investments Ltd (SR NZ) from March 2018 until 10 July 2018. Ms Tubby lodged claims 
with the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) and sought recovery of unpaid wages and holiday entitlements 
against SR NZ.  

On application under section 142Y of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) Mr Jaswal, a Director of SR NZ, was 
joined as a respondent to the proceeding as there was an arguable case he was a person involved in a breach. Ms Tubby 
had since become aware that Ms Mohammed was the sole Director of SR NZ for a substantial portion of her employment. 
Ms Tubby now sought to have Ms Mohammed also joined to the proceedings. 

Ms Mohammed had not responded to Ms Tubby’s application but the Authority was satisfied that she had received it and 
must be aware of it. This was because the application was sent via Courier Track&Trace to Ms Mohammed’s personal 
address and was signed upon receival, which the Authority believed was signed by Ms Mohammed. The Authority noted 
that Ms Mohammed’s personal address was also the registered address for service for SR NZ in the New Zealand 
Companies Office Register. 

The letter notified Ms Mohammed that if she intended to object to Ms Tubby’s application, she was required to do so in 
writing no later than 14 days after receipt of the application. The Authority did not receive a response from Ms 
Mohammed therefore, the Authority proceeded to determine the application on the material provided. 

Ms Tubby’s application was accompanied by a sworn affidavit. In it, Ms Tubby claimed she had been informed SR NZ was 
“practically defunct” and pointed to bank statements obtained from SR NZ that reflected a number of dishonest payments 
by it. Ms Tubby was concerned that SR NZ may not have been in a position to meet any orders made for payment of 
wages and holiday entitlements if her claim was successful. 

Ms Mohammed was the sole Director of SR NZ for 12 of the 16 weeks Ms Tubby was employed by SR NZ. On the material 
provided, the Authority was satisfied that there was an arguable case that wage and holiday entitlements may be owed to 
Ms Tubby, and that SR NZ may be unable to pay those entitlements. Furthermore, that Ms Mohammed was a Director of 
SR NZ and may be a person involved in a breach. 

The Authority determined that Ms Tubby’s application was granted. Ms Mohammed was then joined as a third 
respondent to the claims Ms Tubby had through the Authority. Costs were reserved. 

Tubby v Mohammed [[2020] NZERA 512; 09/12/2020; M Ryan] 
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Employee’s terms of employment did not cause resignation  

Allied Investments Limited (Allied Investments) employed Mr Larkins as a Static Guard from July 2018. In January 2019, Mr 
Larkins transferred to work as a Mobile Patrol Officer. In February 2019, Mr Larkins resigned and refused to work further 
shifts. In April 2019, Mr Larkins filed a Statement of Problem in the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority). Mr 
Larkins’ issues centered around personal grievance claims but also included an arrears claim and a penalty claim for 
breach of good faith.  

In January 2019, Mr Larkins’ became aware that Allied Investments had advertised for Mobile Security Officers. Allied 
Investments represented the work as being subject to a four on/four off roster. Mr Larkins attended a three-day training 
course and was rostered to work 7.00pm to 7.00am, five nights on and two nights off. He was paid 10 hours for each shift 
and unable to leave the premises. He was required to be on duty for two hours in the middle of each shift.  

On Friday 9 February 2019, he was required to work until 8.00am the following morning. Allied Investments paid Mr 
Larkins 10 hours for that shift. On 14 February 2019, Mr Larkins was told of a shift change which required him to work. He 
resigned on Friday 15 February 2019 and the employment ended.  Mr Larkins claimed he was constructively dismissed. He 
argued that Allied Investments breached its obligation to provide him with a safe workplace and breached its good faith 
obligations.  

It was common ground that Mr Larkins discussed the role with Mr Black, a Director of Allied Investments, before 
commencing employment. Mr Larkins’ said that he was required to be “on call” for two hours in the middle of the shift 
running from 7.00pm to 7.00am. Allied Investments produced a copy of the job listing which stated that the role was a 
split shift running from 7.00pm to 7.00am. The Authority held that it was unlikely that Mr Black would have said the role 
did not involve a split shift in their discussion given Allied Investments had advertised the shift arrangement.  

Mr Larkins claimed that he was not allowed to leave the office during the two hours break between his normal tasks of 
the day. The Authority held that it was a term of Mr Larkins’ employment that the 12 hours span incorporated a two-hour 
unpaid break. His employment agreement set the hours of work between 20 and 60 per week at times to be mutually 
agreed between the employer and employee. He was not contracted to perform a four days on/four days off roster 
position.  

