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Employment Relations Authority: Six Cases 

Text messages amounted to sexual harassment 

Ms Zhang raised a personal grievance for sexual harassment during her 
employment with J C M International Limited (J C M International), however before 
this grievance could be heard, the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) 
had to determine if Ms Zhang was an employee of J C M International.  

In January 2018 Ms Zhang began working for Chen Expo Limited (Chen Expo). Chen 
Expo operated an export and general service business for trade to China. It had an 
export account with a sizable New Zealand winery. Chen Expo ceased operating in 
late 2018 and was removed from the Companies Register from 13 September 
2019. After that Mr Fan, Chen Expo’s General Manager, and Ms Zhou, formerly 
responsible for Chen Expo’s market development, operated helping people to 
export wine to China or assisting e-commerce platform customers. In October 
2018 Mr Fan and Ms Zhou left New Zealand on short notice to set up for an 
exhibition in China. One of them contacted Ms Zhang to ask her to take on 
maintaining the e-commerce platform customers, as she had done previously as 
an employee. Mr Fan said that J C M International offered Ms Zhang an 
employment agreement. Some discussion about the employment agreement 
occurred between the parties, with Ms Zhang having raised some concerns, 
however no outcome was reached.  

From October 2018 Ms Zhang began working informally for J C M International. 
Eventually, Mr Fan, being a Director and Shareholder of J C M International, decided 
to formalise things and offered Ms Zhang a written employment agreement with J 
C M International. While no agreement was signed, Ms Zhang continued working 
for J C M International. The work Ms Zhang undertook was usually directed by Mr 
Fan and she reported in regularly to him. The Authority concluded that Ms Zhang 
was an employee of J C M International.  

As a result of the Authority accepting that Ms Zhang was an employee of J C M 
International, it was able to hear her claim regarding the sexual harassment. The 
conduct included comments made by Mr Fan on multiple occasions. Both Mr Fan 
and Ms Zhang were in relationships at the time, he would often message Ms Zhang 
outside of work hours, that were unrelated to work, often commenting on her 
looks and making sexual overtones. In one instance Mr Fan had sent Ms Zhang 
some images. Shortly after sending them, he would make comments like “Oh my I 
sent two pics of what I shouldn’t send” and “Thankfully you didn’t see it… all nudes”.  
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Ms Zhang told the Authority she did not open them but deleted them immediately and when the pictures were 
presented at the Authority investigation, they did not turn out to be sexually explicit pictures. However, the 
Authority accepted that the comments that Mr Fan sent subsequently implied that they were sexual in nature, and 
therefore Ms Zhang was warranted to feel uncomfortable for receiving them.  

The question therefore was whether this amounted to sexual harassment. The Authority did not accept that Mr 
Fan’s messages were all harmless in the way he suggested. His test messages were either explicit or implicit, of a 
sexual nature or involved inviting Ms Zhang out in circumstances and at times unrelated to work. These messages 
were unwelcomed to her and as a result she did not want to meet him outside public settings. The Authority found 
that Ms Zhang was uncomfortable receiving the messages and felt she had no one she could talk to. The Authority 
accepted that the repeated messages of a sexual nature were unwelcome and had a detrimental effect on Ms 
Zhang’s job satisfaction. Therefore, Ms Zhang was able to establish her personal grievance.  

The Authority ordered J C M International to pay Ms Zhang $6,000 for hurt and humiliation and $1,562.00 in wage 
arrears. Costs were reserved. 

Zhang v J C M International Limited [[2021] NZERA 191; 07/05/2021; N Craig]  

 

Employment did not end in accordance with the provisions of fixed term agreement   

Cedenco Foods New Zealand Limited (Cedenco Foods) operates a fruit processing plant and a juicing plant in 
Nelson. The fruit processing plant typically runs from February to November each year as it is dependent on fruit 
availability and customer demand. Cedenco Foods therefore requires a seasonal workforce during the processing 
season. Mr Wilson was offered and accepted fixed term employment with Cedenco Foods and started work on 29 
April 2019.  

