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Employment Court: One Case 

Application for security of costs denied by Employment Court 

Mr Hodgson applied for an order to require Mr Reimann and Mr Hurst to pay 
security for costs in the order of $26,000 into the Employment Court (the Court) 
prior to proceeding with their challenges. Mr Hodgson also argued that the 
challenges should not proceed until the costs awarded in the Employment 
Relations Authority (the Authority) be paid. 

Mr Hodgson succeeded in the Authority against his former employer, 
Greenfields Internet Ltd (Greenfields Internet) for wage arrears and other 
monies totalling $135,342.80 plus interest from 2 March 2020. Mr Reimann and 
Mr Hurst were each held to be a “person involved in a breach” pursuant to 
section 142W of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). The Authority 
held that should Greenfields Internet not pay Mr Hodgson, he would have the 
option to seek leave to pursue the remedy available against Mr Reimann and Mr 
Hurst under section 142Y of the Act. Mr Hodgson did so in April 2020. 

Rule 5.45 of the High Court Rules 2016 provides a Judge with discretion to order 
security for costs where there is a reason to believe a plaintiff may be unable to 
pay the costs of the defendant should the plaintiff be unsuccessful in the 
proceeding. After establishing this through credible evidence, the Court must 
then consider whether it would be just, in all the circumstances, to order the 
giving of security for costs. In exercising discretion, the Court is conscious that 
the effect of the order may likely prevent the plaintiff from pursuing the claim. 
The Court should therefore only make such an order after careful consideration, 
balancing the right for a plaintiff to have access to the Court against the interests 
of a defendant. 

The evidence first needed to establish that it could be reasonably inferred that 
Mr Reimann and Mr Hurst would be unable to pay Mr Hodgson’s costs should 
their challenges fail. Mr Hodgson filed an affidavit suggesting that an inference 
could be drawn from past behaviour of Greenfields Internet, as no payments had 
been made in relation to the breaches of Mr Hodgson’s employment. Mr 
Hodgson noted Mr Reimann’s failure to provide evidence claiming that he did 
not have the means to pay an award of costs. Mr Reimann had given evidence 
that he had lost his house six years ago and had to live with his mother. 

The Court noted in Mr Reimann’s challenge that he was not a person involved in 
the breach by Greenfields Internet and his claim to assume the debts of 
Greenfields Internet was inconsistent. The Court also noted that Mr Reimann 
had no obligation to file an affidavit in opposition to the application and that the  
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reference to losing his house was six years ago and was not enough to establish that Mr Reimann would be 
unable to pay costs should his challenge fail. 

Mr Hurst’s affidavit acknowledged that he might have difficulty paying a costs award against him should his 
challenge be unsuccessful. He further noted, that did not necessarily mean that he would be unable to pay. Mr 
Hurst admitted he had previously been bankrupt, but that he did own a few assets. The Court found there was 
no evidence to suggest that Mr Hurst would be unable to pay costs. 

The Court noted that the difficulty about an application for security of costs is that the plaintiff may then lose their 
ability to pursue their claim if there is reason to believe they may not be able to pay costs. The Court did not find 
Mr Reimann or Mr Hurst met the threshold in section 142W of the Act. Though this was unfortunate for Mr 
Hodgson, Mr Reimann and Mr Hurst ought not be prevented from pursuing their challenges. Even if Mr Reimann 
and Mr Hurst would be unable to pay, the Court noted it would not have ordered security for costs. 

The Court has the ability to award payment of a costs award prior to a challenge proceeding, however, that is not 
the usual practice of the Court. Mr Reimann and Mr Hurst had both sought to have the costs determination of the 
Authority revisited by the Court. The Court noted that the same considerations for the application for security of 
costs would apply to this request. The Court did not make an order in respect to the costs awarded by the 
Authority. 

