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Employment Relations Authority: Six Cases 

Employee summarily dismissed on the grounds of “medical frustration” 

Mr Courtney worked as a Salesperson for Major Motors Limited (Major Motors) until 
he was dismissed on the grounds of “medical frustration” in August 2018. Mr Courtney 
claimed he was unjustifiably dismissed and disadvantaged. He sought remedies for lost 
remuneration, compensation of $35,000, penalties for breaches of good faith and 
penalties for breaching his employment agreement.  

Prior to his dismissal Mr Courtney had been on ACC leave from 17 April 2018, after 
injuring his foot in a non-work-related accident. On 31 May 2018, Mr Courtney was 
medically certified to do some work duties from 14 June 2018 until 14 July 2018, but 
this was subject to physical restrictions, which limited prolonged work and heavy 
physical activity. On 11 July 2018 and 25 July 2018 Mr Courtney was further informed 
of his ability to perform some light duties. 

In early July 2018, ACC referred Mr Courtney to Mr Muir for a Stay at Work programme. 
Ms Eliseeva, Director of Major Motors, had claimed that she had spoken to Mr Muir on 
4 July 2018 and informed him that light duties within the office were unavailable. Major 
Motors had then sent Mr Muir a list of work activities in July 2018 advising that their 
vehicle consultants needed to be “100% fit to perform employment responsibilities”. Mr 
Muir claimed that he was unable to coordinate a graduated return to work process due 
to lack of employer engagement.  

On 23 July 2018, Mr Courtney believed that Major Motors was not going to participate 
in a graduated return to work programme for him. Ms Eliseeva had reported that she 
had met with Mr Courtney in late July 2018. Her evidence was that she explained to Mr 
Courtney that Major Motors did not have any suitable alternative duties.  

Ms Eliseeva also claimed that she had asked Mr Courtney when he could return to 
work, as she informed him that she would not be able to keep his position open 
indefinitely. Mr Courtney confirmed that he had met with Ms Eliseeva during that time.  

On 7 August 2018, Ms Eliseeva invited Mr Courtney via email, to meet to discuss his 
injury and ACC leave. Ms Eliseeva also invited him to bring a support person.  Mr 
Courtney attended the meeting on 13 August 2018, but claimed that he did not really 
know what was going to happen. He said that he then lost his job, even though he 
pleaded for a couple of more days to get some more information from his Surgeon and 
Physiotherapist.  

 

Our Weekly News  

Digest for Employers  

Friday, 30 April 2021 

 

 

CASES 1 
Employment Relations Authority: 
Six Cases 1 

EMPLOYER NEWS 6 
Consultation opens on proposals to 
support new building laws 6 
Effects of COVID-19 on trade: At 21 
April 2021 (provisional) 7 
New Zealand has adopted a new 
classification system for hazardous 
substances 7 
Greater role for a public forestry 
service 8 

LEGISLATION 9 
Bills open for submissions: Nine 
Bills 9 

CONTACT DETAILS 10 
Employment Relations Consultants 10 
Health & Safety Consultants 10 
Legal Team 10 

  
 
 10 

  

 



 
 

 

Employer Bulletin  

Friday, 30 April 2021 

 

 

    2 
 

  

Ms Eliseeva maintained that they had asked Mr Courtney for a return-to-work date and that they did not dismiss him at 
that point, that Mr Courtney had been informed that his employment might be terminated.  

On 15 August 2018, Mr Courtney then received an email, advising that Major Motors was terminating his employment. Mr 
Courtney replied via email on 29 October 2018 and said that he had been unjustifiably dismissed from his employment, 
and on the 13 December 2019, he proceeded to file a Statement of Problem.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) advised that Major Motors had sufficiently investigated the issue of 
Mr Courtney’s ongoing incapacity. Having met with Mr Courtney in July and August 2018 to discuss his fitness to work, Mr 
Courtney had opportunities to respond to concerns. Additionally, Mr Courtney’s representative withdrew his claim for 
penalties, as the claim was not filed within 12 months of the date when the cause of action had become known to the 
claimant. 