Mr Wilson worked on the Apple Juice Concentrate line throughout his employment. From August 2019, employees 
working on the Apple Juice Concentrate line had their hours reduced from 40 hours a week to 25 hours a week and it 
operated on fewer days. On 2 September 2019, the membrane filter on the juicing line broke and Mr Wilson was 
given cleaning instructions by Mr Sinclair, a Team Leader, to fix it. Mr Wilson thought Mr Sinclair’s approach was not 
correct and double checked the instructions with a manager.  

Mr Wilson claimed that on 4 September 2019, Mr Sinclair called Mr Wilson into his office and was “very annoyed, and 
angry” regarding Mr Wilson double checking his instructions. Later that day, Mr Sinclair told Mr Wilson that his 
season was over and his employment would end on 11 September 2019. Mr Sinclair provided Mr Wilson with a 
“Termination of Employment Season” form and was paid out his notice period.  

Mr Wilson raised a personal grievance on 11 October 2019 claiming that he had been unjustifiably dismissed from his 
employment. Cedenco Foods claimed that Mr Wilson’s employment ended by operation of the fixed term provision 
in the employment agreement.  

Mr Hunter, General Manager for Cedenco Foods, claimed that he called a meeting with Mr Sinclair and Mr Philips, 
another Team Leader, on the morning of 4 September 2019, to let them know that Cedenco Foods would need to 
reduce staff numbers in the Apple Juice Concentrate plant. Mr Hunter claimed that he decided to terminate Mr 
Wilson’s employment because another employee was being trained for the next season and would be able to 
operate several machines that Mr Wilson had not been trained on.  

Mr Wilson was unaware that his employment would be terminated based on a need to reduce staff numbers. 
Therefore, when Mr Wilson raised his personal grievance, he associated the termination of his employment with the 
issue between Mr Sinclair and himself.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) accepted the finding that Cedenco Foods terminated Mr 
Wilson’s employment because of its view that the fixed term had come to an end. The Authority then had to 
determine whether Mr Wilson’s employment amounted to a dismissal. Employment that ends by operation of a 
lawful fixed term agreement is not a dismissal. In accordance with section 66 of the Employment Relations Act 2000, 
the employer must have genuine reasons based on reasonable grounds for specifying that the employment is to 
end a specific way, and must advise the employee of when or how their employment will end and the reasons for it 
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ending that way. The Authority accepted that Cedenco Foods had genuine reasons based on reasonable grounds 
for Mr Wilson’s employment to be for a fixed term. The agreement also stated that the end of the fixed term 
agreement would be when the processing of the relevant food crops had been completed.  

The issue for the Authority was whether Cedenco Foods could show that the circumstances when it advised Mr 
Wilson that his employment was at an end, matched the reason provided for in the employment agreement. Data 
showed that the processing of relevant food crops did drop through September and October 2019, but did not end 
completely until November 2019.  The Authority held that the information did not support the reason for the fixed 
term agreement ending pursuant to the specified reason. Processing continued through October 2019 and 
Cedenco Foods could have managed its reduced labour requirement by offering Mr Wilson his minimum working 
hours, in accordance with the agreement. The Authority held that a fair and reasonable employer could not have 
dismissed Mr Wilson before the end of his fixed term employment and therefore unjustifiably dismissed him.  

Mr Wilson lost remuneration because of his personal grievance and claimed reimbursement for this. The Authority 
accepted this and required Cedenco Foods to pay $4,759 to Mr Wilson for lost remuneration. Cedenco Foods was 
also required to pay Mr Wilson $7,500 of compensation for the harm caused by the personal grievance. Costs were 
reserved.  

Wilson v Cedenco Foods New Zealand Limited  [[2021] NZERA 206; 18/05/2021; P Cheyne]  

 

Employee ordered to pay penalty for multiple breaches of settlement agreement  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) found in an earlier determination that SLU had breached five 
clauses of a Record of Settlement entered into with the Chief Executive of Oranga Tamariki – Ministry for Children 
(Oranga Tamariki). Oranga Tamariki sought penalties for the breaches.  

