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Employment Court: One Case 

Dismissal upheld in the Employment Court  

This case involved challenges to two determinations of the Employment Relations 
Authority (the Authority). Mr Hong was employed by Chevron Traffic Services Limited 
(Chevron) as a Traffic Controller. He was summarily dismissed on 7 June 2018 as a 
result of incidents which occurred at the workplace on 25 May 2018. In the substantive 
decision, the Authority found that Mr Hong was not unjustifiably dismissed. Mr Hong 
challenged this in the Employment Court (the Court) and argued that Chevron breached 
its duty of good faith and sought penalties and compensation.  

Chevron was a management business providing traffic services to its customers. The 
evidence against Mr Hong arose primarily from three of his colleagues and a witness 
employed by the Head Contractor at the worksite. They alleged that on 25 May 2018 
Mr Hong repeatedly failed to co-operate with the other controllers and allowed traffic 
into a restricted area while traffic was proceeding from the other ends. In addition, the 
employees alleged that on more than one occasion Mr Hong got out of Chevron 
vehicles on the wrong side of the vehicle and into lanes where there was potential for 
passing traffic. For health and safety reasons, Chevron required its employees to get 
out of vehicles on the side away from passing traffic.  

As a result of these incidents, the Traffic Superintendent of the Head Contractor made 
a complaint, which was then investigated by senior management at Chevron. The 
investigation was conducted by Mr Clarke, Managing Director of Chevron. Mr Hong was 
advised he could have a support person present at the meetings, but he declined this 
invitation. Mr Hong denied the allegations and claimed there was a conspiracy between 
the other staff and the Traffic Superintendent to get rid of him. Although he denied 
that the incidents took place, he claimed that if such incidents did occur, they could not 
have been regarded as serious misconduct justifying dismissal because they were an 
irregular occurrence.  

The second meeting was initially deferred because Mr Hong was sick and time was 
given for him to recover. During the second meeting, Mr Clarke indicated that he had 
considered Mr Hong’s reaction to the allegations carefully and gave him another 
opportunity to respond. Again, Mr Hong denied the allegations, stating he had nothing 
further to add. After hearing Mr Hong’s second response, Mr Clarke took an 
adjournment to gather his thoughts and consider the entire matter. When he returned 
to the meeting, he advised Mr Hong that he was being dismissed. Mr Hong raised a 
personal grievance following the dismissal. Mr Clarke responded by outlining the 
reasons for the dismissal in a letter to Mr Hong.  

Our Weekly News  

Digest for Employers  

Friday, 17 July 2020 

 

 

Cases 1 
Employment Court: One Case 1 
Employment Relations Authority: 
Five Cases 2 

Employer News 6 
More support rolls out for SMEs 6 
PGF delivers more jobs and skills 
training for the regions 7 
Effects of COVID-19 on trade: 1 
February-8 July 2020 (provisional) 8 
Relief for temporary migrants, 
employers and New Zealanders 
who need work 8 

Legislation 9 
Bills open for submissions: Eight 
Bills 9 

Contact details 10 
Employment Relations Consultants 10 
Health & Safety Consultants 10 
Legal Team 10 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 



 
 

 

Employer Bulletin  

Friday, 17 July 2020 

 

 

    2 
 

  

Mr Hong’s primary claim was that he was unjustifiably dismissed. In considering his claim, the Court applied the test of 
justification as set out in section 103A of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). The test is whether the employer’s 
actions were what a fair and reasonable employer could have done in all the circumstances at the time the dismissal 
occurred. The Court determined that Mr Clarke had properly complied with the procedural requirements contained in 
section 103A of the Act. He gave proper notice to Mr Hong and also deferred the final meeting to accommodate Mr 
Hong’s illness. Mr Clarke gave Mr Hong notice of the accusations against him and time to respond. He indicated at both 
meetings that Mr Hong was entitled to have a support person if he wished.  

