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Employment Relations Authority: Six Cases 

Minimum entitlement breaches of vulnerable employees spanned over four years  

SS & PK Jador Limited (the Company) trades as Clevedon Road Liquor. Mr Jador and 
Mrs Jador are the registered Directors of the Company. In May 2018, concerns about 
minimum entitlements were raised with the Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment (MBIE) by Mr Saini who alleged that, as an employee of Clevedon Road 
Liquor, he often worked more hours than what his employment agreement stipulated.  

A Labour Inspector from MBIE conducted an investigation into the complaint and 
proceedings were later commenced in the Employment Relations Authority (the 
Authority). The Labour Inspector alleged that there were breaches of minimum 
employment standards concerning four employees, offer and receival of a premium for 
one employee, and a failure to keep time and wage records for nine current and former 
employees. 

Following discussions between the Labour Inspector, Clevedon Road Liquor and Mr 
Jador, evidence was filed in the Authority recording that the parties had reached 
settlement at mediation in respect of all matters. It included a full and final settlement 
of the arrears claims. 

The parties agreed that Mr Jador was a person involved in the employment standards 
breaches for the purpose of section 142W of Employment Relations Act 2000 and 
therefore was liable as an individual to any penalty imposed on him by the Authority. 
Penalties in this determination were sought against Mr Jador and Clevedon Road 
Liquor. 

The Labour Inspector submitted that due to the breaches, the current and former 
employees lost the use of the money they were entitled to at the time it became due. 
This reduced the Company’s costs and gave it an unfair advantage over competitors. 

Clevedon Road Liquor and Mr Jador claimed that their actions were not intentional and 
arose out of a misunderstanding about how New Zealand law operated and had a 
genuine willingness to help the former and current employees (the Employees). 
Clevedon Road Liquor and Mr Jador claimed that Mr Saini asked Mr Jador for a 
premium arrangement because Mr Saini’s work visa was about to expire and he wanted 
permanent residency.  

The Labour Inspector submitted that the breaches were intentional and referred to the 
two sets of records.  
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One set accurately recorded contracted hours but falsely reflected the actual hours worked by the Employees, and the 
other set reflected the true nature and longer hours worked by the Employees.  

Pay for the additional hours were calculated from the second set of records and were paid at less than the minimum 
wage. The second set of records were not provided to the Labour Inspector during their investigation, but the Authority 
accepted that these were provided promptly after proceedings were filed and current counsel was engaged. 

The Authority held that there was a systematic disregard for minimum employment standards and a deliberateness about 
breaches that could not wholly be explained by a misunderstanding of New Zealand law. It was further noted that Mr 
Jador had run businesses in New Zealand since 1996. 

At the time of this determination, Clevedon Road Liquor and Mr Jador had undertaken multiple steps to ensure they 
understood New Zealand employment law. These included implementing a new electronic payroll system, providing 
employee access to complete employment records, overtime hours were drastically cut and employees were paid 
appropriately, and human resources and employment law specialists were on hand. Furthermore, all arrears were 
promptly paid, and the Authority expressed that Clevedon Road Liquor, and Mr Jador appeared to express genuine 
remorse for their actions. 

Despite this, the breaches were significant, with the total arrears coming to $97,361.66. They were sustained, occurring 
over a period of about four years. The Employees were in particularly vulnerable position by virtue of their immigration 
status. Clevedon Road Liquor and Mr Jador knew this and made a habit of employing family or friends for the specific 
intention of helping them with their visa and immigration status. 

The Authority considered the fact that this was the first action against Clevedon Road Liquor and took into account the 
proportionality and discounts for positive conduct. The Authority subsequently ordered Clevedon Road Liquor to pay a 
penalty of $50,000 and ordered Mr Jador as a Director and person involved in the breaches to pay a penalty of $20,000. 