Section 149 of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) allows the Authority to impose a penalty on a person 
who breaches an agreed term of a settlement agreement. Sometime after entering into the Record of Settlement, 
SLU formed strong views about how he had been treated by Oranga Tamariki. He engaged in a significant amount of 
communication, sometimes sending up to five emails per day. Some of those communications were found to have 
breached the Record of Settlement. On several occasions Oranga Tamariki informed SLU that their actions were 
possibly breaching the Record of Settlement.  

The Record of Settlement constituted a full and final settlement of matters between the parties relating to SLU’s 
employment. It was agreed SLU would receive certain benefits under the Record of Settlement and in turn he 
agreed not to do certain things. This included not making any disparaging comments about Oranga Tamariki and its 
employees, maintaining confidentiality and not making new requests for information in relation to matters arising 
out of his employment.  

The Authority found that five clauses in the Record of Settlement had been breached. The clauses included the 
terms of the non-disparagement clauses, confidentiality obligations, full and final nature of the settlement and a 
clause relating to requests for information. The Authority took a globalised approach to the breaches. It combined 
the confidentiality breaches into one breach, and the non-disparagement and further information requests clauses 
as two separate breaches. The Authority noted that the breach of the full and final settlement clause was an 
overlapping breach of the other clauses. Therefore, the Authority noted that the starting point for an assessment of 
a penalty was three breaches at a maximum of $10,000 each which totalled $30,000. 

The Authority held that the breaches were serious, intentional and extensive. The Authority heard evidence of 
distress having been caused to those employees who were disparaged in the numerous communications from SLU. 
Whilst SLU had focused on the perceived wrongdoing of others, he showed no appreciation of the harm his own 
actions had caused when he breached the Record of Settlement. 

They Authority held that there was no real remorse shown about the breaches. The communications from SLU 
suggested that the breaches started in whole or part because he was unhappy about the way another employee was 
treated by Oranga Tamariki and reflection on, and unhappiness about, what was said at mediation. The 
communications that were in breach of the Record of Settlement were unrelenting and sent by SLU to a number of 
employees of Oranga Tamariki, other persons and organisations for some months.  
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SLU had not been previously involved in breaches in the Authority or Employment Court. He had provided 
information that supported he would struggle to pay a penalty. Oranga Tamariki, having regard to the financial 
position, sought a penalty of $6,000 which was less than the original penalty claimed in the Statement of Problem of 
$25,000. It was clear that SLU’s actions caused distress to a number of employees. The Authority considered it 
appropriate to award 80 per cent of the penalty to Oranga Tamariki for the use of those employees. 

SLU was ordered to pay the sum of $4,800 to Oranga Tamariki for the use of the employees directly impacted by 
the breaches and $1,200 to the Authority for payment to the Crown. SLU was ordered to pay Oranga Tamariki the 
sum of $2,250 for costs.  

The Chief Executive of Oranga Tamariki – Ministry for Children v SLU [[2021] NZERA 194; 10/05/2021; H Doyle]  

 

Confusion over bank account details for Record of Settlement payment not a deliberate breach 

Mr Kurumaira challenged the termination of his employment with Nuralite Waterproofing Limited (Nuralite 
Waterproofing) and subsequently raised a personal grievance for unjustified dismissal. Mr Kurumaira and Nuralite 
Waterproofing entered into a Record of Settlement on 10 March 2021 which was certified under section 149 of the 
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) by a Mediator of the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment.   

The compensation payment Nuralite Waterproofing agreed to pay was due on 22 March 2021, however despite 
following up with Nuralite Waterproofing, the payments remained outstanding until 25 March 2021. Mr Kurumaira 
lodged his application to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) the same day seeking compliance 
orders, penalties, and interest. During a case management call with the parties on 21 April 2021, Mr Kurumaira’s 
advocate confirmed the sums payable under the Record of Settlement had been paid. 