The Court considered that the decision to dismiss without notice was a reasonable response in all the circumstances. 
There was no basis to conclude that there was a conspiracy against Mr Hong, as he had claimed. In the context of 
Chevron’s operations and responsibilities to the public, the Court considered that Mr Hong’s actions amounted to serious 
misconduct and held that Mr Hong was not unjustifiably dismissed.  

Hong v Chevron Traffic Services Limited [[2020] NZEmpC 44; 15/04/2020; Judge Perkins] 

 

Employment Relations Authority: Five Cases  

Serious procedural flaws in consultation process breached the fair and reasonable standard 

Mr Sharifi was employed by Career Matrix NZ Limited (Career Matrix) as an English Language Teacher from 10 September 
2018 until 8 February 2019, when his position was made redundant. Mr Sharifi claimed that he was unjustifiably dismissed 
due to the lack of substantive grounds for the restructure and claimed that there were procedural improprieties in the 
consultation process.  

On 14 December 2018, just prior to the redundancy process beginning, an issue arose between Mr Sharifi and his 
manager, Mr Jaffray. Mr Sharifi alleged that he was assaulted by Mr Jaffray. Mr Sharifi was instructed to report to another 
manager for the last week of term until the matter was fully investigated.  

Career Matrix held its restructure proposal meeting on 17 December 2018, which Mr Sharifi elected not to attend due to 
his concerns about the 14 December 2018 incident. All staff were sent a copy of the restructure proposal on 20 December 
2018 and were advised that the deadline for feedback was 31 December 2018. Mr Sharifi argued that the proposal lacked 
specific details on the particular changes proposed and specific comments about his role. In addition, he claimed that no 
detailed financial information was provided to substantiate Career Matrix’s claims that revenue had declined. Career 
Matrix went into customary closedown on 21 December 2018 and Mr Sharifi went on pre-approved annual leave until 7 
January 2019.  

Career Matrix decided to implement its restructure proposal on 10 January 2019, as no feedback had been received. Staff 
were informed the next day that their positions would be disestablished and that they should apply for new roles by 
8:30am on Tuesday 15 January 2019 “if they wanted to remain employed”. Mr Sharifi applied for the National English 
Language Programme Manager position, but Career Matrix ultimately hired an external candidate. The interviews for the 
position were held on 11 January 2019 and were conducted by Mr Jaffray and Mr Hakaraia – the Director of Teaching and 
Learning at the time. Requests were made by both Mr Sharifi and Mr Jaffray for the latter not to be involved in the 
former’s interview due to the possibility of bias arising from the 14 December 2018 allegations. Mr Hakaraia declined to 
replace Mr Jaffray due to his wish to have the same interviewers to ensure consistency.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) found the restructure to be substantially justified as the clear decline 
in student numbers created financial pressure, and it was therefore reasonable and appropriate for Career Matrix to 
conclude that there was a surplus of English Language Teachers. The Authority rejected Mr Sharifi’s claim that the 
“restructuring process was a sham” and that it was implemented to personally target him.  

However, the Authority found that Career Matrix had failed to comply with its statutory good faith obligations and with 
any of the four procedural fairness considerations in section 130A(3) of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). The 
lack of specific information relevant to Mr Sharifi’s position in the restructure proposal deprived him of the opportunity to  
comment on a decision about his ongoing employment. This was not active and constructive, and nor was it responsive or 
communicative for the purposes of section 4(1A)(b) of the Act.  
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Additionally, the timeline of tabling the restructure proposal for the day before Mr Sharifi was due to go on annual leave 
and requiring him to give feedback over the Christmas period, when most professional advisors were closed, was 
unreasonable. The Authority also held that the combination of an insufficient redundancy selection process, lack of 
consideration for redeployment opportunities, as well as Mr Jaffray’s involvement in the interview, all made the 
restructuring process unfair to Mr Sharifi.  

The Authority stated that determining Mr Sharifi had been unjustifiably dismissed due to procedural impropriety did not 
forgo the conclusion “that if Mr Sharifi had been fully and properly consulted… the decision to select him for redundancy 
would have remained unchanged”. It was the serious procedural flaws in Career Matrix’s consultation process that 
breached the fair and reasonable standard. The Authority ordered Career Matrix to pay Mr Sharifi $10,973 for lost 
remuneration and $18,000 for hurt and humiliation compensation. No deduction for contribution was made.  