Reimann v Hodgson [[2020] NZEmpC 134; 26/08/2020; Judge Holden] 

 

Employment Relations Authority: Four Cases  

Trial period upheld but penalties awarded for failing to keep accurate wage and time records 

Mr Burton worked as a farm manager for Mr Cruse. Mr Burton and his wife, Ms Burton, along with their children 
lived in a house on the farm. Mr Burton challenged events that occurred during his employment as well as his 
dismissal. Mr Cruse denied all allegations and counterclaimed for damages against Mr Burton. Additionally, Ms 
Burton claimed she was employed to assist with the farm’s calves, but Mr Cruse denied any employment 
relationship existed with her. 

Mr Burton claimed that Mr Cruse breached section 63A(2) of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) by 
not informing him about getting independent advice or giving him the opportunity to seek it. The Employment 
Relations Authority (the Authority) noted that Mr Cruse had gone through each page of the employment 
agreement with Mr Burton on 26 April 2018. Mr Cruse had also told Mr Burton that he could take the agreement 
away with him and seek advice, to which Mr Burton indicated he did not wish to seek independent advice. Given 
these factors, the Authority did not find a breach. Therefore, Mr Burton’s disadvantage and good faith claims on 
that basis failed. 

Mr Burton asked Mr Cruse to move furniture to the farm prior to his formal start date on 1 June 2018. In 
exchange, he offered to help move the cows when dropping things off. By agreement, Mr Burton first helped on 
17 May 2018. Mr Burton and Ms Burton also assisted in cleaning the farm house on the weekend of 19 and 20 
May 2018. Mr Cruse asked Mr Burton to fix a kitchen wall on 21 May 2018, and then some floor holes, putting 
gib on the walls, moving the cows, and fixing ceiling holes.  The Authority stated that Mr Burton should have 
been paid for this work as both parties indicated Mr Burton would receive something, so it was not volunteering. 
Mr Cruse also benefited substantially from the renovation work as he did not have to hire contractors.  

On 1 August 2018, Mr Cruse terminated Mr Burton’s employment under the trial period in his employment 
agreement. Mr Burton argued that he commenced employment prior to the official start date in the contract. The 
Authority stated that even if Mr Burton had begun employment in May 2018, that would not affect the validity of 
the trial period as it was signed before Mr Burton began undertaking tasks. Even if the trial period could only 
cover 90 days from the date in May, that would still cover 1 August 2018. As held in Smith v Stokes Valley 
Pharmacy (2020) Ltd, in order to prevent the employee challenging the dismissal, the specific seriousness of 
steps in the Act must be complied with. 
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The letter referenced that Mr Burton was not suitable to work under the current team. Mr Burton’s final day of 
employment was 1 August 2018, with payment in lieu of notice. The Authority held that Mr Burton was 
terminated under the trial period and was therefore prevented from bringing an unjustifiable dismissal claim. 

Mr Burton claimed breach of wages and time records, and holiday and leave records. Mr Cruse presented a 
record from his accountant that showed what Mr Burton should have been paid, rather than what he was actually 
paid and the timesheets presented by Mr Burton and Ms Burton were clearly created after Mr Burton’s dismissal 
for purposes of supporting their claim. Calculating what Mr Burton was still owed was challenging in the absence 
of accurate wage and time records. The record presented by Mr Cruse was in breach of section 130 of the Act 
as it showed the work that should have occurred and not work actually performed. The record also failed to show 
which days Mr Burton had off and failed to indicate that Mr Burton worked on a public holiday, as is required by 
section 81 of the Holidays Act 2003. 

Ms Burton claimed wages for 61 hours for calf rearing. Mr Cruse had asked Ms Burton to rear calves and would 
provide calves in exchange. Mr Cruse had asked for her name to put it into Mr Burton’s contract. Mr Cruse 
claimed he believed Mr Burton would pay Ms Burton. However, it was stated in the personal grievance response 
letter that Mr Burton was “employed as farm manager and Joliene Burton to do calf rearing” and went on to say, 
“terminated their employment”. The Authority stated that Mr Cruse’s view was subjective and that the questions 
were what a reasonable observer would have thought. The Authority held that as there was an agreement of a 
reward for the work performed, Ms Burton was a casual employee. This meant Mr Cruse was able to cease 
offering work without it being a dismissal. Mr Cruse therefore, breached section 63A(2) of the Act by not 
providing an employment agreement. 

