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Employment Court: One Case 

Ingenuine fixed term agreement issued to avoid restructure  

Ms Crossley was employed under a fixed term agreement with Kwik Kiwi Cars Limited 
(Kwik Kiwi) when it was trading as Mark Cromie Motor Group (Mark Cromie Group). 
The reason for the fixed term agreement was due to the merger of two entities from 
which it was expected there would be a potential restructure. Her employment 
concluded at the end of the agreed term.  

Ms Crossley believed she had ongoing employment once the fixed term agreement 
ended. When this did not arise, she raised an employment relationship problem with 
the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority). It determined that the fixed term 
agreement did not comply with section 66 of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the 
Act) and that Ms Crossley had therefore been unjustifiably dismissed. 

The fixed term agreement contained a redundancy provision. It stated that although 
the employee was on a fixed term agreement, there could be circumstances that meant 
the role would no longer be needed prior to the ending of the term.  

Mark Cromie Group challenged the Authority’s decision regarding the status of Ms 
Crossley’s fixed term agreement in the Employment Court (the Court).  The Authority 
had determined that the possibility of the business needing to restructure and 
employees becoming surplus to requirements was an ordinary business risk, and that 
the criteria for fixed term agreements in section 66 of the Employment Relations Act 
2000 (the Act) was accordingly not satisfied.  

Counsel for Mark Cromie Group submitted that the company complied with section 
66(2) of the Act. They argued that there were genuine reasons based on reasonable 
grounds for the fixed term employment. Reasons as to why the fixed term would end 
were presented to Mr Crossley as per section 66(2)(b) of the Act. This was evident not 
only from the statements contained in the agreement, but also from the fact that Ms 
Crossley was told that her job was subject to review once the merger took place.  

Counsel for Ms Crossley disagreed. They claimed that downsizing to meet a changed 
business environment, or reduce operating costs, was common to many businesses.  

These circumstances could not justify placing staff on fixed term agreements to make 
such a determination later. In Morgan v Transit Coachlines Wairarapa Ltd, the 
Employment Court (the Court) held the presence of redundancy provisions undermined 
the employer’s claim that a fixed term provision was justified.  
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Chief Judge Inglis stated that an agreement may not meet the requirements of section 66 where the employer utilises the 
fixed term employment model where other mechanisms were reasonably available.  

The reason recorded in Ms Crossley’s employment agreement was that it was more than likely the merger would create 
some role duplications in most departments, and therefore a restructuring would be required. The Court accepted that 
the company was sincere when concluding it may need to restructure, but that did not mean the reason was genuine, as 
required under section 66(2)(a). The fixed term agreement had the effect of overriding the protections of the redundancy 
regime, which would otherwise have applied. Consequently, the reason given for the fixed term arrangement could not 
be viewed as genuine.  

Furthermore, there was an intention by Mark Cromie Group to undertake a careful review of staffing needs once the two 
businesses merged. However, this is not compliant with section 66(3)(b) which states that a genuine reason for a fixed 
term does not include a situation where the suitability of the employee for permanent employment is checked. The 
employees were being assessed for suitability for permanent employment. Therefore, the statutory tests in section 66 
were not met. 

Kwik Kiwi Cars Limited t/a Mark Cromie Motor Group v Crossley [[2020] NZEmpC 142; 07/09/2020; Judge Corkill] 

 

Employment Relations Authority: Four Cases 

Dismissal substantively justified, but procedurally deficient 

Ms Lowe and Ms Minchington were employed by NJ Gill Limited (NJ Gill) as cleaners until they were both summarily 
dismissed on 21 August 2017. Ms Lowe and Ms Minchington raised personal grievances on grounds of unjustifiable 
disadvantage, unjustifiable dismissal and breach of good faith. Ms Minchington sought lost wages and compensation for 
herself and the estate of Ms Lowe. 

Ms Minchington, Ms Lowe and two other cleaners agreed to falsify time records. On 21 August 2017, Ms Lowe and Ms 
Minchington were asked to attend a disciplinary meeting and were told they could bring a support person, but no further 
details were disclosed.  