Despite a fair investigation, there had also been a submission that the dismissal was unjustified because Major Motors did 
not give at least four weeks’ notice. The employment agreement limited summary dismissal to circumstances of 
established serious misconduct. The Authority concluded that for this reason alone, that Mr Courtney had been 
unjustifiably dismissed.  

Major Motors was ordered to pay Mr Courtney compensation of $3,000. Further costs were reserved, subject to 
submissions made by parties within the timeframe set by the Authority.  

Courtney v Major Motors Limited [[2021] NZERA 71; 25/02/2021; P Cheyne]  

 

Relationship between parties found to be one of a family arrangement and not an employment relationship 

LA claimed she was employed by RB for two seasons in 2015 and 2016, specifically for calf rearing. She said she received 
no payment during that employment other than a sum of $3,000 which was paid into her bank account. LA claimed she 
was owed $13,930 covering the work she completed in respect of rearing calves over the 2015 and 2016 seasons. She 
identified RB as her employer.  

RB denied ever having employed LA. RB acknowledged that she did assist with rearing calves in 2015 and 2016 but said 
she did that as part of the family who all pitched in to assist him especially during a period of time his wife was sick and 
after her death. RB denied that there was ever an employment relationship therefore the Employment Relations 
Authority (the Authority) had no jurisdiction to award LA the sums she claimed. RB also noted that LA had already 
unsuccessfully taken him to the Disputes Tribunal in respect of the same claims.  

RB and his daughters, MW and EC, were adamant that there was no employment relationship. MW and EC gave evidence 
that everyone had pitched in to assist as best they could. They also noted that LA was treated as a member of the family. 
The basis for this was that LA had been in a relationship with DH, RB’s son. In 2012 LA had moved onto the property and 
with DH, resided rent free in accommodation on the farm. Although there was no formal basis for this, it was expected 
they would both help where needed on the farm and carry out renovations.  

The primary issue for the Authority was whether the relationship between the parties was one of employment or just a 
family arrangement. If the Authority found that LA was an employee, the Disputes Tribunal decision would be of no 
consequence. There was no individual agreement nor terms discussed and LA had not kept a log of hours. In November 
2017, LA officially split with DH and moved to Blenheim.  

In Dillon v Tullycrine Limited, Judge Holden noted that in the context of family arrangements, the courts have recognised 
that there is a presumption of fact against an intention of creating legal relations. It was noted that in such instances, the 
intention was to rely solely on family ties of mutual trust and affection. Although a family context did not exclude a finding 
of employment, each case would need to be carefully considered and determined on its own facts. If LA was an employee 
during this period, it was surprising that she did not take steps to enforce payment for some considerable time.  

The Authority did not consider in this case that there were any grounds to say an employment relationship existed. There 
was no written employment agreement, LA had come on to the farm as part of the family and the evidence indicated the 
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relationship was one of mutual support. There was no PAYE deduction made from $3,000 paid to LA by RB. RB also stated 
this was money from his own pocket to help support both LA and DH.   

The Authority determined that LA was not an employee of RB and therefore, the claims were dismissed. Cost were 
reserved.  

LA v RB [[2021] NZERA 117; 25/03/2021; G O’Sullivan]  

 

Company and Directors forced to pay penalties after breaches of holiday legislation  

A Labour Inspector asserted that Jocelyn and L Limited (Jocelyn) had breached its obligations in the Holidays Act 2003 (the 
Holidays Act). This included record keeping deficiencies, lack of compliance with payment provisions relating to public 
holidays and annual holidays and the provision of alternative holidays for three employees. The Labour Inspector claimed 
that Ms Yuan and Mr Zhou were persons involved in the breaches pursuant to section 142W of the Employment Relations 
Act 2000. The Labour Inspector sought to recover penalties for the breaches. The Respondents in submissions agreed that 
the only matter for the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) to determine, were the quantum of penalties for 
the uncontested breaches. 

