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Employment Relations Authority: Six Cases 

Employee raised a claim for constructive dismissal and disadvantage 

Mr Sunbeam worked as a Bus Driver for Ritchies Transport Holdings Limited 
(Ritchies Transport), until he resigned on the 25 July 2019. Mr Sunbeam alleged 
that Ritchies Transport had breached the terms of his employment agreement by 
enforcing that he pay for his accommodation, which was provided by Ritchies 
Transport. He claimed that this had prompted his resignation, and that he had been 
unjustifiably dismissed and disadvantaged.  

In March 2018, Mr Sunbeam had a first meeting with Mr Adams, the Operations 
Manager, from Ritchies Transport, to discuss opportunities for work. Mr Sunbeam 
alleged that they had discussed free accommodation for employed Bus Drivers, 
but that he was not told how long this would last for. Admittedly, he had been told 
that he may have had to pay for accommodation later in time, and that any 
payment would be minimal. He remembered being told $10 per night. 

Mr Collins, as part of the management team at Ritchies Transport, was tasked with 
processing applications. As part of the process, Mr Collins spoke to the approved 
applicants and sent them their employment agreements to sign. He did not 
remember dealing with Mr Sunbeam specifically, but insisted that he explained to 
all applicants that accommodation would not remain free. Mr Collins was also clear 
in his evidence that the free accommodation was not recorded in writing in the 
offer letter or employment agreement.  

On 21 March 2018, Mr Collins had emailed Mr Sunbeam an offer letter and 
employment agreement. On 22 March 2018, Mr Sunbeam responded by email and 
asked if the accommodation would form part of the contract. On 23 March 2018, he 
proceeded to sign the employment agreement and emailed it to Mr Collins. Mr 
Collins replied to Mr Sunbeam’s email to advise that shared accommodation was 
available without cost, but that there would be a minimal cost in the future. 

In April 2019, the Queenstown Branch Manager met with each of the Bus Drivers 
who were using free accommodation and advised them that they would have to 
start paying accommodation. The Manager then provided staff with an 
accommodation agreement, which provided for a payment at the rate of $200 per 
week plus a bond. The Bus drivers were instructed to sign the agreement by the 
end of April 2019 with the charge payable from 1 June 2019. Mr Sunbeam did not 
agree to pay for the accommodation.  

By May 2019, all of the Bus Drivers who used Ritchie’s Transport accommodation in 
Queenstown had signed an accommodation agreement except Mr Sunbeam.  
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During this time, Mr Sunbeam had met with various staff and the Queenstown Branch Manager to discuss the 
change to accommodation, but did not sign the accommodation agreement. In 2019, Mr Costa was employed as the 
new Branch Manager despite not being involved in dealing with Bus Drivers over the change in accommodation, Mr 
Costa was aware of the situation. He proceeded to follow up with Mr Sunbeam to get the accommodation 
agreement signed.  

Mr Sunbeam claimed that Mr Costa was aggressive and pressured him into signing it. However, Ritchies Transport 
had maintained that Mr Sunbeam was evasive, avoided meeting with them or discussing the agreement.  

On 14 June 2019, Mr Sunbeam’s lawyer wrote to Ritchies Transport advising that Mr Sunbeam would not sign the 
accommodation agreement as he was employed on the basis that he would get free accommodation. Ritchies 
Transport maintained that free accommodation was a discretionary benefit which it had the right to change. 

On 25 July 2019, agreement between Mr Sunbeam and Ritchies Transport had not been reached.  Ritchies Transport 
proceeded to remove Mr Sunbeam’s belongings from his accommodation and place them in the depot for collection. 
In response, Mr Sunbeam resigned and raised a personal grievance for constructive dismissal and unjustifiable 
disadvantage on 25 July 2019.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) concluded that Ritchies Transport had not constructively 
dismissed or disadvantaged Mr Sunbeam. There was no legal basis to find that Ritchies Transport had breached a 
term of Mr Sunbeam’s employment, as there were no terms in the employment agreement for free accommodation. 
The Authority was also not satisfied that Ritchie Transport had breached the duty of good faith, as the duty of free 
accommodation was discretionary. Costs were reserved. 