Mr Gill, sole director of NJ Gill, alleged they had falsified time records. A signed statement from one of the cleaners 
verifying the allegation in detail was presented at the meeting. Ms Minchington stated that insufficient time was provided 
to digest the statement and that it was unfair to single them out. Ms Lowe and Ms Minchington were dismissed at the 
meeting. 

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) member asked Mr Gill why he had not dismissed the other two 
cleaners. Mr Gill stated that one was a hard worker and that he had taken into account the other’s remorse and 
cooperation in providing the statement. Mr Gill also took into account that Ms Lowe was a supervisor and had actively 
participated in the falsified time records. The Authority found that a higher duty of fidelity to set an example and not 
condone misconduct, was owed in a role such as a supervisor. 

The Authority also found that Mr Gill gave insufficient attention to the requirements set out in sections 4 and 103A of the 
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). Ms Minchington and Ms Lowe were not told they could receive legal advice 
before the meeting. Therefore the Authority found NJ Gill was in specific breach of section 4 of the Act. The Authority 
further noted that moving immediately to a summary dismissal decision without adjourning, pointed to a reasonable 
implication that the matter had been pre-determined. Mr Gill confirmed he had made cover arrangements prior to the 
disciplinary meeting which supported Ms Minchington’s claim the dismissal was pre-determined. The defects in the 
process were not minor and the Authority could not absolve the company from a poorly conducted process. 

The Authority then considered the doctrine of disparity as Ms Minchington claimed. The three-limb test involved finding 
whether there was disparity, and if so, whether there was an adequate reason for the disparity and if not, whether the 
dismissal was justified.  
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Firstly, Mr Gill stated the other two employees were remorseful and accepted responsibility. Ms Lowe was held to a 
higher standard as a supervisor and both Ms Minchington and Ms Lowe did not accept responsibility or show remorse. 
The Authority held it was justified to treat Ms Lowe with disparity as she had a supervisory role. However, the Authority 
did not find reason for disparity for Ms Minchington.  

Secondly, the Authority found adequate reasons for disparity for the second limb.  

Thirdly, the Authority took a subjective judgment of whether the dismissal was substantively justified. The Authority 
found the summary dismissal was substantively justified on the grounds of serious misconduct, but the significant 
procedural deficiencies rendered the dismissal unjustified. 

The Authority found the significant procedural deficiencies also disadvantaged Ms Minchington and Ms Lowe, as they 
were denied a proper opportunity to participate in the disciplinary process that could have had mitigating factors 
advanced by both of them. The disciplinary process also breached good faith requirements as NJ Gill did not provide 
sufficient relevant information prior to the disciplinary meeting, or a fair opportunity for that information to be 
considered. 

The Authority found unjustified dismissal, disadvantage and breaches of good faith requirements. The Authority found 
this to be a rare case for it to be unconscionable to award compensatory remedies to Ms Lowe’s estate given her 
egregious misconduct as a supervisor. Ms Minchington was awarded three months lost wages of $4,830. Ms 
Minchington’s compensation for hurt and humiliation had a 40 per cent reduction due to her instigating the timekeeping 
scheme, totalling $4,800. No penalty was sought for the good faith breach, so none was awarded.  

Costs were ordered to lie where they fell. Ms Minchington was able to recover her application fee of $71.56. 

Minchington v NJ Gill Limited [[2020] NZERA 312; 11/08/2020; D Beck] 

 

Determination for lost wages 

Mr Sciascia and Wholesale Cars Direct (2017) Limited (Wholesale Cars Direct) had matters resolved at the Employment 
Relations Authority (the Authority) on 29 June 2020. The Authority awarded remedies of compensation and lost wages to 
Mr Sciascia. Leave was given to the parties to revert to the Authority if they disagreed with the calculation of three 
months lost wages. 