A Labour Inspector v SS & PK Jador Limited [[2021] NZERA 278; 30/06/2021; S Kennedy] 

 

Compliance order, penalty and costs ordered against employer for breaching settlement agreement 

Mr Arona, a former employee of Stevryn Holdings Limited (Stevryn Holdings), and Mr MacDonald, Director of Stevryn 
Holdings, were both parties to a Record of Settlement dated 22 March 2021. A Mediator from the Mediation Services of 
the Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment signed the Record of Settlement under section 149 of the 
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). The Statement of Problem lodged in the Employment Relations Authority (the 
Authority) alleged that Mr MacDonald had not complied with clause 2 of the Record of Settlement as he had not paid an 
agreed lump sum payment by the prescribed deadline, which was 14 days from 22 March 2021. Mr Arona sought a 
compliance order, a penalty, and costs for the breach by Mr MacDonald. 

Mr Arona had an employment relationship problem which he resolved with Stevryn Holdings, his then employer. Mr 
MacDonald had signed the Record of Settlement as Director, on behalf of Stevryn Holdings. Clause 2 of the Record of 
Settlement provided that Mr MacDonald was to pay Mr Arona $11,000 pursuant to section 123(1)(c) of the Act within 14 
days from 22 March 2021. Mr Arona alleged that he had not been paid the money due under clause 2 of the Record of 
Settlement.  

The Authority held that Mr MacDonald had breached the Record of Settlement by not making payment. As a breach had 
been found, the Authority decided to issue a compliance order pursuant to section 137(2) of the Act. Mr MacDonald was 
ordered to comply with clause 2 of the Record of Settlement by paying Mr Arona $11,000 within five days of this 
determination.  

The Authority noted it was appropriate to impose a penalty against Mr MacDonald for the breach. Mr MacDonald’s only 
explanation for not paying the amount due under the Record of Settlement was that neither he nor Stevryn Holdings had 
money to pay. In determining the amount of the penalty, the Authority considered section 133A of the Act, including Mr 
MacDonald’s limited explanation in the assessment.  
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The Authority also considered penalties awarded in similar cases. The Authority assessed the appropriate penalty to be 
$1,000. This penalty was ordered to be paid directly to Mr Arona. This was ordered to compensate him for the 
inconvenience, distress, and cost he suffered as a result of the breach of the Record of Settlement. Mr MacDonald was 
also ordered to pay Mr Arona $71.56 for the filing fee within 14 days of this determination. 

Arona v MacDonald [[2021] NZERA 327; 27/07/2021; P van Keulen] 

 

Significant care required when managing performance with significant medical concerns 

RST commenced various formal employment processes against FSH as a result of a prolonged disagreement since 2015. As 
a result of this, FSH raised personal grievances against RST for a failure to consider alleged bulling and medical concerns 
when implementing the employment processes.   

In 2017, following proceedings filed by both parties, the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) dismissed FGH’s 
grievance claims. FGH then challenged the Authority’s determination in the Employment Court (the Court). In June 2018, 
the Court held that FGH had established a disadvantage grievance on three out of eight claims. As the parties could not 
agree on a return-to-work plan, FGH raised further grievances. In October 2019, the Court issued another judgment, and 
FGH returned to work in November 2019.  

In March 2021 however, RST became aware that FGH posted comments on social media criticising named Authority 
Members. Concerned by this, RST commenced a formal disciplinary meeting with FGH to address them. In response to 
RST’s concerns, FGH provided further medical information. Between April 2021 to June 2021, the parties’ representatives 
corresponded attempting to reach an agreement on how to best proceed with RST’s concerns, FGH’s supplied medical 
information, and adjusting FGH’s work hours.  

While a consensus was reached regarding FGH’s work hours, the parties were unable to agree on how to best move 
forward with the remainder of issues. For this reason, FGH sought $40,000 compensation in the Authority, claiming RST 
was in breach for failing to observe the guidance provided by the Court’s 2019 judgment. At the time of FGH filing their 
claim, the employment relationship was still on-going.  