Jocelyn is a limited liability company operating a Super Liquor franchised bottle store. Ms Yuan is one of two Directors of 
Jocelyn and administers the payroll system, which includes maintaining holiday and leave records. The other Director of 
Jocelyn is her husband, Mr Zhou, who also had limited involvement in the administration of payroll matters and has 
influence over employment policies and practices. Both Directors conceded that they were involved in the breaches the 
Labour Inspector identified. Some of the breaches included a failure to record the dates when employees became entitled 
to an alternative holiday and allowing an employee to cash up four weeks annual leave in contravention to the maximum 
one week. 

On 25 September 2019, a second Improvement Notice was sent to the Respondents. However, rectification of the 
breaches did not occur and so the Labour Inspector proceeded to the Authority for compliance and penalties. The 
Authority adopted the approach in the Employment Court decision of Borsboom v Preet PVT Limited, as well as Judge 
Corkill’s decision in A Labour Inspector v Matangi Berry Farm Limited. Borsboom identified a four-step framework to fixing 
penalties where multiple breaches of minimum standards are evident.  

Firstly, the Authority needed to identify the nature and number of breaches, to identify each one separately and identify 
the maximum penalty available for each breach. Then consider whether global penalties should apply. Secondly, it needed 
to assess the severity of each breach to establish a provisional penalty starting point and consider aggravating and 
mitigating factors. Thirdly, it had to consider the means and ability of the person in the breach to pay the penalty. Lastly, 
the Authority was required to apply the proportionality or totality test to ensure that the amount of each final penalty is 
just in all the circumstances. 

The Authority found 12 admitted breaches of the Holidays Act. The Authority noted that whilst those breaches were 
admitted by the Respondents, the Labour Inspector’s report indicated that they arose from both a negligent operation of 
an electronic payroll system and a questionable claim that Jocelyn’s Directors were unaware of designated public 
holidays. The Authority concluded that the Respondents failed to have due regard to the ongoing breaches after multiple 
interactions with the Labour Inspector from January 2017 to December 2019. Furthermore, the ongoing and repeated 
breaches were impliedly intentional or willfully negligent. 

Though compliance matters had since been rectified, they were not done so in a timely manner. The Authority noted that 
this displayed a worrying element of neglect given that the respondents did not dispute the sums and that they were 
relatively small and likely to have been of greater value to their modestly remunerated employees. The Authority found 
that the employees were vulnerable given that they were migrants and were likely unaware of their rights and reluctant 
to pursue them in a small workplace where their income and residency were potentially at stake.  

The Authority also noted that it was unlikely that the respondents were not aware of similar breaches involving liquor 
stores including those in the Super Liquor Franchise, given that they had been in the business since 2015. The Authority 
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used a globalised approach for similar natured breaches and reduced the breaches down to four. The Authority then held 
that the maximum penalty they could impose for the four breaches would be $80,000.  

The Authority noted that the Respondents led it to believe that Jocelyn was their only source of income, when, with 
further investigation, it was found that they had another commercial interest. Furthermore, during the investigation with 
the Labour Inspector, Jocelyn’s business accounts showed the purchasing of a Mercedes Benz for $121,387. No 
information was given in submissions as to the use of the vehicle and its relationship to the operation of the business. The 
Authority identified that the respondents had a property portfolio of a family home, a rental generating property and a 
commercial building which was tenanted by a GP practice and a pharmacy. This was an indicative amount the 
respondents could afford to pay a penalty. 

The Authority ordered Jocelyn to pay a penalty of $20,000 for the breaches. Ms Yuan was ordered to pay a penalty of 
$10,000 and Mr Zhou was ordered to pay $8,000 for being persons involved in the breaches. The parties were encouraged 
to reach an agreement to costs. 

A Labour Inspector v Jocelyn and L Limited [[2020] NZERA 44; 10/02/2021; D Beck] 

 

Compensation in settlement agreement are excluded debts in Covid-19 business debt hibernation  

On 21 October 2020 Mr Thomson and Hispec Homes NZ Limited (Hispec Homes) entered into a settlement agreement. 
The settlement agreement was certified by a Mediator employed by the Chief Executive of the Ministry of Business 
Innovation and Employment on the same day. Mr Thomson’s employment was recorded in the settlement agreement as 
having ended on 8 January 2020, and that he had been paid all wages until that date. Hispec Homes agreed to pay Mr 
Thomson compensation on an “ex-gratia and denial of liability basis,” contribution towards Mr Mathew’s legal fees plus 
GST and to also pay $697.78 for holiday pay. 