Mr Sciascia submitted the minimum amount he would have earned during three months was $28,753.11. Mr Sciascia’s 
counsel, Ms d’Or, submitted that Mr Sciascia would have likely earned far greater commission had he continued to work 
for that three month period. Ms d’Or submitted that the calculation should have been made on the basis of his average 
earnings over the period from 2015 to 2017 inclusive. Mr d’Or provided Mr Sciascia’s earnings for those years. 

Ms d’Or’s submission was based on an offer Mr Sciascia had made to his employer via telephone on 19 December 2017. 
He agreed to relinquish his management role and move to a predominantly sales-based role with a commitment to reach 
a certain number of vehicles over a three-month period. 

Ms d’Or submitted that Mr Sciascia was a very proficient salesperson whose remuneration from commission between 
2015 and 2017 was considerably higher than during the period when he had a management focused role. Ms d’Or also 
clarified that Mr Sciascia sought holiday pay and KiwiSaver contributions on the lost wages. 

Mr Gould, Wholesale Cars Direct’s counsel, submitted that historical earnings were of little assistance. His calculation of 
the remuneration Mr Sciascia would have earned in the three months following termination corresponded with Ms d’Or’s 
calculation of Mr Sciascia’s minimum earnings during that time. 

Mr Gould submitted that $28,753.11 was the correct amount of lost wages. Mr Gould opposed the request for holiday 
pay to be paid on that amount. Mr Gould argued it was not reasonable or logical to assume that employment would 
continue for three months from the date of termination. Mr Gould did not address the KiwiSaver issue. 
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Considering the arguments submitted, the Authority did not consider Ms d’Or’s submission that the award for lost wages 
be based on Mr Sciascia’s remuneration between 2015 and 2017. The Authority found no justification for using that 
timeframe as Mr Sciascia’s proposal to move to a commission-only basis of remuneration was just a proposal, which was 
rejected by Wholesale Cars Direct. 

The award of lost wages the Authority provided Mr Sciascia was in accordance with section 128 of the Employment 
Relations Act 2000 (the Act). The section provides for mandatory reimbursement lost as a result of Mr Sciascia’s personal 
grievance or three months ordinary time remuneration, whichever is less. The Authority decided to award three months’ 
remuneration less any earnings made by Mr Sciascia during that period. 

The Authority noted that whilst the Act does not define ordinary time remuneration, the Authority held it unreasonable to 
consider the use of historical earnings over two previous years. The Authority concluded Mr Sciascia’s ordinary time 
remuneration was based on the role he was performing and the remuneration he was receiving before his dismissal in 
December 2017. 

Both parties agreed that three months’ remuneration based on Mr Sciascia’s role from April 2017 as Quality Control 
Manager, was $28,753.11. The Authority accepted that sum as the basis for the award under section 128 of the Act. From 
that, the Authority then needed to deduct any earnings Mr Sciascia had earned during that three month period. Mr 
Sciascia’s bank record showed earnings of $1,557.66 gross. The Authority calculated $27,195.45 gross for lost 
remuneration. 

The Authority accepted Ms d’Or’s submission regarding holiday pay and KiwiSaver which were applied to the award of lost 
remuneration. Wholesale Cars Direct was ordered to pay Mr Sciascia lost wages of $27,195.45 gross and any applicable 
holiday pay and KiwiSaver entitlements on that sum. The Authority noted for clarity that the order for lost wages replaced 
the order for lost wages in the determination issued 29 June 2020. The order for compensation in that determination 
remained unchanged. 

Costs were reserved.  

Sciascia v Wholesale Cars Direct (2017) Limited [[2020] NZERA 384; 28/09/2020; T MacKinnon] 

 

Employee ordered to pay damages awarded to employer for breach of employment agreement  

Mr Peel was employed by Emmitt Consultants Limited (Emmitt Consultants) as a Senior Quantity Surveyor from 18 August 
2014 until 31 December 2017. 