In this determination, FGH applied for the matter to be removed to the Court for determination without the Authority 
investigating it under section 178 of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act).  Specifically, FGH submitted that to do 
so would be in the public interest, and that the Court already had proceedings between the parties involving the same or 
similar related issues. RST agreed stating that, given the parties’ litigation history, it expected the outcome would be 
challenged by the Court in any case. In addition to the public interest and similarity grounds, RST submitted that there 
were important issues of law in the case, further supporting a removal to the Court.  

In deciding the outcome, the Authority stated that the “permissive language” used in section 178 of the Act makes clear 
that it is at the Authority’s discretion whether to remove a matter to the Court and it is not simply done by mutual 
agreement of the parties. The Authority agreed that the matter was of such a nature that it ought to be removed to the 
Court, especially given that the Court arguably already has the same or similar matter before it. The Authority reasoned 
that this is because the dispute did not simply turn on the extent of RTS’s powers and how they could be properly 
exercised. Rather, a key aspect was FGH’s allegation that RST was in breach for failing to observe the guidance provided 
by the Court in its 2019 determination, and that RST should have taken further steps in light of this.   

Furthermore, RST’s concerns regarding public adverse comments made by FGH about Authority Members, also pointed to 
removal to the Court as being the most appropriate action considering all the circumstances of the matter. In addressing 
RST’s submission that important questions of law were at issue, the Authority found they were not pressing given that 
FGH’s dispute concerned what actions RST might have reasonably taken in light of the Court’s previous judgments.  

The Authority exercised its discretion and allowed the removal of this matter to the Court. Neither party made a claim for 
costs for this application therefore, there was no order for costs. 

Editor’s Note: This case highlights the level of care employers must observe when managing performance of employees 
with significant medical concerns, including when undertaking disciplinary proceedings. Perhaps the most salient 
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takeaway for employers is the need to properly observe and implement guidance issued to them by the Authority and the 
Court to illustrate they have undertaken all reasonable steps in managing their employees.  

FGH v RST [[2021] NZERA 377; 26/08/2021; C English] 

 

Employee’s breach of settlement agreement during exceptional circumstances resulted in no penalty award 

In November 2016 a Record of Settlement was agreed between LUY and ORX. LUY agreed to resign, not to make 
disparaging comments about ORX, and not to use or disclose confidential information regarding ORX’s business. It was 
agreed that this would continue indefinitely after the end of the employment. ORX claimed that LUY had breached the 
Record of Settlement by making disparaging comments about ORX and revealing confidential information about ORX’s 
business. ORX sought a compliance order, penalties, and costs. 

In July 2020 LUY tweeted about an unnamed workplace, on the same day he also posted a blog to his personal website, 
without identifying ORX. In September 2020, LUY posted several messages online about ORX. LUY accepted that he 
breached the Record of Settlement. The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) discussed the importance of 
parties retaining confidence in the durability of their settlement agreements. The nature and extent of the tweets and the 
thread when read together, breached clause 6 of the Record of Settlement which required the parties not to make 
disparaging comments about each other.  

The online messages included ORX’s confidential information which was another breach of the Record of Settlement. LUY 
understood he would be in breach of the Record of Settlement. The conduct was not inadvertent or negligent, so the 
Authority regarded it as intentional. There was no evidence of pecuniary loss or damage suffered by ORX, although It was 
accepted that the Director of ORX would have been concerned about the potential for such loss flowing from the online 
messaging damaging the reputation of ORX.  

In 2020, LUY suffered some health issues which required him to seek treatment. As soon as LUY was able to, following his 
discharge, he took steps to limit the adverse consequences of his breach. LUY presented evidence from his support 
worker that his thought process leading up to the breach may have affected his ability to comply with the Record of 
Settlement terms. LUY’s health crisis was the context for what his support worker described as an inability to control the 
compulsion to commit a breach. The Authority found that there was no reason to doubt that evidence of LUY’s thought 
processes.  

The difficulty was that LUY agreed at the time to fully and finally resolve the 2016 matters, but they still formed part of 
the 2020 thought processes. The Authority noted that society requires fair and effective legal mechanisms for resolving 
civil disputes including employment relationship problems. Without it there would be anarchy and conflict from resort to 
self-help remedies. The circumstances in which the breach took place were exceptional. The Authority’s assessment was 
that LUY was better deterred from engaging in similar conduct in the future by continued focus on the resolution of health 
issues, than by the imposition of a substantial penalty.  