Mr Thomson applied for an order that Hispec Homes comply with the settlement agreement under section 149 of the 
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Employment Relations Act). He also sought a penalty, interest, and costs. The sole 
Director of Hispec Homes, Mr Murphy, was joined to the proceedings and an order was sought under section 137(2) of 
the Employment Relations Act for Mr Murphy to do everything possible to make Hispec Homes pay the outstanding 
amount. On 10 March 2021, Mr Fernando, sole Shareholder of Hispec Homes, advised the Authority that Hispec Homes 
was in a COVID-19 business debt hibernation and had a one-month protection that ended on 31 March 2021.  

Proceedings could not be continued against Hispec Homes with the consent or permission of the High Court unless the 
debt was an excluded debt. The Authority needed to determine whether the debt owed to Mr Thomson was an “excluded 
debt” as defined in section 4 of Schedule 13 of the Companies Act 1993 (the Companies Act). If the debt was an excluded 
debt the issue for the Authority would then be whether it had jurisdiction to make award orders for compliance, 
penalties, interest, and costs. 

Mr Thomson argued he was owed monies arising from the non-compliance with the settlement agreement which was an 
excluded debt. Hispec Homes claimed that excluded debts only relate to payments such as wages or holiday pay. 
However, Mr Thomson argued that excluded debts was a very broad term and not confined to payments such as wages or 
holiday pay that are contractual or statutory entitlements. Mr Thomson also argued more precise words would have been 
used if that was the intention. He compared the language with that in the Employment Relations Act and the use of words 
such as “minimum entitlements” or “employment standards”, which is specific. 

Schedule 13 of the Companies Act provides that an entity facing difficulties because of COVID-19 has an opportunity to 
maximise its chance of continuing in existence, or result in a better return for creditors rather than an immediate 
liquidation. It was also designed to provide some temporary protections from its debts to develop with the creditors a 
longer-term approach to its liquidity problem.  

The purpose of Schedule 13 sat less easily with excluded employee debt extending to payments of compensation and a 
payment of a contribution toward advocate costs under a settlement agreement. In context, and in light of its purpose, 
section 4 did not include the compensatory amount under section 123(1)(c) of the Employment Relations Act. The holiday 
pay in clause 2(c) in the settlement agreement was an excluded debt in the sum of $697.78. 
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Excluded debt specifically did not include interest and/or penalties. The Authority focused on the circumstances that 
Hispec Homes had given notice to the New Zealand Companies Registrar that it was entering into business debt 
hibernation. The excluded debt that the Authority found was for holiday pay in the sum of $697.78 gross. The Authority 
was not prepared to exercise its discretion to make an order for compliance and declined an award of costs.  

Thomson v Hispec Homes NZ Limited [[2021] NZERA 124; 30/03/2021; H Doyle] 

 

Employer’s refusal to pay guaranteed hours led to constructive dismissal  

Mr Liufolua worked for VIP Security Solutions Limited (VIP Security) from January 2019 until he resigned on 23 December 
2019. Mr Liufolua had an employment agreement which set his hours at 40 hours a week, to be worked between 7.00am 
and 7.00pm Monday to Sunday. Mr Liufolua said he resigned after VIP Security often did not roster him to work and did 
not pay him for 40 hours per week. Mr Liufolua believed this breached his employment agreement, raised a personal 
grievance and also sought a penalty.  

VIP Security claimed that there needed to be two guards at each store per day. If only one guard reported for duty and if 
no replacement could be found for the second guard, the shift was cancelled for safety reasons.  Mr Liufolua claimed that 
the times he was paid less than 40 hours, was when he had reported for duty, but the shift was called off due to security 
reasons. Despite VIP Security’s assertion it was for safety and security purposes, the failure to pay Mr Liufolua was a 
breach of the employment agreement.  