On 27 January, Mr Black sent Mr Larkins and the other Mobile Patrol staff an email with an attached roster for the first 
month. Mr Larkins raised no objection and in his evidence, said that as he was starting a new job, he did not want to “kick 
up a fuss”. Mr Larkins replied to this email and sought confirmation that he would receive a petrol allowance for work. 
The Authority held that Mr Larkins would have raised any concern if the first month roster was inconsistent with what he 
had been told about the work arrangements.  

The Authority had to determine whether Allied Investments constructively dismissed Mr Larkins. Mr Larkins claimed he 
was unaware of a forced two-hour unpaid break in the middle of the shift. However, the Authority accepted that this was 
explained at the initial discussion with Mr Black and in the training.  

Mr Larkins claimed that there was insufficient staff hired to complete the work in a safe manner, resulting in him working 
more than 60 hours and being deprived of rest to allow him to work safely. Mr Black’s evidence was that Mr Larkins 
worked 50 hours during the week which included two days off. Email exchanges showed that Allied Investments sought 
Mr Larkins’ agreement to the roster arrangements. The Authority accepted those arrangements were consisted with the 
employment agreement and there was no breach of duty by Allied Investments over the work hours. Furthermore, Mr 
Larkins claimed that working five days on/two days off “consistently” and driving for more than eight hours each night 
was unsafe and risked his life. However, Mr Larkins had agreed to work split shifts which involved driving for 
approximately five hours, a break and driving again for up to five hours.  

Mr Larkins claimed there was a delay in Allied Investments advising staff about the roster which affected his ability to him 
make arrangements in his personal life. However, the employment agreement did not set a time by which the roster was 
required to be set before coming into effect. It was required hours of work to be set by mutual agreement.  

Mr Larkins was critical of the company culture and how Mr Black had dealt with him generally. Mr Larkins characterised 
Mr Black’s phone and email communications as “unprofessional, patronising and overly aggressive”. However, none of the 
email communications from Mr Black in evidence could be accurately described in that way.  
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The Authority held that Mr Larkins may have been disgruntled by his working conditions, but he took on that job with the 
conditions clearly described. He was entitled to resign but the Authority did not find that he was constructively dismissed. 
In addition, Allied Investments was required to pay Mr Larkins $454.86 in arrears of wages and holiday pay with interest 
on top of that sum.  

Allied Investments Limited v Larkins [[2020] NZERA 502; 03/12/2020; P Cheyne]  

 

Authority found relationship to be one of employment where no agreement documented 

Mr Burt was engaged on 8 March 2019 by Mr Nilsen to work alongside him as a Deckhand on a fishing vessel Mr Nilsen 
skippered that sailed out of Bluff. Mr Burt considered himself and employee, however, Mr Nilsen denied being Mr Burt’s 
employer claiming that the employer was his father, Olaf Nilsen (Olaf). Mr Nilsen also suggested that Mr Burt was a share 
fisherman or contractor. Nothing of the engagement was documented.  

The relationship ended after Mr Burt began contesting the payment of his share of the fishing catch on or around 10 May 
2019, his request for time off in mid-June to undergo knee surgery and he began requesting payslips from Olaf. Matters 
came to a head in June 2019 when Mr Nilsen invited Mr Burt to a meeting that took place on the fishing vessel. Mr Burt 
said that Mr Nilsen appeared upset at Mr Burt involving his partner Ms Burt regarding the disputed remuneration. During 
the meeting, Mr Burt claimed that Mr Nilsen told him he no longer wanted him back on the boat. At this point Mr Burt 
had believed he was dismissed and removed his personal belongings from the boat. 

Mr Burt raised a grievance for unjustified disadvantage and dismissal as well as a claim for wage arrears. There was an 
issue in the raising of the grievance as it was raised out of time. Before the Employment Relations Authority (the 
Authority) could hear the claims raised by Mr Burt, it had to establish the nature of the relationship between Mr Burt and 
Mr Nilsen. To determine whether Mr Burt is an employee or a contractor, section 6 of the Employment Relations Act 2000 
(the Act) requires that the Authority examine the true nature of the relationship and assess all relevant factors including 
applying the relevant legal tests set out and affirmed by the Supreme Court in Bryson v Three Foot Six Limited. The factors 
to consider are the intention of the parties, documentation, issues of control and integration.  

In the absence of a written agreement determining the intentions of the parties, the Authority had to investigate the 
conduct between the two parties to determine their intention. From the evidence presented, it appeared that Mr Burt 
had no intention of entering into a contractual relationship. On the limited information Mr Nilsen provided, it was not 
clear what form of relationship he had contemplated. However, as seen in payslips Mr Burt presented to the Authority, 
PAYE and accumulated holiday pay was recorded. The Authority saw this as indicative of an employment relationship.  