LUY was issued with a compliance order to refrain from making any disparaging comments about ORX, and its Director, to 
any third parties, refrain from disseminating any of ORX’s confidential information, and comply with the Record of 
Settlement between him and ORX signed in November 2016.  LUY was also ordered to pay a penalty of $500 no later than 
31 August 2021, $250 of this was to be paid to ORX and the remaining $250 to the Crown. Costs were reserved.  

ORX v LUY [[2021] NZERA 339; 02/08/2021; P Cheyne] 

 

Decision to suspend and dismiss upheld as it was a conclusion open to a fair and reasonable employer 

South Waikato Achievement Trust (the Trust) dismissed Ms Henry on 2 August 2018 for serious misconduct. Ms Henry 
subsequently raised personal grievances for unjustified disadvantage and dismissal. Ms Henry had held a 2IC role with the 
Trust from April 2017. On 30 September 2017 an incident occurred where a resident was allegedly mistreated by Ms C, a 
colleague. On 26 March 2018 Ms Henry completed a complaint form about Ms C, referring to inappropriate language in a 
phone call. No disciplinary sanction was imposed but a formal reprimand was issued on 29 March 2018. 
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On 3 April 2018, Ms Henry gave Mr Ensor, her Manager, an incident report about the alleged mistreatment on 30 
September 2017. After an investigation, Mr Ensor concluded there was insufficient evidence to support the allegation. In 
his letter to Ms C, he referred to the interpersonal issue between Ms C and Ms Henry. 

Mr Ensor became concerned that Ms Henry had known about the instance of suspected abuse but did not report it at the 
time it allegedly occurred. Instead, she had only reported it after the complaint against Ms C did not result in disciplinary 
action. Mr Henry began an investigation of Ms Henry’s conduct on 11 April 2018 and suspended Ms Henry from 12 April 
2018. The Trust then initiated an investigation which concluded Mr Ensor had not allowed any reported acts of 
misconduct to go unaddressed.  

On 23 July 2018, Ms Henry was advised that the Trust had come to a preliminary view that it should dismiss her because 
allegations about her conduct had been substantiated. Mr Sinclair, Human Resource Advisor, had conducted the 
investigation and had questioned the timing of her April 2018 report and decided that it was made because Ms Henry was 
disappointed that no disciplinary action was taken against Ms C. The Trust confirmed its decision to terminate on 2 August 
2018. 

Ms Henry raised a personal grievance for unjustified disadvantage due to her suspension and the disciplinary process. The 
Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) felt the allegations about Ms Henry’s conduct were sufficiently serious to 
warrant her suspension as her presence at the workplace could have interfered with a fair investigation process. The Trust 
had given Ms Henry an opportunity to comment on the proposal to suspend which she did not object to. No unjustified 
disadvantage was therefore established on that ground. 

Ms Henry also claimed that Mr Sinclair, who assisted Mr Ensor in the disciplinary process, should not have also been the 
investigator during the investigation process. However, the Authority held that Mr Sinclair’s role during the investigation 
and disciplinary process was akin to an inhouse Human Resources Advisor rather than an investigator. The Trust had done 
what could be expected of a fair and reasonable employer by removing Mr Ensor from a decision making role once the 
allegations were made. 

The Authority also held that Ms Henry was aware of what the Trust’s policies required Ms Henry to do in this situation. 
There was no disparity in her treatment compared with other employees, as claimed by Ms Henry. The Trust was found to 
have consistently applied the appropriate process in investigating formal complaints about Ms C. 

In Ms Henry’s personal grievance letter, it stated that the Trust had failed to provide the relevant information she had 
requested. However, the Authority did not accept this and stated Ms Henry was provided with the relevant information, 
told of the Trust’s concerns and given a reasonable opportunity to respond during an extensive investigation. The 
preliminary outcome letter provided on 23 July 2018, set out the information and reasons for conclusions drawn and 
showed that Ms Henry’s explanations were genuinely considered.  