The Authority said it was clear Nuralite Waterproofing breached the terms of the Record of Settlement when it 
failed to pay by the due date. In considering the application for a penalty, the Authority outlined the importance of 
parties having confidence in the enforceability of the terms of settlement agreements. Nuralite Waterproofing 
provided emails to show that there were difficulties with the bank details provided by Mr Kurumaira. This was 
resolved on 25 March 2021 and full payment was made.  While Nuralite Waterproofing breached the Record of 
Settlement, it was quickly rectified, and no further breaches occurred. Therefore, the Authority held it was not 
appropriate to impose a penalty and Mr Kurumaira’s application was declined. 

The Authority considered whether compliance orders were necessary and outlined the public interest in having 
terms of a settlement agreement, made and certified in mediation, honoured by the parties. However, payment was 
made once the correct bank account details were received. In these circumstances a compliance order was 
unnecessary.  

The Authority stated that while there was no doubt that Mr Kurumaira was entitled to “receive the fruits of his 
agreement”, the reason for the monies not being paid on time was due to confusion about the correct bank account 
details for payment. There was no evidence or suggestion that Nuralite Waterproofing purposefully withheld 
payment or were acting to circumvent the terms of the Record of Settlement. Mr Kurumaira’s application for 
interest was declined.  

Kurumaira v Nuralite Waterproofing Limited [[2021] NZERA 163; 22/04/2021; V Campbell] 

 

Employment Relations Authority took pragmatic approach to out of time claims 

Mr Straayer brought a number of claims against his former employer WorkSafe New Zealand (WorkSafe), to the 
Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) for determination. These included claims of unjustifiable 
disadvantage, breaches of good faith, bullying, disparity of treatment and breaches of contractual obligations. 
WorkSafe denied all of Mr Straayer’s claims and asked the Authority to issue a preliminary determination dismissing 
the claims that were out of time. Mr Straayer opposed WorkSafe's application and objected to the dismissal of any 
matters relating to his unjustified disadvantage claims. 
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The Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) states that a personal grievance must be raised with the employer 
within a period of 90 days from the date on which the action alleged to amount to a personal grievance occurred or 
came to the employee’s attention. If the employer does not consent to the grievance being raised after the 
expiration of the 90 day period, the employee may apply to the Authority to raise the personal grievance out of 
time. 

Mr Straayer commenced employment with WorkSafe in March 2016. A comprehensive review process began in July 
2018 which resulted in Mr Straayer’s role being disestablished and employment subsequently terminated on 6 
October 2018. On 7 September 2018, Mr Straayer raised a personal grievance for constructive dismissal, bullying, 
discrimination, unjustifiable actions and failure to comply with obligations under the Act. Mr Straayer claimed that 
although many of the actions were outside the 90 days for lodging a personal grievance, they demonstrated a 
pattern of behaviour that led to the personal grievance. 

On 26 September 2018, Mr Straayer raised further personal grievances on 23 October 2018, 7 November 2018, 12 
November 2018 and 15 November 2018. WorkSafe responded to those personal grievances on 7 December 2018, 
referring to the extensive communications between it and Mr Straayer. The letter summarised WorkSafe's 
responses to Mr Straayer's claims and made it clear it did not consent to any of those matters being raised out of 
time. 

On 14 May 2019 Mr Straayer lodged a Statement of Problem in the Authority, comprising some 111 pages. In a 
subsequent telephone conference in July 2019 Mr Straayer withdrew some claims but wished to have others that 
had not been raised in time included under the "exceptional circumstances" provisions of the Act. WorkSafe said Mr 
Straayer had provided no evidence of exceptional circumstances. 

The Authority did not accept Mr Straayer's claim that he raised concerns over bullying behaviour earlier than 7 
September 2018. The Authority felt that various emails referred to by Mr Straayer from August and October 2017 
did not constitute a complaint or raise a personal grievance. Rather, the emails addressed operational matters. It 
found no exceptional circumstances that made it just to grant leave to Mr Straayer to raise any of these personal 
grievances out of time. Mr Straayer stated that if he was not granted leave to raise personal grievances beyond the 
expiration of the 90 day period, he requested that all those matters he listed as personal grievances be treated as 
context for the personal grievances he raised within time. 