In a determination issued 11 October 2019, the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) held that Mr Peel had 
breached clauses of his employment agreement whilst in employment. The Authority also held that Mr Peel had breached 
the restraint of trade provision in the employment agreement by providing quantity surveying services to the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (the Church). The Authority accepted evidence that if Mr Peel had not undertaken the 
work for the Church it was unlikely Emmitt Consultants would have been engaged to complete the work. The parties were 
unable to resolve the issue of quantum and asked the Authority to make a determination. 

Emmitt Consultants sought damages for the breach in respect of legal costs for investigating the breaches, lost profits and 
any other relief the Authority finds just. Emmitt sought $132.189.52 in damages, $9,272.56 in interest and $16,368.81 in 
costs. The Authority found that freelance work performed by Mr Peel during his employment was done so outside of his 
normal working hours. The Authority found that Mr Peel performing 311.22 hours at a charge of $180 per hour resulted in 
Emmitt Consultants’ loss equated to $56,019.60. 

Emmitt Consultant had the burden to prove that this loss was caused by Mr Peel’s breaches. Mr Peel performed work for 
Hauraki Interiors and Architecture without introducing it to his employer as the Authority noted he ought to have done. 
Mr Peel also performed work for the Church who had a relationship with Emmitt Construction. The Church was noted to 
have had difficulties working with Emmitt Construction and confirmed that once Mr Peel left his employment, no further 
work would have been given to Emmitt Construction.  
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Mr Fepuleai, an employee of the third company Mr Peel performed work for, Ganellen Limited, had previously worked for 
Emmitt Construction and did not like their work. Mr Fepuleai stated that during his employment with Ganellen Limited, 
Emmitt Construction had never been approached for work. The Authority considered based on Mr Fepuleai’s statement 
that it was unlikely this work would have gone to Emmitt Construction had Mr Peel not performed the work.  

The Authority was satisfied that Emmitt Consultants had established that Mr Peel’s conduct was causative of the loss 
sustained by it. The Authority awarded loss for profit for conduct during employment at $41,555.52. Mr Peel undertook 
work for the Church and Ganellen Limited post-employment between 1 January 2018 and 31 March 2018. The Authority 
held that the work Mr Peel performed for Ganellen Limited was in breach of his employment obligations. Had he referred 
the work to Emmitt Consultants, Ganellen Limited would have been a client. The Authority however, noted that both 
Ganellen Limited and the Church would not have engaged in services with Emmitt Consultants. 

The Authority reviewed Emmitt Consultants’ profit and loss accounts for the period 1 April 2017 to 31 March 2018. These 
showed the actual income was not far short of the budgeted income. The Authority also noted that Mr Emmitt, Director 
of Emmitt Consultants benefitted significantly with an increase of more than $69,000 in shareholder salary between 31 
March 2017 and 31 March 2018. 

The Authority was not satisfied that Emmitt Consultants had established any loss attributable to the work Mr Peel carried 
out post-employment. The Authority found Emmitt Consultants’ claim for legal costs were reasonable and recoverable as 
a special damages award. The special damages incurred related to Emmitt Consultants’ investigation of Mr Peel’s breach 
of employment agreement. Mr Peel was ordered to pay Emmitt Consultants the sum of $5,343.02. 

Emmitt Consultants also claimed for general damages of $6,593.50 for 50 hours in management time devoted to the 
investigation. There were no records of the time spent by Mr Emmitt or his finance manager to show what work they 
performed that might have been regarded as lost executive time. The Authority found that this was more likely than not 
to prepare for litigation and not time spent to mitigate the loss from the breaches. The evidence did not sufficiently justify 
an order for general damages. 

In submissions, Emmitt Consultants sought an order for interest on damages awarded. No claim for interest was made in 
the Statement of Problem, which the Authority noted was the appropriate place to raise all claims. No order for interest 
was made. 

The Authority ordered Mr Peel to pay Emmitt Consultants damages for loss of profit of $41,555.52 and special damages of 
$5,343.02. Costs were reserved. 