The Authority ordered Mr Cruse to pay a penalty of $5,000 for the breaches. Mr Cruse was also ordered to pay 
wages to Mr Burton of $1,805.75 and wages to Ms Burton of $1,087.02. Costs were reserved. 

Burton v Cruse [[2020] NZERA 314; 12/08/2020; N Craig] 

 

Witness statement claimed to breach without prejudice privilege and be inadmissible 

Mr Hong was to be a witness for Working Fathers Limited (Working Fathers) in the Employment Relations 
Authority’s (the Authority) investigation of Mr Marshall’s application against Working Fathers. In preparation for 
the investigation meeting, he had lodged a witness statement. Mr Marshall objected to the admissibility of 
aspects of Mr Hong’s witness statement. He claimed that the information was protected by the confidentiality 
provisions of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) relating to mediation and that the information was 
made on a “without prejudice” basis. 

On 4 May 2020 the parties met to discuss an altercation between colleagues, including Mr Marshall. On 5 May 
2020 Mr Marshall emailed Mr Hong setting out a number of concerns he had about his employment and raised a 
personal grievance. At the end of the email Mr Marshall set out a proposal to resolve employment matters on a 
“without prejudice” basis. Though the Authority had a complete copy of the email, parts were redacted.  

The Authority noted that without prejudice privilege can be invoked when there is a serious employment 
relationship problem that could give rise to litigation. The privilege recognises that parties are to be encouraged 
to negotiate settlements of disputes securely, knowing that communications for that purpose will remain 
confidential. The Authority noted that sometimes parties can agree at the outset of a conversation that it is to be 
“without prejudice”, but a party may also unilaterally make an offer to settle on a “without prejudice” basis. 

Paragraphs 30 and 31 of Mr Hong’s witness statement referred to elements of a proposal put forward by Mr 
Marshall on 5 May 2020. The Authority held that those references were covered by the privilege and therefore 
not admissible. Mr Hong was ordered to re-lodge his witness statement. The amended form was not to refer to 
any elements of the proposal set out by Mr Marshall in his email dated 5 May 2020. Mr Hong was ordered to 
remove the second and sixth sentence entirely, as well as the latter part of the fifth sentence from paragraph 30. 
Mr Hong was also ordered to remove the first sentence from paragraph 31. 

Mr Marshall also objected to paragraph 37 of Mr Hong’s witness statement. He claimed they referred to 
discussions held during mediation which is protected by section 148 of the Act. The parties did attend mediation 
and unsuccessfully attempted to resolve Mr Marshall’s personal grievance. The Authority stated that paragraph 
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37 did refer to attendance at mediation. Section 148(1) of the Act requires any person who attends mediation 
services to keep confidential any statement, admission, or any information disclosed during mediation. Section 
148(3) of the Act states that this information is inadmissible in the Authority. 

The Authority held that Mr Hong did not disclose any statement, admission, or any information disclosed during 
mediation. The Authority noted that Mr Hong set out his personal view of why the matter was not resolved and 
his objective in attending mediation. Paragraph 37 was held to be admissible. 

Costs were reserved. 