Sharifi v Career Matrix NZ Limited [[2020] NZERA 208; 22/05/2020; R Larmer] 

 

Reinstatement from suspension pending investigation into sexual misconduct declined  

P was suspended from his employment while his employer investigated a complaint made against him by another 
employee for sexual misconduct following a work event. He allegedly breached a number of company policies concerning 
work relationships, functions and entertainment, drugs and alcohol, and sexual harassment. The company decided it was 
in the best interests of all parties concerned that P remain at home on pay. P raised an unjustifiable disadvantage claim 
because he felt his employer’s decision and the process it followed to suspend him was unjustified. He sought remedies 
including compensation and costs as well as urgent reinstatement until his claim of unjustified suspension was 
determined by the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority). 

P vehemently denied the details of the complaint and said the “intimate event” following the work event was consensual 
and that he did not misuse alcohol or abuse his position. He stated that he was not made aware of the nature of a 
subsequent suspension meeting, nor was he given any notice of it. P argued that the suspension resulted in damage to his 
career and reputation, although no conclusions about the complaint had yet been reached. He felt the longer he was 
unable to return, the greater the damage to his reputation and career from gossip and speculation. 

In response, his employer thought that the alleged behaviour was serious and could result in justified dismissal if it was 
substantiated and the interests of justice meant that his application for reinstatement should be rejected. It said it was 
maintaining utmost discretion to protect P’s reputation.  

The Authority has discretion to order interim reinstatement pending an investigation and determination of a complaint. 
Firstly, P would need to establish an arguable case of unjustified disadvantage and that he would likely be reinstated on a 
permanent basis if the Authority substantiated his claim. Secondly, the Authority must assess whether remedies other 
than interim reinstatement are available to P, and what effect any reinstatement could have on any third parties. Thirdly, 
the Authority must assess the overall justice of the case.  

On the first issue, the Authority decided that suspension was open to a fair and reasonable employer as it was provided 
for in the employment agreement. Furthermore, the allegations were serious, warranting suspension to ensure safety, 
wellbeing and privacy. Although it had been stalled by the COVID-19 lockdown, the investigation was underway. 
Additionally, reinstatement was not practicable due to the COVID-19 lockdown.  

On the second issue, the Authority decided that the effect on P’s career and reputation had been mitigated by the COVID-
19 lockdown, which meant that many New Zealanders were working from home. He was suspended on full pay and able 
to say he was on sick leave. P’s concerns did not outweigh the risks of reinstatement to his employer, which included 
practical operational matters, distress to the complainant and ensuring a fair investigation. The Authority determined the 
balance of convenience lay in favour of the employer. 

On the third issue, the Authority acknowledged it had not assessed the complaints made against the applicant but it could 
not be objectively said that they were so baseless that the employer should not have asked P to formally respond, or 
begun investigating them. It was important that the investigation be carried out swiftly so a conclusion could be reached. 
The Authority held that overall justice favoured the employer. 
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Accordingly, P’s application for interim reinstatement failed because the Authority’s assessment of the balance of 
convenience and overall justice favoured the employer. As the successful party, the employer was entitled to costs, 
reserved pending the outcome of the complaint. 

P v Q [[2020] NZERA 140; 03/04/2020; A Fitzgibbon] 

 

Dismissal found to be both procedurally and substantively unjustified  

Mr Smith was employed by Mr Mickleson, who operated a farming business trading as Toi Toi Farms. Mr Smith claimed 

that he was unjustifiably dismissed and disadvantaged in his employment. Mr Smith started employment as a General 

Farmhand in January 2019 and was dismissed on 19 May 2019 following a conversation with Mr Mickleson. Mr Mickleson 

denied the claims and stated that Mr Smith owed him money for a power account and a pair of gloves.  