Emmitt Consultants Limited v Peel [[2020] NZERA 391; 30/09/2020; V Campbell] 

 

Feedback not heard during restructuring process 

Mr Mathieson worked for Harbour Fish Limited (Harbour Fish) as an Office Manager from 1 May 2019 until his position 
was disestablished on 13 September 2019 following a redundancy process. Mr Mathieson claimed that Harbour Fish 
unjustifiably dismissed him and that the actions Harbour Fish undertook during the redundancy process disadvantaged 
him. He claimed that Harbour Fish did not act in a manner consistent with good faith obligations during the transfer from 
his previous employer as well as during the redundancy process. 

Mr Mathieson worked for his previous employer, Urwin and Company Limited (Urwin) a fish processing business for 
approximately 20 years. In November 2018 Urwin indicated that it was contemplating selling its business and entered into 
a variation of Mr Mathieson’s employment agreement. The variation provided for a retention bonus if Mr Mathieson 
remained in employment up to the sale date and a performance payment based on retention. It was accepted that Mr 
Mathieson was a key employee. Through a number of additional duties performed, he had become an Operations 
Manager who had been running the business side of Urwin’s enterprise for some years.   

Harbour Fish and Urwin entered into a sale and purchase agreement. Harbour Fish offered Mr Mathieson ongoing 
employment indicating that his employment with Harbour Fish was intended to be on the same or similar terms as his 
previous employment.  
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On 1 May 2019 Mr Mathieson commenced employment with Harbour Fish Limited as Office Manager. The employment 
agreement had an identical job description as his role with Harbour Fish Limited. After employing Mr Mathieson, Harbour 
Fish transferred some of his tasks to their Dunedin office. This was done without consulting Mr Mathieson. Harbour Fish 
claimed that significantly reduced the scope of Mr Mathieson’s role.  

On 31 July 2019 Harbour Fish set out a redundancy proposal that initially indicated that Mr Mathieson’s role was to be 
disestablished. The new proposed structure saw the Factory Manager role to be expanded to become a Plant Manager 
role encompassing the management of both the factory and the office. The proposal went on to suggest that the existing 
Factory Manager be appointed to the new Plant Manager role and Mr Mathieson’s position become redundant. Mr 
Mathieson put forward his own case for the Plant Manager role and raised concerns regarding why he was not considered 
for the new Plant Manager role in the proposal. Regardless of Mr Mathieson’s concerns, Harbour Fish never offered him 
the opportunity to apply for the role. As a result, Mr Mathieson’s position was disestablished with his employment ending 
on 13 December 2019. 

On 23 August 2019 Mr Mathieson raised a personal grievance claiming that he has been unjustifiably dismissed and/or 
disadvantaged. The Employment Relations Authority found that while the decision to disestablish Mr Mathieson’s role 
was substantively justified, on procedural grounds Mr Mathieson was disadvantaged by the actions of Harbour Fish. This 
was because Mr Mathieson’s input was not considered before deciding to amalgamate the Office Manager and Factory 
Manager role. Mr Mathieson was not afforded an opportunity to apply for the Plant Manager role and no alternatives to 
the proposal were explored or offered.  

Mr Mathieson was awarded $16,000 for hurt and humiliation. Lost wages were not sought. 

Mathieson v Harbour Fish Limited [[2020] NZERA 358; 04/09/2020; D Beck] 

 

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

Fixed Term Employment 

Restructuring and Redundancy  

Discipline 

Employment Relations Act 2000 

Individual Employment Agreements  

 

Employer News 
 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: 1 February – 21 October 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.   

https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Fixed%20Term%20Employment.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Restructuring%20and%20Redundancy.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Discipline.pdf
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/Individual%20Employment%20Agreements.pdf
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 Statistics New Zealand [28 October 2020]  

 

Employment indicators: September 2020 

Key facts 

For September 2020 (compared with August 2020), changes in filled jobs for the following industries were: 

• all industries – up 0.3 percent (7,266 jobs) 

• primary industries – down 2.4 percent (2,484 jobs)   

• goods-producing industries – up 0.4 percent (1,609 jobs) 

• service industries – up 0.5 percent (8141 jobs). 
 