When applying the control test, the Authority needs to determine where the ultimate authority in the relationship lies. 
The timing of each engagement and work allocation was under the control of Mr Nilsen, he simply directed Mr Burt to 
undertake the work as and when needed. Mr Burt has no control over when he undertook the work. During each fishing 
trip it included the necessity to stay overnight and Mr Burt could not engage in alternative work. The Authority found Mr 
Nilsen had complete control.  

The integration test required the consideration of whether Mr Burt could be viewed as an integral part of Mr Nilsen’s 
business. The Authority considered the fact that Mr Nilsen could not operate his fishing vessel without a Deckhand. 
Furthermore, that Mr Burt did not own the boat or have a share in its ownership, and he carried out all of the work in the 
boat using equipment that belonged to Mr Nilsen. The Authority found Mr Burt was an integral part to Mr Nilsen’s 
business. 

The fundamental test was the consideration of whether Mr Burt could reasonably be considered to be in business on his 
own account or performing services on his own account and therefore, assuming an element of risk in his engagement 
with Mr Nilsen. The Authority found no evidence that Mr Burt ran a business on his own account, or plant or equipment. 
He did not contract with other fishing operators and all he had to offer was industry experience. No minimum wage was 
agreed, and Mr Burt’s catch share and the financial return were at risk for both him and Mr Nilsen. However, Mr Nilsen 
skippered the boat, set the terms and he had a significantly disproportionate share of the profit, and risk. This was not 
indicative of a joint venture on an equal footing.  
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In objectively observing the relationship, the Authority deemed Mr Burt an employee. Having regard to who was the 
employer, the Authority found that Mr Nilsen initiated contact, set the terms, and working conditions of the role. 
Therefore, the Authority determined that Mr Nilsen was Mr Burt’s employer.  

Consequently, as the Authority could then hear Mr Burt’s grievance, it had to determine if it would allow the grievance to 
be raised out of time pursuant to section 114(5) of the Act. Having regard to the fact that Mr Burt did not have a written 
employment agreement, he was not provided with an explanation of the process to resolve employment relationship 
problems, which resulted in him not knowing about the 90 days to raise a grievance.  

The Authority allowed the grievance to be raised out of time. The Authority ordered Mr Nilsen to pay Mr Burt wage 
arrears of $5,083 and holiday pay of $406.64. The parties were encouraged to make an agreement to costs. 

Burt v Nilsen [[2020] NZERA 514; 10/12/2020; D G Beck] 

 

For further information about the issues raised in this week’s cases, please refer to the following resources:   

Employment Relations Act 

Holidays Act 

Restructure and Redundancy 

Breaks  

 

Employer News 

Labour market statistics: December 2020 quarter 

Labour market statistics provide a picture of the New Zealand labour market, including unemployment and employment 
rates, demand for labour, and changes in wages and salaries. 

To read further, please click the link below. 

 Statistics New Zealand [3 February 2021]  

 

Tourism events to drive local economies 

Another cash lifeline is being rolled out to the regions after the approval of funding towards a wide range of events and 
activities to stimulate domestic tourism. 

Contracts have now been signed with all nine regional tourism groupings to enable the $50 million Regional Events Fund 
to be distributed around the country. 

“Event organisers and tourism operators from Northland to Southland will benefit from the events outlined in the plans 
from their regional organisations,” said Tourism Minister Stuart Nash. 

“Events drive visitors, which brings economic spin-offs across the accommodation, hospitality and wider tourism and 
retail sectors. The Regional Events Fund was part of the government’s $400 million Tourism Recovery package. 

“As well as stimulating local economies, the Regional Events Fund will also strengthen regions’ event management 
expertise and event strategy development,” said Stuart Nash. 

https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=ERA-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=HA-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=RAR-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=RAR-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=B-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/labour-market-statistics-december-2020-quarter
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“Before COVID19 around 60 percent ($24 billion) of tourism spending was from domestic travellers getting out and 
experiencing their own backyard. Kiwis also spent a further $9 billion on overseas trips every year. We are working to 
catch a portion of that spending while our borders remain closed to keep us safe from the global pandemic. 

“Recent research by Tourism NZ also highlighted that a regional event, such as a festival, concert, exhibition, sports 
fixture, or food and beverage experience, is a major drawcard for Kiwis planning a domestic holiday. 

“Now that tourism events funding has been approved to all regions, each regional grouping can get on with the job of 
planning and putting their proposal into action. Regions decide how to spend their own funds and will collaborate to avoid 
competing against each other. 

“The first investment plan was approved in December, which confirmed $3.75 million for four regional tourism 
organisations collaborating as the Thermal Explorer Highway group. 