During Mr Liufolua’s employment, VIP Security claimed that they had reduced his rostered hours in September 2019 and 
assigned hours to another staff member. The employment agreement required VIP Security to provide information and an 
opportunity to comment on any proposal to reduce or adjust the hours before doing so. There was no evidence provided 
to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) that VIP Security consulted with Mr Liufolua in good faith with 
respect to the reduced hours. This was also a breach of his employment agreement. 

Mr Liufolua was not rostered to work or paid during the period between 9 December and 16 December 2019. Upon his 
resignation, Mr Liufola was told he would not be paid for this that time. The Authority held that VIP Security breached its 
contractual obligation to pay Mr Liufolua for 40 hours per week until the end of his notice period.  

The Authority found that the failure by VIP Security to pay Mr Liufola his guaranteed hours was a very serious breach. Mr 
Liufolua concluded, as would any reasonable employee, that VIP Security did not intend to be bound by the contract and 
could not be relied on to perform it in the future.  

The Authority found that Mr Liufolua’s resignation amounted to a constructive dismissal and was awarded $7,720.06 in 
wage arrears. Mr Liufolua was also awarded $4,000 in lost wages and $10,000 for hurt and humiliation. Mr Liufolua also 
sought a penalty against VIP Security for its failure to pay wage arrears in breach of his employment agreement. The 
Authority found that there was a clear breach, and the breach was fundamental and extensive. VIP Security was liable to a 
penalty of $15,000 payable to the Crown. Mr Liufolua was entitled to $2,321.56 for costs.  

Liufolua v VIP Security Solutions Limited [[2021] NZERA 57; 16/02/2021; P Cheyne] 

 

Contract for services relationship confirmed by Employment Relations Authority  

Mr Dearle claimed that he was unjustifiably disadvantaged in, and dismissed from, his employment with Leroy Albany 
Hotel Limited (Leroy Albany). Leroy Albany claimed that it engaged Mr Dearle through his company James Spencer Limited 
(James Spencer) to provide services for it. It said the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) did not have 
jurisdiction to hear his claim because he was not an employee. The Authority hearing dealt with the preliminary matter of 
whether Mr Dearle was an employee or a contractor of Leroy Albany.  

Mr Bassamtabar, the sole Director of Leroy Albany, stated he was originally looking for a person to be employed in a 
General Manager role and Mr Dearle was offered a full-time salaried position at Leroy Albany. Mr Dearle responded to the 
offer and requested some changes and advised he had his own company, James Spencer, and would pay his own tax. 
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After further communication and confirmations, a contractor arrangement for services was signed.  Many of the terms of 
the contract were consistent with the true nature of the relationship being principal and contractor. Mr Dearle’s 
representatives submitted that six of the clauses were more suggestive of an employment relationship including with 
respect to an hourly rate, the requirement to work at a specific location and the supply of equipment.  

The Authority considered the relationship in practice, the legal position with reference to legislation and case law, and the 
various well-established tests to determine the real nature of the relationship between the parties. The Authority said the 
relationship between Mr Dearle and Leroy Albany could have been undertaken by way of a contract of service and was 
originally offered to Mr Dearle on that basis. There were elements of control in the relationship and Mr Dearle was 
integrated closely with Leroy Albany in his management role.  

A contract for services was entered into by both parties at Mr Dearle’s request and that was how the relationship 
commenced. The parties did not readdress the intention to operate in that manner through the period between August 
and December 2019 when the relationship ended. Leroy Albany continued to be invoiced for Mr Dearle’s consultancy 
services by James Spencer up to that point. Mr Dearle was able to obtain some tax advantages by structuring his business 
in that manner.  

The agreed intention to enter a contract for services was not displaced by the other tests. The Authority concluded that 
the true nature of the relationship was not that of employee and employer but an independent contracting arrangement, 
a contract for services. 

The finding that there was a contract for services meant the Authority did not have jurisdiction to investigate and 
determine Mr Dearle’s claims. Costs were reserved.  