WorkSafe said that the Authority should not direct that evidence be called in relation to matters outside the 90 day 
period, but they did acknowledge that certain matters were relevant in context to matters raised in time. 

The Authority determined that the evidence able to be used would be confined to matters that occurred within 90 
days before the grievances were raised. Furthermore, the Authority would not allow the matters raised outside the 
timeframe to be a significant focus of the substantive investigation meeting. They could be referred to for the 
purpose of providing background context, but would not be considered in relation to liability or remedies. 

The issue of costs would be considered following the substantive hearing. 

Straayer v WorkSafe New Zealand [[2021] NZERA 202; 12/05/2021; T MacKinnon] 

 

Employer breached duty of good faith and made unilateral changes to employment relationship  

Ms Wyles worked as a Delivery Driver and Operations Assistant for Victoria Food Service Catering, a business 
owned and operated by Kaylee Investments Limited (Kaylee Investments). Ms Wyles was employed by Kaylee 
Investments in this role from February 2019 until 13 February 2020, when she resigned. She claimed she resigned 
because Kaylee Investments made several unilateral changes to her role. Kaylee Investments denied any 
wrongdoing, claiming that Ms Wyles agreed to the changes to her role and then changed her mind and tried to 
implement alternatives to enable her to return to her original role. Ms Wyles alleged that her resignation was a 
constructive dismissal which resulted in unjustified disadvantage because she resigned in response to various 
breaches of duty by Kaylee Investments.   

On 16 January 2020, Ms Wyles attended a meeting with Mr Cowan, Director of Kaylee Investments. In that meeting, 
Mr Cowan advised Ms Wyles that because of some mistakes with deliveries made, her role was being reduced to just 
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cleaning and she would only be rostered on for 10 hours a week. Ms Wyles was shocked and upset by the decision 
made by Kaylee Investments. In an email to Mr Cowan, Ms Wyles set out her view of the alleged delivery mistakes 
and concluded by telling Mr Cowan that how Kaylee Investments had dealt with the issues was insulting and a case 
of constructive dismissal.  

On 17 January 2020 Ms Wyles sent a second email to Mr Cowan. In that email she asked for information about the 
alleged complaints regarding her deliveries. She specifically asked which company rang to say her delivery was late. 
Mr Cowan responded to this email by advising that two other employees received the calls so he would need to 
speak to them to obtain the information. There were some further emails exchanged about the work Ms Wyles 
would be rostered on for the upcoming week. The emails stated that Ms Wyles would be working in the kitchen, not 
driving and it would be 10 hours work, including work on a Tuesday, which Ms Wyles had previously indicated she 
could not do.  

Ms Wyles claimed she felt humiliated by the way she had been treated and felt that Kaylee Investments would not 
acknowledge it was wrong. This was effectively a unilateral decision to demote Ms Wyles without any process or 
justification for the decision. The Authority held that Kaylee Investments acted in a manner contrary to the duty of 
good faith. Furthermore, that the culmination of these breaches being Kaylee Investments’ reluctance to reinstate 
Ms Wyles to her role, essentially caused Ms Wyles to resign. The Authority held that there was a collective breach of 
the implied duty within the employment relationship owed to Ms Wyles to not, without proper cause, act in a 
manner calculated to, or likely to, destroy or seriously damage the relationship of trust and confidence.  

It was reasonably foreseeable that an employee might respond to various breaches in relation to a disciplinary or 
performance process and the imposition of a unilateral change to a role which was effectively a demotion. Ms Wyles 
put Kaylee Investments on notice for its failings in the performance process and its unilateral decision to demote 
her as a case of constructive dismissal. It was a clear message that the breaches, if left unresolved, were a basis on 
which she would be forced to resign. The Authority held that Ms Wyles’ resignation amounted to a constructive 
dismissal. The events Ms Wyles complained of were the same events that formed the unjustified dismissal 
grievance. The Authority held that Kaylee Investments did cause a disadvantage to Ms Wyles’ employment and the 
actions were found not to be justified.  