Marshall v Working Fathers Limited [[2020] NZERA 359; 04/09/2020; V Campbell] 

 

Complaint to professional body argued to be breach of confidentiality term in settlement agreement 

Mr Cameron, a registered Chartered Accountant and member of the New Zealand Institute of Chartered 
Accountants (NZICA), was employed by Aston Wheelans Limited (Ashton Wheelans). On 28 January 2020, 
employment ended on terms set out in a settlement agreement made pursuant to section 149 of the 
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). Mr Cameron alleged that the confidentiality terms of the settlement 
agreement and the good faith obligation had been breached by Ashton Wheelans. Mr Cameron sought costs, 
penalties of $40,000 and reimbursement of the filing fee. Ashton Wheelans argued for the claims to be 
dismissed as they were entirely “frivolous or vexatious” pursuant to section 12A, Schedule 2 of the Act. The 
issue the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) had to determine was whether or not the confidentiality 
term was frivolous or vexatious and if so, whether the entire claim be dismissed. 

On 17 February 2020, a Director of Ashton Wheelans (the Director) made a complaint pursuant to the NZICA, 
which set out concerns of Mr Cameron’s actions prior to departing employment. The Director briefly detailed 
concerns and then disclosed that a confidential settlement agreement was reached to cease Mr Cameron’s 
employment. The Director further indicated that the concerns were discussed as part of the confidential 
settlement agreement.  

The Authority’s discretion to dismiss a matter is a very limited in scope. The Authority needed to determine 
whether the duty to report to a professional body had primacy over the confidentiality provision. Ashton 
Wheelans asserted that the duty to report to NZICA arose out of a statutory provision and that case law allows 
an exemption from the obligation to keep the agreement confidential. Further, that the settlement agreement did 
not specifically deal with the issue of a report to the professional body and did not exclude such reports. Ashton 
Wheelans also argued that Mr Cameron’s claim could not succeed as the disputed point of law had been 
decided by the Employment Court in Evans-Walsh v Southern District Health Board. 

Ashton Wheelans also argued that Mr Cameron’s claim of breach of good faith stretched beyond the period after 
the settlement agreement was signed. Furthermore, it had also been resolved by the Employment Court in 
Balfour v The Chief Executive, Department of Corrections. In the case, Judge Shaw found that the statutory 
obligation of good faith did not survive where parties had mutually agreed to end their employment relationship. 
Mr Cameron argued that Ashton Wheelans breached its duty of good faith prior to entering the settlement 
agreement by not advising Mr Cameron of its intention to report him to NZICA.  

The Authority noted that employment was technically still ongoing at the time the settlement agreement was 
made. Therefore, it was arguable that Mr Cameron had already ended employment and was serving out a notice 
period. The Authority stated that the duty was limited by statute to actions that do not have an “adverse effect on 
the continuation” of employment. The Authority noted that Mr Cameron could argue that the failure to inform him 
of the possibility of reporting to NZICA may have influenced his decision of whether he entered into the 
settlement agreement. It would have been clearer had the settlement agreement involuntarily brought 
employment to an end however, Mr Cameron had already resigned and was working out his notice period. 

Evans-Walsh considered whether a settlement agreement’s confidentiality provision could overthrow a statutory 
duty to notify a professional body regarding competency. Judge Smith found without question that it could not 
cut across such a duty because a settlement agreement is limited in scope and could not be stretched to 
prevent a party from satisfying their professional or statutory duties. Mr Cameron argued his circumstances were 
different to Evans-Walsh, as that was regarding a registration which provided a clearer or mandatory statutory 
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duty to report. The Authority accepted that Judge Smith did not make a detailed distinction between professional 
and statutory obligations.  

The Authority found that whether a respondent is stopped from raising issues to a professional body where there 
is a settlement agreement had been addressed in Evans-Walsh. The Authority found Mr Cameron’s claim to be 
frivolous however, the Authority’s threshold to dismiss a case is more limited and Mr Cameron was not 
advancing a vexatious claim. The Authority then considered whether there was a significant lack of legal merit to 
make it impossible for the claim to be taken seriously. The Authority had reservations about the substantive 
merit of the claims and by a narrow margin, the case was not clear cut. The Authority did not grant Ashton 
Wheelans application to have Mr Cameron’s claims dismissed. The Authority, however, did caution Mr Cameron 
that proceeding to seek a narrow remedy may have significant risks and litigation costs should he fail to 
persuade the Authority away from the views expressed. 