Sunbeam v Ritchies Transport Holdings Limited [[2021] NZERA 269; 22/06/2021; P van Keulen] 

 

Employer ordered to comply with previous determinations and a further order to costs                   

In determinations made on 22 December 2020 (2020 determination) and 15 January 2021 (2021 determination), 
Riccarton Florist Limited (Riccarton Florist) was ordered to pay Ms Brunning compensation of $13,000, 
reimbursement of $1,482 and costs of $5,724.89. No payment was made and there had been no arrangement to do 
so. Ms Brunning sought a compliance order, interest and costs. Riccarton Florist opposed these orders but also 
sought a stay, pending the outcome of the challenge by Ms Brunning to the Employment Relations Authority’s (the 
Authority) 2020 determination. 

Ms Brunning had elected to challenge parts of the Authority’s 2020 determination on a non-de novo basis. Riccarton 
Florist had not challenged either determination. Mr Mathews, Ms Brunning’s advocate, claimed that if the challenge 
was successful, Riccarton Florist would be ordered to pay more than what was awarded in compensation and 
reimbursement. Furthermore, if Ms Brunning was not successful, the existing awards would be unaffected. Mr 
Rushton, advocate for Riccarton Florist, claimed that if the orders were not stayed and if Riccarton Florist 
successfully defended the challenge, it would likely not be able to recover any payments it had made to Ms Brunning.   

There was no evidence to support Riccarton Florist’s assertion that any payments it had made to Ms Brunning 
would come under the control of a state agency, meaning that an overpayment to Ms Brunning might not have been 
recoverable from her later by Riccarton Florist. If a party elects to challenge a determination, the Authority and the 
Employment Court each have power to order a stay of proceedings under the determination to which the election 
relates. The Authority noted that section 180 of the Employment Relations Act 2000 provides that an election does 
not operate as a stay unless the Employment Court or the Authority orders.  

Riccarton Florist sought to maintain the position it was in before the determinations, while not doing anything to 
meet legal obligations under the determinations. The Authority declined the order to stay based on this.   

Riccarton Florist accepted it had not paid the amounts it was ordered to pay in the two determinations but argued 
that it had not breached the Authority’s determinations, as no payment date was given in those determinations. 
The Authority disagreed. The Authority held that the absence of a specific date by which sums must be paid, meant 
that Ms Brunning was entitled to be paid and to take steps to enforce payment immediately on the date of the 
determination. By not paying the amounts ordered, Riccarton Florist had not complied with the earlier 
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determinations of the Authority. Riccarton Florist had not proven its financial position required an order that it make 
payment by instalments.  

The Authority ordered Riccarton Florist to comply with the earlier determinations and pay Ms Brunning $13,000 and 
$1,482 as ordered on 22 December 2020 and a further $5,724.89 as ordered on 15 January 2021. The Authority 
allowed Riccarton Florist an opportunity to arrange its affairs to comply. Riccarton Florist had to comply with the 
orders in the determinations by 13 August 2021. Ms Brunning was entitled to costs of $500 plus a further $71.56 to 
cover the application fee. 

Brunning v Riccarton Florist Limited  [[2021] NZERA 296; 12/07/2021; P Cheyne]  

 

Employer failed to follow fair process before terminating employee 

In June 2019, Mr Ngapera was employed as a CAD Designer by Taranaki Engineering Proud Limited (Taranaki 
Engineering Proud). Taranaki Engineering Proud was engaged as a subcontractor by JLE, to complete a maintenance 
shutdown at the Kinleith Pulp and Paper Mill near Tokoroa. Taranaki Engineering Proud was to provide staff for the 
shutdown of which Mr Ngapera was one. The shutdown commenced on the Saturday and ran for approximately ten 
days. Prior to departure from New Plymouth, those who were to go to Kinleith were given a briefing about work 
conditions. They were advised that shifts would be 12 hours on, 12 hours off and would continue until the job was 
complete. It was emphasised there would be no leave granted and staff were given a chance to opt out should that 
not be acceptable. 

Mr Ngapera asked to be allowed to take leave on the first Sunday of the shutdown. He claimed he made the request 
to two of his superiors. Mr Ngapera claimed that both approved his request. Mr Jackson, JLE’s Construction 
Manager claimed he advised Mr Ngapera that taking leave was not possible and he would have to adhere to the 
requirement for work continue for the duration of the shutdown without a day off. Mr Ngapera was absent when the 
staff bus departed the accommodation for the work site on Sunday morning. Mr Ngapera was allegedly hungover 
and incapable of arising in time for work. A prior incident had occurred where a group of workers had gone drinking 
and returned to the accommodation just after midnight. Mr Ngapera was one of that group, he had lost the keys to 
his accommodation. As a result, he attempted to wake some of his colleagues and his behaviour was deemed 
disruptive and inappropriate by the accommodation’s owner who raised the issue.  