Filled jobs rise in 11 of the 19 industries 

At a lower industry level, the largest changes in the number of actual filled jobs compared with August 2020 were in: 

• public administration and safety – up 3.2 percent (4,558 jobs) 

• health care and social assistance – up 1.0 percent (2,356 jobs) 

• administrative and support services – down 1.4 percent (1,361 jobs) 

• agriculture, forestry, and fishing – down 2.7 percent (2,633 jobs). 
 

Filled jobs up in all regions 

The number of filled jobs (not seasonally adjusted) rose in all 16 regions between August 2020 and September 2020. The 
largest changes were in: 

• Wellington – up 0.8 percent (1,878 jobs) 

• Canterbury – up 0.7 percent (1,935 jobs) 

• Waikato – up 0.5 percent (1,060 jobs). 
 

Filled jobs rise for both males and females and for most age groups 

From August to September 2020 (not seasonally adjusted): 

• the number of filled jobs rose in most age groups, apart from the younger age groups 

• the largest rises were in the 30–34-year age group, up 0.5 percent (1,263 jobs) and in the 55–59-year age group, 
up 0.6 percent (1,252 jobs) 

• the number of filled jobs fell in the 20–24-year age group, down 0.3 percent (548 jobs) 

• the number of filled jobs rose 0.5 percent (5,228 jobs) for females and 0.2 percent (2,098) for males. 
 
To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Statistics [28 October 2020]  

 

Fast-tracked Northland water project will accelerate economic recovery  

The Government has welcomed the decision to approve a new water storage reservoir in Northland, the first of a number 
of infrastructure projects earmarked for a speedy consenting process that aims to accelerate New Zealand’s economic 
recovery from Covid-19.  

https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/effects-of-covid-19-on-trade-1-february-21-october-2020-provisional
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/employment-indicators-september-2020
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The Matawii Water Storage Reservoir will provide drinking water for Kaikohe, and support Northland’s horticulture and 
agriculture sectors.   

Te Tai Tokerau Water Trust says the 750,000 cubic metre water reservoir in the upper catchment of the Kopenui Stream, 
east of the township of Kaikohe, will be used to supply water for town supply (residential, commercial and industrial uses) 
and irrigation. 

Environment Minister David Parker said this was the first project approved by an Expert Consenting Panel under the 
Covid-19 Recovery (Fast-Track Consenting) Act 2020. 

“This project, and others like it earmarked for fast-track consenting, will accelerate our economic recovery from Covid and 
create jobs. It demonstrates the Government’s ongoing commitment to investment in our regions,” David Parker said.    

“This project meets all the requirements under the fast-track consenting process to promote employment and support 
our economic recovery, while protecting environmental standards and Treaty of Waitangi principles.   

“Northland’s economy has been hit hard by the Covid-19 pandemic. The construction of the reservoir will have a positive 
effect on employment in the region, and the increased supply of water to the area will have the knock-on effect of 
assisting other investment prospects to help us build back stronger.    

“This project will establish a supply of clean fresh water that will open up opportunities such as increased horticulture that 
will flow through to benefit other sectors of the community.  

This is an important part of our recovery plan, investing in projects that both create jobs now and set up further economic 
development opportunities for the future.” David Parker said.   

The applicant estimated that there could be an increase in GDP of $9 million a year and an additional 60 full-time 
equivalent jobs - representing a 2 per cent increase in employment in Kaikohe and its immediate surrounding area.  

The decision to approve the project was made by an Expert Consenting Panel led by former Environment Court Chief 
Justice, Laurie Newhook.  

The decision was made in 55 days from the time the application was lodged with the EPA, around half the time it takes for 
a similar consent to be granted under the Resource Management Act consenting process.   

Projects to be considered under the fast-track process are referred in two ways: those listed in the Act or those referred 
by the Minister for the Environment through an order in council.   

More information about the Matawii decision is on the EPA website. More information about applications for fast-
tracking through the Order in Council process is on the Mfe website. 

New Zealand Government [28 October 2020] 

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.  