There was a sufficient evidential foundation for the two main elements of the serious misconduct findings the Trust made. 
In October 2017, it was held that Ms Henry had not done enough to explore and report a potential instance of a physical 
abuse of a resident. Secondly, she had belatedly pursued that issue in March 2018 for an inappropriate purpose. Based on 
these circumstances, the Authority held that a fair and reasonable employer could have made a finding of serious 
misconduct. The Trust’s conclusion of irreparable damage to its trust and confidence in Ms Henry was within the range of 
responses open to a fair and reasonable employer. 

Accordingly, Ms Henry’s claims of personal grievances for unjustified disadvantage and unjustified dismissal were 
declined. Costs were reserved.  

Henry v South Waikato Achievement Trust [[2021] NZERA 340; 02/08/2021; R Arthur] 

 

Breach of settlement claim and amended application  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) previously issued a determination in this matter declining the 
application for an interim injunction by GHX, the applicant, who formerly worked for HEC, the respondent. The claim 
related to a Record of Settlement reached between the parties and signed off under the Employment Relations Act 2000 
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(the Act) by a Mediator from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment.  What remained to be decided were 
claims that HEC breached the Record of Settlement, that compliance orders should be made and penalties imposed. 

HEC denied that there had been breaches of the Record of Settlement. GHX then filed an amended application to the 
Authority identifying QOI, the Chief Executive of HEC, as second respondent. No application for leave to bring a claim 
against another party was made. HEC’s representatives objected strongly to QOI’s inclusion, both on procedural and 
substantive grounds. Under the Act the Authority may direct parties to be joined or struck out. The Authority decided to 
treat the inclusion of QOI as an application to join QOI as a party to proceedings. The parties filed memoranda, and both 
took the opportunity to make further comment.  

QOI, as HEC’s Chief Executive, was at the mediation where the settlement agreement was concluded, and his actions were 
also the basis for at least some of the alleged breaches of the Record of Settlement. While QOI was clearly connected to 
the claim, there was no indication of any involvement in any personal capacity. HEC accepted that and was not attempting 
to distance itself from QOI.  

The Authority said the wording of the Act can be seen as envisaging compliance orders being made against those who are 
not parties for example, to the employment agreement or a settlement agreement. The Authority may by order require 
those who are parties or witnesses to do a specified thing or cease any specified activity. Given that orders can be made 
against witnesses the Authority therefore concluded that QOI did not need to be a party for an order to be made against 
him.   

In any event the Authority questioned whether, in circumstances where QOI was involved in his capacity as agent of HEC 
and remains the Chief Executive, an order would be seen as necessary when an order against HEC would be sufficient to 
bind QOI. The Authority was not satisfied that having QOI as a party would enable the Authority to more effectually 
dispose of the matter before it and therefore declined to direct that QOI be joined as a party. The case proceeds against 
HEC. Costs were reserved. 

GHX v HEC [[2021] NZERA 343; 03/08/2021; N Craig] 

 

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

Discipline 

Labour Inspectors 

Employment Relations Act 2000 

Holidays Act  

Full and Final Settlements  

 

Employer News 
 

Joint Statement: New Zealand and Australian Trade Ministers 

Hon Damien O'Connor MP, New Zealand Minister for Trade and Export Growth, and Hon Dan Tehan MP, Australian 
Minister for Trade, Tourism and Investment, met virtually on Monday 20 September to advance trans-Tasman 
cooperation under the Australia-New Zealand Closer Economic Relations Trade Agreement (CER). 