Costs were reserved. 

Cameron v Ashton Wheelans Limited [[2020] NZERA 286; 23/07/2020; D Beck] 

 

Authority determined work performed by former spouse to be one of employment 

Ms McKay had claimed that she was an employee for Wanaka Pharmacy Limited (Wanaka Pharmacy) and 
Wanaka Sun (2003) Limited (Wanaka Sun) until her alleged unjustified dismissal in September 2018. Wanaka 
Pharmacy and Wanaka Sun had argued that Ms McKay was not an employee of either company and therefore, 
was not unjustifiably dismissed. It was important to note that Ms McKay had been married at the time with the 
sole Director and shareholder of both companies, Mr Heath.  

Ms McKay had reported starting her work for both companies in October 2005. During this time, she reported 
receiving fortnightly pay based on a salary income, a company vehicle, and a fuel card. Ms McKay also claimed 
to receive a uniform and training for the role of Retail Assistant. The Employment Relations Authority (the 
Authority) was provided with a payslip from mid-October 2005 and employee records, the records indicated an 
employee start date from 4 October 2005. The payments continued until her marriage ended with Mr Heath in 
September 2018. During this time, she received written communication from the representative of both 
companies, Mr Tohill, that she no longer worked for the companies. 

Mr Heath did not deny that Ms McKay carried out work for the companies. He disputed the nature of the work, 
how it was undertaken and the value of it to the companies. He argued that there was never an intention to 
create an employment relationship and Ms McKay received no written employment agreement.  

Ms McKay provided a paid parental leave application from March 2012, signed and declared an employee by Mr 
Heath, and a bundle of documents that supported the work she had done. She alleged her roles were in human 
resources, recruitment and newspaper communications. The Authority stated that some thought must have been 
given to the nature of Ms McKay’s relationship with the companies for Mr Heath to have signed the parental 
leave application.  

A control test, and an integration test were then applied to assess the nature of Ms McKay’s work. Mr Tohill had 
submitted that Ms McKay had answered to no-one and had flexibility in her work. Mr Heath added that unlike 
other staff she did not have to apply for leave, meet sales goals and her work was not formalised and 
measurable.  Evidence provided supported that Ms McKay had discussions with Mr Heath at home concerning 
staff rosters, recruitment and incentive pay. The discussions had given Mr Heath opportunities to control and 
supervise her. Additionally, the Authority identified that there were certain controls about her role, where if work 
had not been completed questions would have been raised. 

In relation to the integration test, Mr Tohill submitted that Ms McKay’s role did not play an integral part to the 
business but was an accessory to it. Mr Tohill specifically referred to Ms McKay’s work online on social media 
and rostering staff. The Authority found that Ms McKay’s work was integral. There was also evidence to show 
that her online work increased advertisement and readership. The Authority found for the fundamental test, there 
was no evidence that Ms McKay was in business of her own. 
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The Authority concluded that the real nature of Ms McKay’s relationship with Wanaka Pharmacy and Wanaka 
Sun was one of employment. It was decided that Ms McKay had also been unjustifiably dismissed, as a fair and 
reasonable employer would not have dismissed an employee in the same way Ms McKay was dismissed. 

Wanaka Pharmacy and Wanaka Sun were ordered to pay Ms McKay compensation of $13,000, holiday pay of 
$57,334.24 gross, costs of $500, reimbursement of the filing fee of $71.56, and reimbursement of fuel costs 
between 5 and 18 September 2018. Leave was reserved to return to the Authority if agreement could not be 
made regarding fuel costs. 