Dearle v Leroy Albany Hotel Limited [[2021] NZERA 89; 05/03/2021: H Doyle] 

 

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

Contracts for Services  

Employment Relations Authority 

  Full and Final Settlements 

 Labour Inspectors  

 Incapacity  

 

Employer News 
 

Consultation opens on proposals to support new building laws 

“We’re preparing for some of the biggest changes to building laws in a number of years,” says Amy Moorhead, MBIE’s 
Building Policy Manager. “We’re now asking for feedback on detailed proposals for regulations in three key areas. 

“MBIE has developed proposed details of the new voluntary modular component manufacturer scheme, which will make 
the consenting process easier for some manufacturers of homes which are built offsite.  We want to find out whether we 
have got the right balance between providing assurance to consumers that modular components have been well-built and 
ensuring there is a cost-effective pathway for manufacturers to be certified. 

“MBIE has also developed proposed details to ensure basic information about building products and their uses are made 
publicly available,” says Amy Moorhead. 

https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=CFS-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=ERA-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=ERA-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=FAFS-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=LI-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=IY-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
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“We are interested in finding out what information would be practical and useful, how this information should be shared, 
and who should be responsible for providing it.  Requiring the right kind of information will help homeowners, builders 
and designers choose the correct products and install them appropriately.” 

MBIE is also seeking feedback on the details for strengthening the product certification scheme (CodeMark), to improve 
confidence in the scheme and ensure innovative building products and methods will comply with the Building Code. 

“We want to hear from the construction sector and all New Zealanders about what should be included in the details of 
these new and improved schemes,” Amy Moorhead says. 

The Bill, currently before the House, is the first phase of a suite of reforms to the Building Act which will see a more 
efficient building system, a lift in the quality of building work, and fairer outcomes for all. The first phase focuses on 
building products, building methods and putting in place systems and processes to speed up consenting for new and 
innovative ways of building. 

“We are seeking feedback now so that we are in a position to make the regulations quickly and efficiently to support this 
Bill once it is passed by Parliament,” Amy Moorhead said. 

Submissions close on 11 June 2021. 

 Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment [28 April 2021]  

 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: At 21 April 2021 (provisional)  

Effects of COVID-19 on trade is a weekly update on New Zealand’s daily goods trade with the world. Comparing the values 
with previous years shows the potential impacts of COVID-19. 
 
The data is provisional and should be regarded as an early, indicative estimate of intentions to trade only, subject to 
revision. 
 
We advise caution in making decisions based on this data. 
 
To read further, please click the link below.  

 

 Statistics New Zealand [29 April 2021] 

 

New Zealand has adopted a new classification system for hazardous substances  

On 30 April 2021, New Zealand will adpot a new classification system for hazardous substances under the Hazardous 
Substances and New Organisms Act 1996 (HSNO). This new system is the Globally Harmonised System (GHS). 

This change mainly affects the rules for importers, manufacturers and suppliers of hazardous substances. They have four 
years to update labelling, safety data sheets and packaging for hazardous substances. 

There is no change to the classification system used under the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 (HSWA). 

Regulations under HSWA will continue to refer to the current HSNO classification system. This means that there is no 
change to the workplace requirements for hazardous substances under:  

• the Health and Safety at Work (Hazardous Substances) Regulations 2017 

• the Health and Safety at Work (Major Hazard Facilities) Regulations 2016 

• safe work instruments. 
 

https://www.mbie.govt.nz/about/news/consultation-opens-on-proposals-to-support-new-building-laws/
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/effects-of-covid-19-on-trade-at-21-april-2021-provisional


 
 

 

Employer Bulletin  

Friday, 30 April 2021 

 

 

    8 
 

  

WorkSafe’s guidance and approved codes of practice continue to refer to the current HSNO system. 

WorkSafe’s Hazardous Substances Calculator refers to both systems. If you have information about the GHS classification 
of your substance, you can enter it into the Calculator to find out the controls under HSWA that apply to it. 

The two systems work together 

Because the current HSNO system and the new GHS system coexist, the EPA has created a correlation table that shows 
the equivalent GHS classifications to the current HSNO classifications. 