Mr Jackson rang Mr Dick, Sole Director and Shareholder, to explain what had happened and said he was not prepared 
to have the two employees on site from Taranaki Engineering Proud who missed the bus. Mr Jackson claimed that 
while he had other concerns with Mr Ngapera, his decision was based on the failure to follow directions and the 
drinking culture. Mr Ngapera attended work in New Plymouth the following day. Mr Dick approached Mr Ngapera and 
advised he had heard there was some issues. Mr Ngapera claimed Mr Dick seemed blasé about it and things would be 
fine. Mr Dick had heard two different versions of events and felt he therefore had to make further inquiries. Mr Dick 
said that having considered what he had heard he concluded Mr Ngapera’s conduct constituted serious misconduct 
and that he should be dismissed. At around midday on 29 July 2019, Mr Ngapera was sitting at his desk when Mr Dick 
approached, tapped him on the shoulder, and terminated him. 

Mr Ngapera was told he would get a week’s pay in lieu of notice or he could choose whether he would work it out. He 
continued for another two days before departing. Just over a week later Mr Ngapera sent an email to Mr Dick. It 
expressed shock at the way he had been dismissed before asking for a reference and reasons for the dismissal. Mr 
Dick responded by email that he could provide a reference for drawings, but due to the feedback from JLE was not 
prepared to give a glowing character reference and apologised for the situation.  

Mr Dick claimed the justification for Mr Ngapera’s dismissal was that he had brought Taranaki Engineering Proud into 
disrepute with the companies to which it contracted. Mr Dick never raised those concerns with Mr Ngapera directly. 
The second justification was that Mr Ngapera had been drunk and disorderly. Mr Ngapera accepted that when first 
approached, he was asked what happened and allowed to express his views. Mr Dick made enquiries and there was 
no mention of disciplinary action following the discussion.  

The dismissal was found to be unjustified by the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority). Mr Ngapera 
claimed he was humiliated, depressed, felt betrayed and was reluctant to go out in public. The Authority accepted 



 

 

 

Employer Bulletin  

Friday, 27 August 2021 

 

 

    4 
 

  

hurt would emanate. Taranaki Engineering Proud was ordered to pay Mr Ngapera $16,380 gross for 3 months lost 
wages. Compensation for humiliation, loss of dignity and injury to feelings of $9,000, reduced from $10,000 by 10 
per cent for Mr Ngapera contributing to the situation. Costs were reserved. 

Ngapera v Taranaki Engineering Proud Limited [[2021] NZERA 290; 08/07/2021; M Loftus] 

 

Interim injunction restraining future breaches of settlement agreement was declined  

GHX claimed that HEC breached the settlement agreement that both parties entered under section 149 of the 
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). GHX sought a compliance order, penalties and an interim injunction 
restraining HEC from further breaches.  

HEC argued that the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) had no jurisdiction to order an interim 
injunction regarding a settlement agreement. The settlement agreement contained provisions which stated what 
the parties could say and do after it was signed. GHX claimed that HEC breached the settlement at least twice, 
however HEC argued that their actions after the settlement agreement was signed did not amount to a breach.  

Submissions for HEC stated that the Authority had no power to grant an interim, or even a permanent injunction, to 
enforce the terms of a settlement agreement. The Authority’s jurisdiction and powers are limited to those provided 
in the Act or by other pieces of legislation. HEC referred to section 161 of the Act under which the Authority is 
empowered to make determinations about employment relationship problems, which generally include any other 
action arising from or related to the employment relationship or related to the interpretation of the Act. 
Furthermore, HEC argued that under section 162 of the Act, the Authority could make any order which the High or 
District Courts may make under any enactment or rule of law relating to contacts. This includes the power to 
impose injunctions.  

The Authority stated that regardless of how section 161 and 162 could be widely applied, the key question in this 
case was whether there were any powers which could be available in cases involving a section 149 settlement 
agreement. Under section 149(3)(b) of the Act, once a settlement agreement is signed by a Mediator, neither party 
can seek to bring those terms before the Authority except for enforcement purposes. Penalties for breaches of 
settlement agreements are specifically provided for, as are compliance orders.  