“Already the Southern Lakes group, which received $8.5 million, is calling for tourism operators to apply for support from 
their contestable fund. This means there are even more reasons to visit Queenstown, Wanaka, Central Otago and 
Fiordland. 

“Northland and Auckland, which received the largest investment, will use their $19 million by allocating funding for 
significant major and business events that will supplement existing programmes and strategies across Auckland and 
Northland.  

“Foodies might find themselves flocking to Hawke’s Bay as the region aims to develop a seasonal calendar for food-
focused events. 

“Wellington and Wairarapa are also working together to give Kiwis more reasons to visit year round.  Nelson and 
Marlborough are looking to increase visitor numbers by offering multi-day events. 

“Overall, we can expect to see a range of exciting activities and events to tempt New Zealanders to travel between 
regions from autumn onwards. Work to support and rebuild the tourism and hospitality sectors remains ongoing. 

“The Government is investing heavily in both increased promotion of domestic tourism, and direct support to tourism 
businesses to help drive the economic recovery,” Mr Nash said. 

The Regional Events Fund funding is allocated to nine groups of Regional Tourism Organisations based on each region’s 
share of international visitor spending prior to COVID19. 

To read further, please click the link below. 

 New Zealand Government [3 February 2021]  

 

High rises in construction jobs 

An increased number of jobs in the construction industry offsets losses in media and tourism related industries over 2020, 
Stats NZ said today. 

“Although overall employment is similar to a year ago, looking at movements by industry shows how New Zealand jobs 
have changed in response to COVID-19 and its restrictions,” labour market manager Andrew Neal said. 

“A similar uneven effect was also seen in the monthly employment indicator for December 2020.” 

Jobs up in December, but annual growth slows has more detail from the monthly employment indicator. 

Nationally, the household labour force survey (HLFS) showed an annual increase of 21,000 people whose main job was in 
the construction industry, up to 278,300 people in the December 2020 quarter. Of this increase, 15,200 were men and 
5,800 were women. 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/tourism-events-drive-local-economies
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“The strong growth in the construction industry across 2020 reflected an increase of 13,200 people employed in 
construction services,” Mr Neal said. 

“This includes people working in areas such as plumbing and electrical services, roofing, and concreting.” 

This increase was in line with the quarterly employment survey (QES), which showed the number of filled jobs in 
construction rose by 17,600 over the year, largely from residential building construction and building structure services. 
The increase in construction was the main driver in the national increase of 18,400 filled jobs. 

The QES measures the number of filled jobs from a business’s perspective, while HLFS measures the number of people 
employed from an individual’s perspective. 

“Delays in building projects due to lockdown restrictions along with more building consents issued after the lockdown 
may have increased demand for workers to meet higher construction demand,” Mr Neal said. 

Building consents issued: November 2020 has more details. 

To read further, please click the link below. 

 Statistics New Zealand [3 February 2021]  

 

2022 Matariki holiday date announced 

Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern has announced the date of the inaugural Matariki public holiday. 

Ngā Mata o te Ariki, more commonly known as Matariki, will be celebrated on Friday 24 June next year. The 2022 date 
was advised by the Matariki Advisory Group. 

The Government has also asked the Matariki Advisory Group to advise on future dates, as the exact timing of Matariki 
shifts each year, but these are expected to always fall on a Monday or Friday. 

“Matariki will be a distinctly New Zealand holiday; a time for reflection and celebration, and our first public holiday that 
recognises Te Ao Māori,” Jacinda Ardern said. 

“It’s great to have the date locked in for next year. This will be a day to acknowledge our nation’s unique, shared identity, 
and the importance of tikanga Māori. It’s going to be something very special, and something uniquely New Zealand. 

“It will also break up the lag between public holidays that currently exists between Queen’s Birthday in early June and 
Labour Day in late October,” Jacinda Ardern said. 

Matariki is a cluster of stars (Pleiades) that rises in mid-winter, marking the start of the Māori New Year. 

“The reappearance of the Matariki stars in our sky each year marks the beginning of a new year, and in recent years has 
become a time of celebration not just for Māori, but for many people across Aotearoa,” Māori Crown Relations Te 
Arawhiti Minister Kelvin Davis said. 

“Because the date of Matariki changes each year depending on the appearance of Pleiades in the sky, we have established 
a Matariki Advisory Group to provide advice on future dates of the public holiday, how it should be celebrated and to 
support the development of resources to educate the public on Matariki and the celebrations.” 

To read further, please click the link below. 