Mr Mickleson provided Mr Smith a letter confirming his dismissal with the reasons outlined as Mr Smith having breached 

the terms of his employment by poor performance and breached his contract by not having a full drivers licence. The 

letter also listed examples of concerns which had allegedly been raised with Mr Smith. They included him racing his quad 

bike towards cattle, timekeeping issues, failure to obtain a full drivers licence despite it being a condition of employment 

and a lack of care towards animals as evidenced by the death of two pups in his care.  

Mr Mickleson gave evidence that it was not his initial intention to dismiss Mr Smith, he just wanted a discussion with him 

to put forward his concerns. He expected Mr Smith to respond with some remorse and accept that he needed to improve, 

but that did not happen. Mr Mickleson was especially upset about the death of the pups and when Mr Smith showed no 

remorse or acceptance of wrongdoing, Mr Mickleson felt the trust required in the employment relationship had broken 

down. Accordingly, he decided to terminate Mr Smith’s employment on two weeks’ notice.  

Mr Mickleson said he had previously given Mr Smith a verbal warning about his quad bike driving, but while he recorded 

the details of this warning, he had not issued it in a formal sense and the document was never shown to Mr Smith. It was 

accepted that there was no provision in the employment agreement to provide a verbal warning. The Employment 

Relations Authority (the Authority) noted that if there had been, it was clear from the evidence that Mr Smith was not 

given an opportunity to be heard or respond to a proposal to issue a verbal warning. If a warning had been given, a copy 

should have immediately been given to Mr Smith so he would have been aware of the consequences of any repetition. 

The Authority noted that Mr Mickleson did not follow the process set out in the employment agreement and did not 

comply with the provisions of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) when he dismissed Mr Smith. There was no 

proper investigation, no opportunity for Mr Smith to prepare for the meeting, and no opportunity for him to have 

representation. The Authority found that any investigation which may have occurred, must be deemed to be inadequate. 

The letter provided to Mr Smith set out the reasons Mr Mickleson was relying on to justify the dismissal at the time. None 

of the reasons were fairly put to Mr Smith and there was no evidence of any investigation into the truth or otherwise of 

the allegations.  

The Authority determined that the dismissal was both substantively and procedurally unjustified. It was also clear that Mr 

Smith was significantly disadvantaged in his employment by the process adopted, however the Authority found the 

disadvantage grievance was inextricably linked with the dismissal. Mr Mickleson was ordered to pay Mr Smith $18,000 for 

hurt and humiliation, $384.62 unpaid holiday pay and $6,885.83, less PAYE, for lost wages. Mr Smith remained liable to 

Mr Mickleson for the $251.04 for outstanding power and $89.99 for gloves purchased at Farmlands.  

Smith v Scott Mickleson t/a Toi Toi Farms [[2020] NZERA 156; 20/04/2020; G O’Sullivan] 

 

Interim reinstatement pending determination of personal grievance declined  

Mr Vermuelen was employed by Mikes Transport Warehouse Limited (MTW) as a Sales Representative from January to 
March 2020. He claimed that he was unjustifiably dismissed on 5 March 2020 and applied to the Employment Relations 
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Authority (the Authority) for reinstatement. MTW claimed that Mr Vermuelen resigned and the parties agreed he would 
work for Modern Transport Engineers Limited (MTE), which is part of the Modern Transport Group (MTG) that MTW 
belonged to. Due to Mr Vermuelen’s visa conditions, he was unable to work for MTE, so that employment relationship 
ended. Mr Vermuelen sought reinstatement to his Sales Representative role with MTW.  

Due to the Covid-19 situation, this was a preliminary determination until the substantive application could be heard. Any 
findings made by the Authority were provisional and could change once the Authority was able to fully investigate the 
claims and examine witnesses about their evidence.  