Ms Wyles sought compensation and reimbursement. The Authority was satisfied, that as a result of Kaylee 
Investments’ actions, Ms Wyles was upset, emotional, tearful, suffered from anxiety, stress, and worried about her 
future and her finances. Mr Wyles consequently doubted herself, suffered from low self-esteem and loss of 
confidence and was humiliated by how she was treated. The Authority held that Kaylee Investments unjustifiably 
dismissed Ms Wyles and acted in an unjustified manner causing disadvantage to her employment.  

Kaylee Investments was ordered to pay Ms Wyles $19,000 for compensation and $1,270.30 (gross) for lost 
remuneration. Ms Wyles was awarded costs for a half day investigation meeting the amount of $2,250.00 and was to 
be reimbursed for the filing fee of $71.56.  

Wyles v Kaylee Investments Limited [[2021] NZERA 200; 12/05/2021; P van Keulen] 

 

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

Personal Grievances 

 Harassment and Bullying  

Restructuring and Redundancy  

Discipline  

 Employment Relations Authority  

 

https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=PG-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=HAB-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=DE-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=ERA-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
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Employer News 
 

ACC levy invoicing in 2021 

ACC levy invoices will be sent to businesses from July so now is the time to make sure that all the details about your 
business are correct. This will ensure that ACC can get your invoice right, the first time.  

ACC levies are calculated based on your liable payroll that you declare with Inland Revenue and the type of work you 
do (or Classification Unit). Other things that we need to know about to ensure your invoice is correct include: 

• You’re no longer operating a business 

• You’ve merged or sold your business 

• You’ve changed the type of work you do. 

The best way to check and update your business details with ACC, including getting your invoice sent to you via 

email, is to login to MyACC for Business. You can update these details at any time. You can also Live Chat with us 
on MyACC for Business.  

We’re aware that some businesses continue to suffer the effects of COVID-19 and want to let them know that we 
can work with them in different ways, providing they contact us early to discuss payment options.  

For further information, please click the link below.  

 Accident Compensation Corporation [24 June 2021] 

 

Further charges filed following INZ construction sector compliance work 

Four charges have been laid against an Auckland-based employer under section 350(1)(b) of the Immigration Act 
2009.  

It follows a series of INZ compliance operations carried out in Auckland in March and April this year.  

During a visit to a building site in Tamaki in April, eight construction workers were found to be unlawfully working in 
New Zealand in breach of their visa conditions. An employer linked to the site is due to appear in the Auckland 
District Court to face charges on 6 July 2021.  

This is the second prosecution taken as a result of INZ’s building and construction sector compliance work in 
Auckland. Employer Ren Yang was also charged earlier this month following an INZ visit to a building site in March. 
Ren Yang appeared in the Waitakere District Court today. He was remanded without plea and is scheduled to 
reappear in Court on 8 July.  

The charges in both prosecutions relate to the employers allowing a person to work when they are not entitled to do 
so. The offence carries a potential fine of up to 10 thousand dollars. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 Imigration New Zealand [24 June 2021] 

 

Pause on Quarantine Free Travel from New South Wales extended  

The pause on Quarantine Free Travel from New South Wales to New Zealand will continue for a further 12 days, 
COVID-19 Response Minister Chris Hipkins says.  

https://business.acc.co.nz/login/?goto=https%3A%2F%2Fbusiness.acc.co.nz%3A443%2Flanding%3Futm_campaign%3DPreInvoicing%252520_StrategicPartners%26utm_content%3DMyACC4B%26utm_medium%3DEmail%26utm_source%3DeDM
https://www.acc.co.nz/for-business/invoicing/?utm_source=eDM&utm_medium=Email&utm_campaign=PreInvoicing_StrategicPartners&utm_content=ACC_Invoicing
https://www.immigration.govt.nz/about-us/media-centre/media-releases/further-charges-inz-construction-sector-compliance-work


 

 

 

Employer Bulletin  

Friday, 25 June 2021 

 

 

    8 
 

  

There are now 36 recent community cases of COVID-19 in New South Wales – including four not yet linked to the 
existing outbreak that are urgently being investigated by Australian health officials. 