CER is one of the most comprehensive trade agreements in the world and underpins the integration of the New Zealand 
and Australian economies. During the COVID-19 pandemic, these open economic settings have benefitted exporters and 
businesses in both countries, contributing to the economic resilience of New Zealand and Australia. Ministers reiterated 

https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=DE-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=LI-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=ERA2000-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=PL-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
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the importance of the Single Economic Market agenda between Australia and New Zealand to support shared prosperity 
for our economies, our businesses, and our communities. As part of this agenda, Ministers discussed recent cooperation 
on supply chains and progress on a Secure Trade Lane that would maximise efficiencies in low-risk goods trade. Ministers 
also acknowledged the ongoing work in digital trade and e-commerce, science and innovation, circular economy, and 
Indigenous business collaboration. 

Reflecting the importance of free movement of people between Australia and New Zealand, Ministers highlighted their 
desire to see further opportunities for travel between Australia and New Zealand as soon as health conditions allow. They 
reiterated the commitment made by the New Zealand and Australian Prime Ministers’ to work together on re-opening to 
our Pacific neighbours when it is safe to do so and on systems that would enable a safe reopening to other parts of the 
world. 

Ministers reinforced both countries’ commitment to the multilateral rules-based trading system which provides the 
predictability and stability necessary to ensure that trade can take place efficiently and with the least friction possible. As 
demonstrated by the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic, the benefits this system delivers for our countries are more 
important than ever. Ministers reiterated their concern over the use of coercive economic practices, and noted the threat 
these practices pose to the integrity of the multilateral rules-based trading system. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government [20 September 2021] 

 

Predator Free apprenticeships open up new job opportunities 

The expansion of a predator free apprenticeship programme is an opportunity for more people to kick-start a 
conservation career, Conservation Minister Kiri Allan says. 

“The Predator Free Apprenticeship Programme is focused on increasing the number of skilled predator control operators 
in New Zealand through a two-year training programme. 

“The Trust has already placed 48 apprentices with various host organisations around the country since the scheme started 
late last year following an investment of $4.5 million through the Government’s Jobs for Nature programme, 

“A further $2.35 million will mean another 25 people who may either be looking for work or a fresh start due to the 
impact of COVID 19 now have the opportunity to receive the same on-the-job and formal training. 

“Participants complete the NZQA Certificate in Pest Operations (Level 3) and a number of other industry qualifications, 
and learn directly from experienced pest control specialists during their apprenticeship. They also provide local on-the-
ground support to conservation community groups, landowners, and other projects,” Kiri Allan said. 

“If we are going to achieve our ambitious goal of creating a predator free New Zealand by 2050 and see the regeneration 
of our native bird and plant life it is vital we grow a workforce armed with the skills required to become future 
environmental leaders. 

“This project will not only do that but will also deliver social and economic benefits to the wider community,” Kiri Allan 
said. 

Support staff will be employed to coordinate the programme. 

 New Zealand Government [22 September 2021] 

 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/joint-statement-new-zealand-and-australian-trade-ministers
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/predator-free-apprenticeships-open-new-job-opportunities
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Effects of COVID-19 on trade: At 15 September 2021 (provisional) 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade is a weekly update on New Zealand’s daily goods trade with the world. 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. 

We advise caution in making decisions based on this data. 

To read further, please click the link below. 
 

 Statistics New Zealand [13 September2021] 

 

COVID-19 response earns another major digital investment 

Minister for the Digital Economy and Communications Dr David Clark welcomes Amazon’s Web Services’ (AWS) decision 
to establish a Cloud Region on New Zealand shores, further boosting New Zealand’s growing digital sector, and providing a 
vote of confidence in the direction of New Zealand’s economic recovery. 
 
“Amazon is the second major global tech provider to invest heavily in establishing a Cloud Region in New Zealand, bringing 
with it new jobs, exciting new opportunities for the digital sector, and further acceleration to our economic recovery from 
COVID-19,” David Clark said.  
 
“This investment, is estimated to be around $7.5 billion and demonstrates the high level of confidence the international 
business community has in backing New Zealand’s economy. Our economic stability continues to create appealing 
investment opportunities despite the challenges facing all communities and businesses around the world. 
 
“This will create job opportunities for industries like our construction sector, and bring long term benefits as we see the 
ICT sector and local innovators significantly grow into the future. We may be a small, island nation a long way from 
traditional markets, but the borderless digital world continues to present us with new innovative economic opportunities. 
 