Mr Vermuelen was granted a New Zealand Essential Skills work visa on 24 December 2019. The visa stipulated that Mr 
Vermuelen could only work as a Sales Representative for MTW and was valid for 12 months. Mr Vermuelen started 
working for MTW on 7 January 2020. On 5 March 2020, Mr Vermuelen claimed he was dismissed during a meeting with 
Mr Ratcliffe, the Managing Director of MTG. As he was desperate to stay employed, Mr Vermuelen asked for other work 
and was offered a role with MTE. Mr Ratcliffe claimed that during the meeting Mr Vermuelen advised he could not do his 
job and resigned and that Mr Vermuelen was offered the job with MTE in response to a request from him for other work. 
A new employment agreement between Mr Vermuelen and MTE was prepared, but Mr Vermuelen did not sign that 
agreement.  

Mr Vermuelen started working for MTE on 6 March 2020. On 12 March, Mr Vermuelen claimed he was dismissed as MTW 
were not prepared to assist with amending his visa conditions to reflect his new role. MTE claimed that it was not until 12 
March that the condition of Mr Vermuelen’s visa requiring him to work exclusively for MTW was discovered. As a result, 
the employment relationship ended.  

For an interim order to be granted, Mr Vermuelen needed to establish an arguable case that he was unjustifiably 
dismissed and an arguable case for permanent reinstatement. The Authority is then required to consider the balance of 
convenience, the impact on the parties of granting or refusing the order and the overall interests of justice. An arguable 
case is one with serious or arguable, but not necessarily certain, prospects of success. The test for assessing whether a 
dismissal was unjustified is contained within section 103A of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). It requires an 
objective assessment of whether the employer’s actions were what a fair and reasonable employer could do in all the 
circumstances at the time.  

On the basis of the untested evidence, the Authority was satisfied that Mr Vermuelen had an arguable case for unjustified 
dismissal. There was clearly a dispute about how his role as Sales Representative came to an end. If his employment 
ended at the initiative of the employer, it is arguable that those actions were not what a fair and reasonable employer 
could have done. The Authority noted that there were difficulties with Mr Vermuelen’s claim for permanent 
reinstatement. When the employment relationship ended on 12 March, he was not working for MTW, he had started 
working for MTE.  

MTW stated that when the COVID-19 lockdown was lifted, it would then reassess its business and redundancies would be 
likely. It was highly likely, given Mr Vermuelen’s visa status, that he would be included in any redundancy. The Authority 
noted there was no evidence that the Sales Representative role was no longer available, and any potential redundancy 
was only speculative. The Authority considered that there was an argument for permanent reinstatement, although it was 
not strong. 

In assessing the balance of convenience, a relevant factor was the limited term of Mr Vermuelen’s work visa. This could 
impact making an order for permanent reinstatement because even if an investigation meeting was held in July or August, 
a determination may not be issued before October or November. The Authority concluded that the overall interests of 
justice followed the balance of convenience and favoured declining Mr Vermuelen’s application for interim reinstatement. 
The Authority would convene for a case management conference to discuss a date to investigate Mr Vermuelen’s 
substantive claims after the Covid-19 lockdown was lifted.  

Vermuelen v Mikes Transport Warehouse Limited [[2020] NZERA 145; 09/04/2020; V Campbell] 
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Compliance order awarded for breach of settlement agreement  

On 30 January 2020, Mr Bonham and Cannon Signage Concepts Limited (Cannon) entered into a settlement agreement 
under section 149 of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). The settlement agreement was certified by a 
Mediator. The certification confirmed that the parties were advised and accepted that they understood the agreed terms 
were final, binding and enforceable, could not be cancelled and could not be brought before the Employment Relations 
Authority (the Authority) or Employment Court except for the purpose of enforcing those terms. Mr Bonham claimed that 
Cannon failed to adhere to clauses 2, 3 and 5 of that settlement agreement.  

Clauses 2 and 3 of the settlement agreement stated that Mr Bonham was to be paid $6000 compensation pursuant to 
section 123(c)(i) of the Act and $3000 less PAYE for his annual leave entitlement. Clause 5 of the settlement agreement 
stipulated that those amounts were to be paid by monthly instalments at the rate of $1000, commencing on 28 February 
2020. As of April 2020, Mr Bonham had not received any payments. Mr Smith accepted that the outstanding instalments 
due on 28 February 2020 and 28 March 2020 had not been paid. Mr Smith stated this was due to health problems he had 
suffered and because his business was experiencing financial difficulties exacerbated by COVID-19.  