The Authority accepted GHX’s claim that there was no specific exclusion for injunctions in the power or jurisdictions 
sections of the Act. However, section 149(3)(b) of the Act prevents some claims which would otherwise be well 
within the Authority’s usual work from being dealt with when a settlement agreement has been signed by a 
Mediator.  

The Authority stated that there has only been a couple of applications for injunctions regarding breaches of 
settlement agreements. However, in both circumstances, neither included an injunction being ordered. The 
Authority concluded that it had no power to impose an injunction regarding breaches of settlement agreements 
signed under section 149 of the Act. This did not leave GHX remediless as the compliance order and penalty claims 
were available with District Court enforcement. Costs were reserved.   

GHX v HEC [[2021] NZERA 268; 22/06/2021; N Craig]  

 

Justified stock integrity summary dismissal, but unjustifiable disadvantage for suspension written on roster 

Ms James claimed that she was unjustifiably dismissed and unjustifiably disadvantaged by The Farmers Trading 
Company Limited (The Farmers Trading Company). The Farmers Trading Company denied the allegations and 
claimed that Ms James was justifiably dismissed for serious misconduct. 

Ms James commenced employment with The Farmers Trading Company as a Beauty Advisor in their Hamilton CBD 
store (the CBD Store) around September 2018. Ms James’ role was captured under a collective agreement which 
contained its own disciplinary procedures. Ms James was aware of the procedures and had received training on the 



 

 

 

Employer Bulletin  

Friday, 27 August 2021 

 

 

    5 
 

  

importance of complying with them. Ms James worked as a Counter Manager at the CBD store from 31 August 
2019, and was responsible for sales and stock control of the products.  

The Farmers Trading Company was going to have a sale the day after some customers came into the store. Ms 
James processed four sales onto gift cards for individuals she believed the CBD Store would have classified as VIP 
customers to receive the VIP discount during a sale the following day. On 30 October 2019, Ms James allowed those 
customers to put their money onto gift cards, take the stock away for Ms James to put the sale through the 
following day by using the gift cards. Ms James argued she did this so that those customers would benefit from the 
sale the following day and not have to come back the following day. Ms James put the gift cards in the counter 
drawer, noted the customers’ club card points number, their name and reference to them, and added codes for the 
products which had been taken. The customers did not receive loyalty points at that stage as the transactions had 
not been completed. The customers did receive a gift card receipt and were told they would get a new receipt once 
the gift card transaction was processed. 

The following day when the sale commenced, Ms James worked, but was very busy and felt unwell. It was also the 
end of the month and Ms James had to complete the sale reports. Consequently, Ms James failed to process the 
gift cards. Ms James knew that her monthly target had been met and communicated to Ms Sheehan, the CBD 
Store’s Store Manager, that she wished her customers “would go away”. Ms James called Ms G, the CBD Store’s 
Beauty Sales Manager and Ms James’ direct report, to notify her of her absence the following day, there was no 
mention of the gift cards.   

On 1 November 2019, the CBD Store Loss Prevention Manager notified Ms Sheehan of the four gift cards they 
found in the counter whilst they carried out routine checks. He noted that these were found in an unusual place with 
various dockets around the gift cards for sums of money in odd denominations. Ms Sheehan was concerned that Ms 
James was storing up transactions on gift cards to process them later as she had met her target for the month to 
receive an incentive bonus.  

On 12 November 2019, a disciplinary meeting was held. Ms James argued that what she did was common practice 
within the CBD Store. Ms Sheehan then conducted a further investigation and found that two previous CBD Store 
employees had done the same thing. The two employees worked at other stores and were interviewed and 
confirmed that this was not a standard practice and required authorisation from the Store Manager.  Investigations 
conducted by the CBD Store and Farmers confirmed that this was not common practice. Investigations conducted 
on behalf of Ms James found emails from staff who confirmed that it was common practice, that Ms G was aware of 
it. 

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) noted that Ms James was dismissed for a breach of the work 
rules, which clearly identified that serious misconduct, and that the outcome if substantiated, would most likely 
result in summary dismissal. Ms James stated that what she did was common practice. The Authority observed that 
the fact that something is common practice, does not legitimise the action, but it may provide a degree of 
exoneration for it. The Authority did however, note that Ms James’ argument of common practice was investigated 
by The Farmers Trading Company and concluded that there was no such common practice, although some 
employees had also carried it out. 