This decision follows a further public health assessment today in which officials consider a range of factors – 
whether any new cases are identified, the results from COVID-19 testing of any contacts identified and from the 
wider Sydney community. 

The Government strongly believes a cautious approach is the best course of action while these investigations 
continue. 

New Zealand public health staff remain in close contact with New South Wales authorities about the actions being 
taken in Sydney, and will review the decision to continue the pause late next week. 

Anyone who has only been in Norfolk Island and not elsewhere in New South Wales is still eligible for Quarantine Free 
Travel. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government [24 June 2021] 

 

Workers’ rights key consideration for consumers  

Knowing a business treats its workers fairly, “always or most of the time” is a key factor for consumers when 
deciding where to shop, with 50 per cent of consumers reporting it informs their decision. 

This figure, from the 2020 New Zealand Consumer Survey (NZCS), released in May, has been trending upwards 
since 2016 (43 per cent), and 2018 (48 per cent). 

Tania Donaldson, Manager Employer Systems and Assurance at the Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment, says the finding shows it is becoming increasingly important for businesses to ensure they are 
meeting the legal employment standards, and have the appropriate systems in place to ensure worker wellbeing. 

“A growing number of New Zealanders report they factor worker wellbeing into their decisions about where they 
buy and who they buy from, and it’s important for businesses to meet these expectations,” Ms Donaldson says. 

“Treating your workers well ultimately helps your brand, your business’s reputation, and your bottom line.” 

The survey also found that the following groups are more likely than average (50 per cent) to report that knowing a 
business treats its workers fairly (always/most of the time) affects their decision on where to purchase. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government [21 June 2021] 

 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: at 16 June 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. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 Statistics New Zealand [23 June 2021]  

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/pause-quarantine-free-travel-new-south-wales-extended
https://www.mbie.govt.nz/about/news/workers-rights-key-consideration-for-consumers/
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/effects-of-covid-19-on-trade-at-16-june-2021-provisional
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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: Five Bills 

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

Education and Training Amendment Bill (25 June 2021)  

Counter-Terrorism Legislation Bill (25 June 2021) 

Maritime Transport (MARPOL Annex VI) Amendment Bill (27 June 2021)  

Plant Variety Rights Bill (1 July 2021) 

Construction Contracts (Retention Money) Amendment Bill (23 July 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/53SCEW_SCF_BILL_111016/education-and-training-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCJU_SCF_BILL_109913/counter-terrorism-legislation-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCTI_SCF_BILL_111372/maritime-transport-marpol-annex-vi-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCED_SCF_BILL_111271/plant-variety-rights-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCTI_SCF_BILL_111585/construction-contracts-retention-money-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/
mailto:advice@ema.co.nz


Advisory Services

Free call our team on 

0800 300 362

Take advantage of these 
services and more with 
your membership. 

Bruce Lotter 
+64 27 535 1469  

bruce.lotter@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Russell Drake 
+64 21 686 621 

russell.drake@ema.co.nz 
Waikato

Sarah Selwood
+64 27 474 4954

sarah.selwood@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Brent Torrens
brent.torrens@ema.co.nz

Auckland

Clive Thomson 
+64 27 437 2808 

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

Nikki Iuli 
 +64 27 280 2261 

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

Murray Broadbelt
+64 27 4300 113

murray.broadbelt@ema.co.nz
Northland

Lisa Oakley 
+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

Peter Elder 
+64 27 271 1384 

peter.elder@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 

Teresa Li
Solicitor

+64  27 257 4879 
teresa.li@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

Drew Prescott
Employer Advisor

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