The Authority accepted that Cannon had experienced financial difficulties which were compounded by COVID-19 and had 
sympathy for Mr Smith’s health issues. Although the breaches of the settlement agreement were not deliberate, the 
Authority was satisfied that Cannon had not complied with the terms by defaulting on the agreed payments. The Authority 
ordered Cannon to pay Mr Bonham the outstanding instalments of $2000 within 14 days of the date of the determination. 
The Authority also ordered Cannon pay a $200 penalty for breaching the terms of the settlement agreement, $71.56 for 
Mr Bonham’s filing fee and $321 as a contribution towards Mr Bonham’s legal costs. 

Bonham v Cannon Signage Concepts Limited [[2020] NZERA 148; 09/04/2020; E Robinson]  

 

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

Discipline  

Full and Final Settlements  

Restructuring and Redundancy 

Suspension 

 
Employer News 

More support rolls out for SMEs 

More support is rolling out for small and medium enterprises (SMEs) from the COVID Response and Recovery Fund, to 
help them adapt and innovate to deal with the impact of the virus. 

The Ministers for Economic Development and Small Business have announced a further $40 million for the Regional 
Business Partners (RBP) Network, on top of $15 million invested since March. 

“The Regional Business Partners scheme has been hugely successful since the first COVID-related cash injection of $15m. 
The new support will keep up that momentum,” Mr Twyford said. 

“More than 6,200 businesses have benefitted from free advice. Another 4,600 have registered to take part. Support for 
firms with up to 100 staff is delivered via vouchers for professional advisory services worth up to $5,000. 

“Regional Business Partners connect firms to expert advice at no cost to the business. Advice covers topics like business 
strategy, finance and cash flow, continuity planning, HR and employment relations, digital services, marketing, and health 
and wellness for owners and staff. 

https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ema.co.nz%2Fresources%2FEMA%2520Guides%2520and%2520Templates%2FAdvice%2520Documents%2FAZGuides%2FDiscipline.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CAshley.Gruebner%40EMA.CO.NZ%7C610338e5673c4eb63ab308d8239ad972%7C4824163e13df44b48b3458a3b19195e4%7C1%7C0%7C637298495262479410&sdata=AKKqDlNsbag2GxoCvtU9nJHyGWBXJAwxR4M6Yc3jA1Y%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ema.co.nz%2Fresources%2FEMA%2520Guides%2520and%2520Templates%2FAdvice%2520Documents%2FAZGuides%2FFull%2520and%2520Final%2520Settlements.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CAshley.Gruebner%40EMA.CO.NZ%7C6cc133240cd64feb986b08d823baec16%7C4824163e13df44b48b3458a3b19195e4%7C1%7C0%7C637298633015926117&sdata=kpdcco%2FETU1pD%2BkbL4bnCukIihe9UK72Icl%2B%2B9bco4Y%3D&reserved=0
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Restructuring%20and%20Redundancy.pdf
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ema.co.nz%2Fresources%2FEMA%2520Guides%2520and%2520Templates%2FAdvice%2520Documents%2FAZGuides%2FSuspension.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CAshley.Gruebner%40EMA.CO.NZ%7C6cc133240cd64feb986b08d823baec16%7C4824163e13df44b48b3458a3b19195e4%7C1%7C0%7C637298633015916117&sdata=vaFatXfxDfGovNvyX2kO5oCKDMzOilH1KRzPLEgMicE%3D&reserved=0
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“We now have one of the most open economies in the world but we know it remains a challenging time for businesses. 
We want more of them get professional advice to help grow and innovate as our economy continues to open up. 

“The RBP Network has longstanding partnerships with NZTE and Callaghan Innovation. It offers a fast and localised way to 
get practical support to business, especially the small and medium firms that are the backbone of the economy,” Mr 
Twyford said. 

“The funding enables the RBP Network of 1,300 registered professional service providers to deliver free business advice 
and training to SMEs to build their capabilities,” said Mr Nash. 