“Cloud-based technologies are generally accepted now as being the way to work and innovate digitally; an example of this 
is the COVID-19 Tracer App. As such, Cloud is a foundation for our aspirations as a digital nation. 

 
“Today’s news means that the Government, local businesses and communities, will soon have access to the scale and 
security of two of the world’s biggest Cloud service providers, from here in Aotearoa. 
 
“Protecting Kiwis’ data and privacy is critically important to the Government.  Onshore Cloud facilities give us stronger 
control of New Zealand’s data because it is held here, where our laws and protections apply. 
 
“This is a step forward for New Zealand’s digital maturity, as we all increasingly adjust to the increasingly digital world,” 
David Clark said. 
 
AWS’ decision to establish a New Zealand Cloud Region was made through the company’s independent due diligence and 
is not a government procurement. 

 

 New Zealand Government [23 September 2021] 
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Expert group appointed to lead New Zealand’s future health system 

An outstanding group of people with extensive and wide-ranging governance and health experience have been appointed 
to lead the Māori Health Authority and Health New Zealand, Health Minister Andrew Little says. 
 
“This Government is building a truly national health system to provide consistent, high-quality health services right across 
the country. This is another step towards fixing the health system so it works for everyone,” Andrew Little said. 
 
“The future health system will mean New Zealanders will be able to have equitable access to healthcare to live longer, 
with the best possible quality of life, no matter who they are or where they live.” 
 
Rob Campbell, an experienced professional director with extensive union, public and private sector governance 
experience has been appointed as the Chair of Health New Zealand. With his extensive experience leading large 
organisations these skills will be essential to lead Health New Zealand which will become the country’s largest employer. 
 
Sharon Shea, current Chair of the Bay of Plenty DHB and an experienced leader across the health, disability and 
community sector has been appointed as Co-Chair of the Māori Health Authority and will also serve as a board member of 
Health New Zealand. 

 
To read further, please click the link below.  

 

 New Zealand Government [16 September 2021] 

 

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: Three Bills 

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

Inquiry into school attendance (30 September 2021) 

Inquiry into illegal, unregulated, and unreported fishing (1 October 2021) 

Hazardous Substances and New Organisms (Hazardous Substances Assessments) Amendment Bill (3 October 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  
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+64 27 573 5483

lisa.oakley@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Max McGowan 
+64 27 241 4608

max.mcgowan@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Tarrin Terry 
+64 27 398 7339 

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

Myriam Heynen 
+64 21 920 414

myriam.heynen@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Jason Tuck
+64 21 992 192

jason.tuck@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Chris Longman 
+64 27 403 1788

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

Ash Dixon
+64 21 265 909

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

Employment Relations & Human Resources Consultants

Julie Hardaker  
Special Counsel 

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

Matthew Dearing 
Managing Solicitor  
+64 27 284 4042

matthew.dearing@ema.co.nz

Kent Duffy 
Solicitor  

+64 27 569 9307 
kent.duffy@ema.co.nz

Michael Witt 
Senior Solicitor  

+64 27 405 3359 
michael.witt@ema.co.nz

Ruthi Bommoju 
Solicitor  

+64 27 551 8565
 ruthi.bommoju@ema.co.nz 

Beverley Edwards 
Senior Solicitor  
+64 7 839 6223 

beverley.edwards@ema.co.nz 

Legal Team

Geoff Brokenshire
+64 21 595 090

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

Brent Sutton
+64  27 590 5442

brent.sutton@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Keith Robinson
+64 27 278 7759

keith.robinson@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Health & Safety Consultants

AdviceLine

Sean Hanna 
AdviceLine Team Manager

0800 300 362

Eric Cook
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Bethany Shepherd
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Sandamali Gunawardena
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Samantha Butcher
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Waren Thomas
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Jess Husband
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Linda Browne
+64 27 560 9131

Linda.browne@ema.co.nz
Bay of Plenty & Auckland