McKay v Wanaka Pharmacy Limited [[2020] NZERA 230; 16/06/2020; H Doyle] 

 

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

Employment Relations Act 2000 

Personal Grievances  

Trial and Probationary Periods 

Records 

Individual Employment Agreements 

 

Employer News 
 

Employment indicators: August 2020 

Employment indicators provide an early indication of changes in the labour market. 

To read further, please click the link below. 

Statistics New Zealand [28 September 2020] 

 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: 1 February–23 September 2020 (provisional) 

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

The data is provisional and should be regarded as an early, indicative estimate of intentions to trade only, 
subject to revision. 

We advise caution in making decisions based on this data. 

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

To read further, please click the link below. 

 Statistics New Zealand [30 September 2020]  

https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Employment%20Relations%20Act%202000.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Personal%20Grievances.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Trial%20and%20Probationary%20Periods.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Records.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Individual%20Employment%20Agreements.pdf
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/employment-indicators-august-2020
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/effects-of-covid-19-on-trade-1-february-23-september-2020-provisional
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Farmers warned to check fuel tanks after driver seriously injured 

Farmers are being warned that poorly maintained tripod tanks are a serious health and safety risk to fuel users. 

The safety alert from the Fuel Distributors Industry Safety Committee and WorkSafe New Zealand follows a 
recent incident where a fuel tanker driver was seriously injured on a farm where a tripod overhead tank 
collapsed while he was filling it. 

The root cause of the collapse was significant rust corrosion on one of the tank legs. Farm implements close to 
the tank also contributed to the driver’s injuries. 

“No farmer wants to be responsible for an incident like this happening on their farm,” says Al McCone, WorkSafe 
Agriculture Lead. 

“On the farm, farmers are responsible for keeping themselves, their workers and other people safe and healthy. 
This includes making sure tanks on the farm are safe and won’t cause an incident involving harm to themselves, 
workers or others. 

“Our advice is to check all fuel tanks and support structures for signs of corrosion and metal fatigue, and where 
these are identified, consider replacement options.” 

Farmers should also check to make sure tanks are properly secured to a flat foundation and ensure the work 
area around each tank is safe with a clear path free of obstacles. 

Mr McCone says farmers should also not repair fuel tanks in poor condition. 

“Maintenance on existing tripod tanks is limited to painting, replacement of hoses, valves and lost fixings (e.g. 
bolts, pins), work to ensure that the tripod stand is firmly attached to both the tank and the ground, and making 
ladder rungs safe. 

“Maintenance work not allowed includes installations of new fittings which require cutting or welding (e.g. vents 
or handles), welding or patching the tank, or straightening, welding or patching of the supportive structure. 

“It’s unsafe to install new stands on tripod tanks. Installing a new stand will invalidate the original design 
approval – these approvals make sure any new tanks manufactured are safe.” 

Fuel distributors have responsibilities to make sure they are doing everything they can, so far as reasonably 
practicable, to keep themselves and other people safe and healthy, says Mr McCone. 

“The Fuel Distributors Industry Safety Committee has issued a notice that they will not be filling tripod fuel tanks. 

“The committee has taken this approach due to the number of incidents involving the tripod fuel tanks and the 
hazards associated with these aging tanks. 

“Essentially, it is up to the discretion of the fuel provider as to whether to fill the tanks or not. This is to ensure 
that they are taking reasonably practicable steps to ensure the safety of their workers. 

“Most of these tripod tanks have reached the end of their life. Unless it is obvious, or evidence is provided that 
these tanks are in good condition, it’s best to replace them.” 

Approval for manufacturing tripod fuel tanks was cancelled in 1996. At the time, agreement was reached that 
farmers could use existing tripod stand tanks until the tanks reached the end of their working life. 

“Farmers should be considering upgrading to modern tanks in order to meet modern design standards and 
prevent further incidents causing harm,” says Mr McCone. 

“If farmers have any questions or need assistance, they should contact their local fuel supplier team who can 
help them ensure their operational environment is safe.” 