“The professional support is in huge demand from our smallest businesses, those with ten or fewer staff. This is the same 
cohort of SMEs who have been most enthusiastic about other government support like interest-free loans and the wage 
subsidy. 

“Around 60% of businesses who have used the RBP Network for professional support are firms with five or fewer staff. 
Around 80% have ten or fewer workers. There’s strong interest from manufacturing, tourism, construction, and retail 
businesses. 

“We don’t underestimate the struggle small businesses are facing at the moment, and the pressures they are under, be 
they financial or mental health. This is the time to leverage personal and business networks and use local contacts to help 
innovate and grow. 

“Our message to small businesses is that we have got your back. The best way to keep up the momentum of economic 
recovery, retain jobs, and adapt to COVID19 is if we all work together. The RBP Network allows the government and 
private sector to work in partnership to help our small firms,” Mr Nash said. 

The new funding includes $37.25 million to directly fund the professional advisory services and $2.75 million to increase 
resourcing within the network. Eligibility criteria can be found at https://covid19.nzte.govt.nz/page/regional-business-
partner-network 

To read further, please click the below link.  

 New Zealand Government [14 July 2020]  

 

PGF delivers more jobs and skills training for the regions  

The Coalition Government is again delivering for jobs and skills training in Otago and Southland through the Provincial 
Growth Fund (PGF), Regional Economic Development Minister Shane Jones said today. 

“A total investment of over $3.5 million from the PGF will help close to 1,500 people become work-ready,” Shane Jones 
said. 

“Funding of $1.85 million over four years will help establish Workforce Central Dunedin’s construction industry Jobs and 
Skills Hub, which will support the construction of the much-needed new Dunedin Hospital. 

While the hub will initially support the hospital build, it can also provide services and support broader outcomes for the 
construction sector beyond that build. 

“I’d like to thank the local agencies and the local building industry who have recognised the importance of such a facility, 
and committed to keeping this hub running beyond the hospital’s construction phase. 

“The project will upskill and support more than 300 local people into work on the hospital build, and at least a further 900 
people will be engaged and supported into training, education or employment. 

“The new hub, based initially near the site of the new hospital, will be modelled on similar facilities based in Auckland. 

https://covid19.nzte.govt.nz/page/regional-business-partner-network
https://covid19.nzte.govt.nz/page/regional-business-partner-network
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/more-support-rolls-out-smes
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“Additionally, $1.86 million over two years has been committed to set up a pilot for the NZ Shearing Training Model 
programme, to develop and deliver a sustainable, integrated training model for the shearing and wool handling industry. 

“This programme will use micro credentialing, ‘earn-as-you-learn’, and upskilling for up to 150 new shearers and 120 
existing shearers. It will target school leavers, unemployed and underemployed people, career changers and those in the 
industry who would like to learn new skills.  

“The programme will initially include two pilot schemes in the Tairāwhiti/Hawke’s Bay and Otago/Southland areas, where 
it will also establish centres of excellence for expert training in shearing and wool handling. 

“The industry has identified a need for more hands-on training to go with the paper-based qualifications currently used in 
the industry. 

“This project is the first step towards meeting that need,” Shane Jones said. 

 New Zealand Government [16 July 2020] 

 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: 1 February-8 July 2020 (provisional)  

Effects of COVID-19 on trade is a weekly update on New Zealand’s daily goods trade with the world from 1 February 2020. 
Comparing the values with previous years shows the potential impacts of COVID-19. 

The data is provisional and should be regarded as an early, indicative estimate of intentions to trade only, subject to 
revision. Caution is advised in making decisions based on this data. 

Note: The large increase in the total import value on 26 June 2020 is due to the arrival of a new vessel for the Royal New 
Zealand Navy. 

To download the data, please click the link below.  

 Statistics New Zealand [15 July 2020] 

 

Relief for temporary migrants, employers and New Zealanders who need work  

The Government is making immediate short-term changes to visa settings to support temporary migrants already onshore 
in New Zealand and their employers, while also ensuring New Zealanders needing work are prioritised, Immigration 
Minister Iain Lees-Galloway says. 