Ms James further argued that she had intended to put the sales through on 31 October 2019, on the first day of the 
sale, but that she had omitted to do so due to the fact that she was unwell and the day was very busy. The Authority 
noted that it was reasonable for The Farmers Trading Company to conclude that Ms James had some time during 
her full day of work to process the transactions. 

The Authority held that Ms James was not unjustifiably disadvantaged throughout the disciplinary as the lack of 
notice at the first disciplinary meeting was a minor flaw. Ms James was held to have had competent representation, 
was able to respond, to which The Farmers Trading Company investigated Ms James’ responses. Ms James was 
justifiably dismissed. The Authority did however, find that Ms James was unjustifiably disadvantaged by having Ms 
James’ details of being suspended written on the staff roster. The Farmers Trading Company was ordered to pay 
Ms James compensation of $2,500. Costs were reserved. 

James v The Farmers Trading Company Limited [[2021] NZERA 259; 15/06/2021; E Robinson] 
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Employer ordered to pay wage arrears  

Mr Foster applied to recover wage arrears from his former employer Aquaworld Limited (Aquaworld) following the 
termination of his employment due to redundancy. Aquaworld had taken no steps in the Employment Relations 
Authority’s (the Authority) investigation and Mr Foster’s action to recover wage arrears owed to him under his 
employment agreement was unchallenged. Mr Foster claimed wage arrears of six days salary outstanding at 
termination with outstanding holiday pay of 41 days annual leave not taken. 

Aquaworld did not attend the investigation meeting on 2 July 2021, and the Authority was satisfied that there was 
no good reason for that non-attendance. The Authority proceeded to act as fully in the matter as if Aquaworld had 
attended.  

At the investigation meeting, Mr Foster gave affirmed and unchallenged evidence of his employment with 
Aquaworld between the period 12 March 2014 and 10 August 2020. Mr Foster was first employed with Aquaworld on 
a casual basis as a Junior Aquarist. He succeeded to indefinite employment as an Aquarist and it was in that capacity 
his employment was purportedly terminated for redundancy in July 2020. Mr Foster did not pursue any challenge to 
the termination of his employment. He hoped to move on from his time with Aquaworld with the wage arrears it 
owed to him.  

The terms of the employment were recorded in a written employment agreement dated 9 June 2015. The 
remuneration for the role was expressed as a weekly salary of $600. In 2020, Mr Foster’s payslips evidenced an 
hourly rate of pay at $22 per hour. Mr Foster gave evidence that at the time of his termination of employment, he 
had not been paid for six days of work and he had an annual leave balance of 41 days owing. Mr Foster produced a 
spreadsheet which tracked the payment of his salary or more correctly, the late payment to him of his weekly salary. 
The spreadsheet tracked weekly payment delays for a period of many years. 

The Authority was further satisfied that Mr Foster had an annual leave entitlement of 41 days at the time his 
employment was terminated and that these were not paid. That was eight weeks of paid leave over two years of 
service.  

The Authority concluded that Mr Foster, having performed work, was not paid the salary he was entitled to under 
the terms of his employment agreement. The Authority also concluded that he had not been paid his annual leave 
entitlements for annual leave not taken at the time of his termination. Aquaworld was ordered to pay Mr Foster a 
gross sum of $1,056 as wage arrears and $7,216 as holiday pay. Aquaworld was also ordered to pay Mr Foster the 
sum of $71.56 being reimbursement of the lodgement fee for this application.  

Foster v Aquaworld Limited [[2021] NZERA 299; 13/07/2021; L Robinson]  

 

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

Employment Relations Act 

Discipline  

Suspension   

Good Faith  

Personal Grievances 

 

 

 

https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=ERA2000-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=SN-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=GF-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=PG-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
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Employer News 
 

Applications open for Resurgence Support Payment 

Businesses, organisations and self-employed people affected by the recent increase to Alert Level 4 can now apply 
online for the COVID-19 Resurgence Support Payment (RSP). 

“The RSP is intended to help businesses with costs like rent or fixed costs during higher alert levels and is one of a 
suite of measures to support firms and workers and provide certainty,” Grant Robertson said. 

“To qualify for the RSP, applicants must experience at least a 30 percent decline in revenue over seven days as a 
result of the increase in Alert Levels, as well as other eligibility criteria. 

“The one-off payment is available to any business in New Zealand that meets the criteria. Businesses can apply for 
the RSP at the same time as the Wage Subsidy Scheme.” 