 New Zealand Government [4 February 2021]  

 

https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/high-rises-in-construction-jobs
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/2022-matariki-holiday-date-announced
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Legislation 
 

Note: Bills go through several stages before becoming an Act of Parliament: Introduction; First reading; Referral to 
select committee; Select committee report, Consideration of report; Committee stage; Second reading; Third reading; 
and Royal assent. 

Bills open for submissions: 6 Bills 

6 Bills are currently open for public submissions to select committees. 
 

Maori Commercial Aquaculture Claims Settlement Amendment Bill (7 February 2021) 

Crown Pastoral Land Reform Bill (22 February 2021) 

Social Security (Financial Assistance for Caregivers) Amendment Bill (22 February 2021)  

Land Transport (Drug Driving) Amendment Bill (26 February 2021)  

Family Court (Supporting Children in Court) Legislation Bill (28 February 2021) 

Water Services Bill (2 March 2021)  

 

Overviews of bills - and advice on how to make a select committee submission - available at:   

https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/  

The Employer Bulletin is a weekly update on employment relations news and recently published legal decisions. It is EMA’s 
policy to summarise cases that contain legal issues relevant to employers. The purpose of the Employer Bulletin is to 
provide and to promote best practice in employment relations. If you would like to provide feedback about the Employer 
Bulletin, contact advice@ema.co.nz 

https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCMA_SCF_BILL_99894/maori-commercial-aquaculture-claims-settlement-amendment
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCEN_SCF_BILL_99486/crown-pastoral-land-reform-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCSS_SCF_BILL_99685/social-security-financial-assistance-for-caregivers-amendment
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCTI_SCF_BILL_99686/land-transport-drug-driving-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCJU_SCF_BILL_99892/family-court-supporting-children-in-court-legislation
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCHE_SCF_BILL_99655/water-services-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/
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Advisory Services

Take advantage of these 
services and more with your 
membership. Free call  our 
team on 0800 300 362

Health & Safety Consultants

Employment Relations & Human 
Resources Consultants

Legal Team

AdviceLine

Matthew Dearing 
Managing Solicitor  
+64 27 284 4042 

matthew.dearing@ema.co.nz

Kent Duffy 
Solicitor  

+64 275 699307
kent.duffy@ema.co.nz

Ruthi Bommoju 
Solicitor  

+64 275 518 565 
 ruthi.bommoju@ema.co.nz 

Teresa Li
Solicitor

+64  27 257 4879 
teresa.li@ema.co.nz 

Nikki Iuli 
 +64 27 280 2261 

nikki.iuli@ema.co.nz 
Bay of Plenty &  
South Waikato

Tarrin Terry 
+64 27 398 7339 

tarrin.terry@ema.co.nz 
Bay of Plenty &  
South Waikato

Michael Witt 
Senior Solicitor  

+64 274 053359 
michael.witt@ema.co.nz

Beverley Edwards 
Senior Solicitor  
+64 7 839 6223 

beverley.edwards@ema.co.nz 

Julie Hardaker  
Special Counsel 

+64 21 284 8618 
 julie.hardaker@ema.co.nz 

Max McGowan 
+64 27 241 4608

max.mcgowan@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Peter Elder 
+64 27 271 1384 

peter.elder@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Russell Drake 
+64 21 686 621 

russell.drake@ema.co.nz 
Waikato

Keith Robinson
+64 27 278 7759

keith.robinson@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Brent Sutton
+64  27 590 5442

brent.sutton@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Geoff Brokenshire
+64 21 595 090

geoff.brokenshire@ema.co.nz
Bay of Plenty & Waikato

Chris Longman 
+64 27 403 1788

chris.longman@ema.co.nz
Bay of Plenty

Sarah Selwood
+64 27 474 4954

sarah.selwood@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Murray Broadbelt
+64 27 4300 113

murray.broadbelt@ema.co.nz
Northland

Clive Thomson 
+64 274 372 808 

clive.thomson@ema.co.nz 
Bay of Plenty  &  
South Waikato

Myriam Heynen 
+64 21 920 414 

myriam.heynen@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Bruce Lotter 
+64 27 535 1469  

bruce.lotter@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Jason Tuck
+64 21 992 192

jason.tuck@ema.co.nz

Sean Hanna 
AdviceLine Team Manager

0800 300 362

Samantha Butcher
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Sandamali Gunawardena
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Kitty Chan
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Waren Thomas
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Jess Husband
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Drew Prescott
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Ash Dixon
+64 21 265 909

ash.dixon@ema.co.nz
Auckland/Northland

Brent Torrens
brent.torrens@ema.co.nz

Auckland

Lisa Oakley 
+64 27 573 5483

lisa.oakley@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Bethany Shapherd
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362