We are: 

• Extending temporary work visas due to expire by the end of 2020 by 6 months (16,500 workers) 

• Shifting the stand down by 6 months to February 2021 (600 workers) 

• Ensuring New Zealanders needing work continue to be prioritised. 
 

“We are assisting employers to make the most of the available workforce, both New Zealanders and temporary migrants 
on shore in New Zealand,” says Iain Lees-Galloway. 

“We are extending all existing employer-assisted temporary work visas for people in New Zealand and whose visas are 
due to expire before the end of 2020 by six months, benefiting around 16,500 workers. 

“This will provide some immediate relief and certainty for migrants and employers in the short term while they recover 
from the impact of COVID-19 and adjust to the changing labour market conditions where more New Zealanders will be 
available for work. 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/pgf-delivers-more-jobs-and-skills-training-regions
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/effects-of-covid-19-on-trade-1-february-8-july-2020-provisional
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“Migrant workers who are subject to the 12 month stand-down period and were going to have to leave New Zealand this 
year will now be able to stay for the duration of the extension. This will benefit around 600 lower-skilled visa holders who 
would have been subject to the 12 month stand down period. 

Iain Lees-Galloway urges employers to focus on longer-term workforce planning and recruitment and training of New 
Zealand jobseekers. 

“These short-term changes give employers some time to get ready for a changed labour market where more New 
Zealanders will be looking for work. 

“New low-skilled work visas will only be granted for six instead of 12 months as our priority is to preserve and prioritise 
future job opportunities for New Zealanders and give the system more flexibility to respond to labour market 
developments.” 

To read further, please click the below link.  

 New Zealand Government [7 July 2020] 

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: Eight Bills 

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

New Zealand Bill of Rights (Declarations of Inconsistency) Amendment Bill (11 August 2020) 

Taxation (Annual Rates for 2020-21, Feasibility Expenditure, and Remedial Matters) Bill (12 August 2020)  

New Zealand Superannuation and Retirement Income (Fair Residency) Amendment Bill (N/A) 

Overseas Investment Amendment Bill (No 3) (N/A)  

Food (Continuation of Dietary Supplements Regulations) Amendment Bill (N/A) 

Protected Disclosures (Protection of Whistleblowers) Bill (N/A) 

Rights for Victims of Insane Offenders Bill (N/A) 

Education (Strengthening Second Language Learning in Primary and Intermediate Schools) Amendment Bill (/NA)  

 

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/ 

Full text of bills available at:  http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills  

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.beehive.govt.nz/release/relief-temporary-migrants-employers-and-new-zealanders-who-need-work
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCPR_SCF_BILL_96241/new-zealand-bill-of-rights-declarations-of-inconsistency
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_98047/taxation-annual-rates-for-2020-21-feasibility-expenditure
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_80767/new-zealand-superannuation-and-retirement-income-fair
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_97807/overseas-investment-amendment-bill-no-3
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCPP_SCF_BILL_97732/food-continuation-of-dietary-supplements-regulations
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEW_SCF_BILL_99238/protected-disclosures-protection-of-whistleblowers-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_86509/rights-for-victims-of-insane-offenders-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEW_SCF_BILL_80226/education-strengthening-second-language-learning-in-primary
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/
http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills
mailto:advice@ema.co.nz


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

Matthew Dearing 
Managing Solicitor  
+64 27 284 4042 

matthew.dearing@ema.co.nz

Adviceline

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 

John Hansen 
+64 27 481 4268 

john.hansen@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Amanda Wallis
+64 21 042 0707

amanda.wallis@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
Auckland

Sean Hanna 
AdviceLine Team Manager

0800 300 362

Samantha Butcher
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Ashley Gruebner
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Sandamali Gunawardena
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Kitty Chan
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Amanda Muir
+64 21 0806 7388

amanda.muir@ema.co.nz
Bay of Plenty & South Waikato

Bethany Shapherd
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Helan Sun
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362