The payment includes a core per business rate of $1,500, plus $400 per employee, up to a total of 50 full-time 
equivalents (FTEs) which is a maximum payment of $21,500. Businesses with more than 50 FTEs can still apply but 
cannot get more than the maximum payment. The scheme will be available until all of New Zealand returns to Alert 
Level 1 for one month. 

“The Small Business Cashflow Scheme (SBCS) is also available to support small to medium businesses and 
organisations struggling with a loss of actual revenue due to COVID-19 where a business hasn’t accessed this 
before or where the initial payment has been repaid,” Minister of Revenue David Parker said. 

Inland Revenue encourages those applying to ensure the accuracy of the information they provide, as if it isn’t 
correct that will delay processing. 

Businesses can also apply for the Wage Subsidy Scheme and the Covid-19 Leave Support Scheme (LSS), which is 
available to help businesses pay workers who have been told to self-isolate and can’t work from home. The Covid-
19 Short-Term Absence Payment  (STAP) is also available if your workers have to stay at home while waiting for a 
COVID-19 test result and can’t work from home. The rates for both the LSS and STAP rise today in line with the 
Wage Subsidy increase. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government [24 August 2021] 

 

Free counselling service for early learning and schooling workforce during COVID-19 

Teachers and support staff across all early learning services, kōhanga reo, kura, and state and state-integrated 
schools can now access free COVID-19 Employee Assistance Programme support, Education Minister Chris Hipkins 
announced today. 

“Our kaiako and teachers have been vital in supporting our learners during COVID-19 and have stepped up again to 
assist them and their whānau in this latest resurgence in our community,” Chris Hipkins said. 

“On behalf of all New Zealanders, I would like to express my gratitude to our education workforce for going above 
and beyond to ensure our children and young people are supported while learning from home. 

“They are playing an important role in our country’s COVID-19 response by looking after the education and 
wellbeing of our children. I’m sure every New Zealander will join me when I say we need to look after their wellbeing 
at this difficult time as well.” 

https://www.workandincome.govt.nz/covid-19/wage-subsidy/index.html
https://www.workandincome.govt.nz/covid-19/leave-support-scheme/index.html
https://www.workandincome.govt.nz/covid-19/short-term-absence-payment/index.html
https://www.workandincome.govt.nz/covid-19/short-term-absence-payment/index.html
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/applications-open-resurgence-support-payment
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This service is being funded out of a $16m Workforce Wellbeing Package. It will be accessible from 25 August 2021 
to 25 November 2021. Each educator can have up to three confidential one-on-one counselling sessions online, or 
by phone, to support them while COVID-19 restrictions are in place. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government  [25 August 2021] 

  

Linked employer-employee data: June 2020 quarter – NZ.Stat tables 

Quarterly linked employer-employee data (LEED) provides statistics on filled jobs, job flows, worker flows, mean 
and median earnings for continuing jobs and new hires, and total earnings.   

To read further, please click the link below.  

 Statistics New Zealand  [24 August 2021] 

 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: At 18 August 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 [25 August 2021] 

 

Vehicles and petroleum contribute to large import month 

July 2021 saw large increases in both vehicle and petroleum imports, resulting in a significant increase in the total 
value of imports, Stats NZ said today. 
 
To read further, please click the link below.  

 

 Statistics New Zealand [25 August 2021] 

Information on COVID-19 Vaccine and Human Rights 

Being vaccinated is a human rights measure in itself. Under the International Covenant on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights (ICESCR) the New Zealand government recognises the “right of everyone to the enjoyment of the 
highest attainable standard of physical and mental health” (art 12). The government has also committed to taking 
steps necessary for the “prevention, treatment and control of epidemic, endemic, occupational and other diseases” 
(art 12(1)(c)) and, in the context of access to medicines the right to “enjoy the benefits of scientific progress and its 
applications” (art 15(1)(b)). 
 
To read further, please click the link below.  

 

 New Zealand Human Rights Commisison [25 August 2021] 
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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: Seven Bills 

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

Inquiry into the current and future nature, impact, and risks of cryptocurrencies (2 September 2021) 

Conversion Practices Prohibition Legislation Bill (8 September 2021)  

Inquiry into Supplementary Order paper 59 on the births, deaths, marriages and relationships registration Bill (14 September 
2021) 

Inquiry into the future of the workforce needs in the primary industries of New Zealand (23 September 2021) 

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  



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

Linda Browne
+64 27 560 9131

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