You can find this table in Schedule 3 of the new Hazardous Substances (Hazard Classification) Notice 2020. (PDF) 

To find out more about this change visit the EPA’s website. 

 Worksafe [28 April 2021] 

 

Greater role for a public forestry service 

A greater role for a public forestry service has been outlined by the Forestry Minister, to drive the focus on regional 
economic development, skills training, and a low-emissions future. 

Stuart Nash today announced Te Uru Rākau (Forestry New Zealand) will be renamed Te Uru Rākau - New Zealand Forest 
Service, and will shift its operational headquarters from Wellington to Rotorua.  

“The name change is small but significant. It signals a more hands-on role for a public forestry service, with specialists and 
advisors working alongside the sector,” Mr Nash said. 

“We will lift planning and advisory capabilities within Te Uru Rākau - New Zealand Forest Service so it can offer a 
professional advisory service and share its forestry management expertise. 

“It will provide more on-the-ground support to iwi, private landowners, farm foresters, local councils, timber processors, 
training institutes, and other forestry organisations. The Forest Service will maximise opportunities for the forestry and 
wood processing sector. 

“Forestry will be a key part of our climate change response. In areas like biofuels, forestry can support our move away 
from fossil fuels. Innovative building products made from local wood will replace products such as concrete and steel. 

“For Māori, there is huge potential across the whole forestry system, as landowners, community leaders, investors and 
guardians of the environment. We will continue to support Māori aspirations for land management, economic 
development, and job creation. 

“By retaining more wood processing onshore, we create local jobs and further support rural communities. Wood 
processing plants offer the opportunity to create high-tech, high-value products and by-products to diversify the income 
streams of foresters. 

“Farmers, foresters, and conservationists share an objective to plant more trees in the right places, whether to diversify 
farm incomes, stabilise erosion-prone hills, increase wood supply for processing, or create more permanent indigenous 
forests for biodiversity or recreational use. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government [29 April 2021] 

https://www.hazardoussubstances.govt.nz/calculator
https://www.epa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Hazardous-Substances/EPA-Notices/hazardous-substances-hazard-classification-notice-2020-oct20.pdf.
https://epa.govt.nz/industry-areas/hazardous-substances/new-zealands-new-hazard-classification-system/
https://www.worksafe.govt.nz/about-us/news-and-media/new-zealand-has-adopted-a-new-classification-system-for-hazardous-substances/
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/greater-role-public-forestry-service
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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: Nine Bills 

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

Unit Titles (Strengthening Body Corporate Governance and Other Matters) Amendment Bill (29 April 2021) 

Commerce Amendment Bill (30 April 2021) 

Lawyers and Conveyancers (Employed Lawyers Providing Free Legal Services) Amendment Bill (7 May 2021) 

Social Security (Subsequent Child Policy Removal) Amendment Bill (19 May 2021) 

Mental Health (Compulsory Assessment and Treatment) Amendment Bill (19 May 2021) 

Inquiry into congestion pricing in Auckland (20 May 2021) 

Sunscreen (Product Safety Standard) Bill (26 May 2021) 

Incorporated Societies Bill (28 May 2021) 

Financial Sector (Climate-Related Disclosures and Other Matters) Amendment Bill (28 May 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/53SCFE_SCF_BILL_99361/unit-titles-strengthening-body-corporate-governance-and
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCED_SCF_BILL_108304/commerce-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCJU_SCF_BILL_99650/lawyers-and-conveyancers-employed-lawyers-providing-free
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCSS_SCF_BILL_109567/social-security-subsequent-child-policy-removal-amendment
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCHE_SCF_BILL_109428/mental-health-compulsory-assessment-and-treatment-amendment
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCTI_SCF_INQ_109499/inquiry-into-congestion-pricing-in-auckland
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCHE_SCF_BILL_109343/sunscreen-product-safety-standard-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCED_SCF_BILL_109429/incorporated-societies-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCED_SCF_BILL_109905/financial-sector-climate-related-disclosures-and-other
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/
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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