WorkSafe [28 September 2020] 

https://worksafe.govt.nz/about-us/news-and-media/farmers-warned-to-check-fuel-tanks-after-driver-seriously-injured/
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More than 10,000 townhouses, flats, and units consented in the last year 

A record 10,063 townhouses, flats, and units were consented in the August 2020 year, Stats NZ said today. 

“August 2020 saw the annual number of townhouses, flats, and units consented go over 10,000 for the first time 
since the series began in the early 1990s,” acting construction indicators manager Dave Adair said. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

Statistics New Zealand [30 September 2020] 

 

Government puts teacher wellbeing at the centre 

The Government is committing nearly $9 million to ensure educators in early learning services and schools get 
the wellbeing support they need.  

Education Minister Chris Hipkins made the announcement, which includes providing frontline counselling and 
advice services for educators, during his address at the Post Primary Teachers Association (PPTA) annual 
conference.  

“Teachers and leaders in early learning and schools have done an incredible job supporting students and their 
whānau during COVID-19. But this has come at a cost for many in the profession,” Chris Hipkins said.  

“This package recognises the ongoing impact of the pandemic on many of our educators.  In particular, I am 
hearing concerns about the effect that recent Alert Level 3 measures have had on our teachers, centre leaders 
and principals in the Auckland region.” 

The Government’s educator wellbeing package includes: 

• An immediate $4.2m package of counselling and support services for Auckland educators. This package 
delivers, over a three month period, additional free-of-charge Employment Assistance Programme 
(EAP) advice and group workshops on issues of concern to staff in state and state-integrated schools, 
kura, and early learning services.  These services will be rolled out during Term 4 2020.  

• A further $2m has been set aside to provide additional immediate EAP counselling and support services 
in locations or regions experiencing a further resurgence of COVID-19, with more options to provide 
nationwide support to be investigated in the coming months.  

• $1.5m to develop a nationwide wellbeing online hub to provide additional support until June 2023 for all 
of the more than 130,000 educators in New Zealand, and their whānau. The hub will provide a range of 
easily accessible advice, including peer to peer support and some materials specifically developed for 
the education sector.  This is expected to be up and running before the end of this school year and is in 
addition to other general wellbeing online information provided by the Ministry of Health. 

• Up to $1m, over three years, to support the wellbeing of the Māori education workforce in Māori medium 
educational settings. 

“The wellbeing package is a direct result of the Accord entered into in 2019 between NZEI, the PPTA and the 
Ministry of Education to identify and address issues of mutual interest between the parties, such as workload 
and wider wellbeing, and commits them to find solutions together.  The package specifics were developed by 
the Accord partners, working with representatives of school trustees, principals, and kindergartens. 

“This package does not replace supports already provided by schools and early learning services.  The 
Government has a further $7 million to support teacher and principal wellbeing on top of today’s announcement.  

“The Ministry of Education will work with the Accord partners and Māori medium and Pacific peak bodies in early 
2021 to develop further initiatives to be funded out of the remaining funds,” Chris Hipkins said. 

New Zealand Government [30 September 2020] 

 

https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/more-than-10000-townhouses-flats-and-units-consented-in-the-last-year
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-puts-teacher-wellbeing-centre
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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: 13 Bills 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Insurance (Prompt Settlement of Claims for Uninhabitable Residential Property) Bill (N/A) 

Child Support Amendment Bill (N/A) 

District Court (Protection of Judgment Debtors with Disabilities) Amendment Bill (N/A) 

Oranga Tamariki (Youth Justice Demerit Points) Amendment Bill (N/A) 

Crown Pastoral Land Reform Bill (N/A) 

Electoral (Integrity Repeal) Amendment Bill (N/A) 

Land Transport (Drug Driving) Amendment Bill (N/A)  

Arms (Firearms Prohibition Orders) Amendment Bill (No 2) (N/A) 

 

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

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

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

The Employer Bulletin is a weekly update on employment relations news and recently published legal decisions. 
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