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/fast-tracked-northland-water-project-will-accelerate-economic-recovery
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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. 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/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_97807/overseas-investment-amendment-bill-no-3
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEW_SCF_BILL_99238/protected-disclosures-protection-of-whistleblowers-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_86509/rights-for-victims-of-insane-offenders-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEW_SCF_BILL_80226/education-strengthening-second-language-learning-in-primary
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_80767/new-zealand-superannuation-and-retirement-income-fair
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCGA_SCF_BILL_93486/insurance-prompt-settlement-of-claims-for-uninhabitable
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCSS_SCF_BILL_95143/child-support-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_99174/district-court-protection-of-judgment-debtors-with-disabilities
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCSS_SCF_BILL_96165/oranga-tamariki-youth-justice-demerit-points-amendment
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEN_SCF_BILL_99486/crown-pastoral-land-reform-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_99359/electoral-integrity-repeal-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCTI_SCF_BILL_99686/land-transport-drug-driving-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_94802/arms-firearms-prohibition-orders-amendment-bill-no-2
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/
http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills
mailto:advice@ema.co.nz


Take advantage of these services and more with your membership. Free call  our team on 0800 300 362

Health & Safety Consultants

Employment Relations &  
Human Resources Consultants

Legal

Matthew Dearing 
Managing Solicitor  
+64 27 284 4042 

matthew.dearing@ema.co.nz

Adviceline

Kent Duffy 
Solicitor  

+64 275 699307
kent.duffy@ema.co.nz

Ruthi Bommoju 
Solicitor  

+64 275 518 565 
 ruthi.bommoju@ema.co.nz 

Teresa Li
Solicitor

+64  27 257 4879 
teresa.li@ema.co.nz 

Amanda Wallis
+64 21 042 0707

amanda.wallis@ema.co.nz 
Bay of Plenty &  
South Waikato

Tarrin Terry 
+64 27 398 7339 

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

Michael Witt 
Senior Solicitor  

+64 274 053359 
michael.witt@ema.co.nz

Beverley Edwards 
Senior Solicitor  
+64 7 839 6223 

beverley.edwards@ema.co.nz 

Julie Hardaker  
Special Counsel 

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

Max McGowan 
+64 27 241 4608

max.mcgowan@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Peter Elder 
+64 27 271 1384 

peter.elder@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Russell Drake 
+64 21 686 621 

russell.drake@ema.co.nz 
Waikato

Keith Robinson
+64 27 278 7759

keith.robinson@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Brent Sutton
+64  27 590 5442

brent.sutton@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Geoff Brokenshire
+64 21 595 090

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

Chris Longman 
+64 27 403 1788

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

Sarah Selwood
+64 27 474 4954

sarah.selwood@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Murray Broadbelt
+64 27 4300 113

murray.broadbelt@ema.co.nz
Northland

Clive Thomson 
+64 274 372 808 

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

Ash Dixon
 
Business consultant

Areas of expertise 
•     Marketing & strategic planning                                  •     Sales coaching

•     Promotional planning

•     Product development 

•     Innovation

•     Cost control

•     Business continuity & 

       risk management

 •     Business planning

 •     Business performance & optimisation               

 •     Management mentoring & coaching

 •     Cash-flow forecasting 

 •     Assessing operational capacity & 

        management

 

Ash Dixon is an experienced business 
advisor, trainer, and facilitator. With a 
passion for business development, he 
specialises in helping managers overcome 
the challenges of reduced manageability 
and profitability as their businesses grow.  

Ash’s background includes extensive 
experience in the corporate environment 
where he held roles in senior management 
national sales management and finance 
throughout Australia and New Zealand 
for over two decades.  Over the last 15 
years, Ash has been providing training 
and consulting solutions to New Zealand 
businesses.

Auckland & Northland

021 365 909

 
ash.dixon@ema.co.nz

Ash Dixon 
+64 21 365 909 

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

Myriam Heynen 
+64 21 920 414 

myriam.heynen@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Bruce Lotter 
+64 27 535 1469  

bruce.lotter@ema.co.nz 
Auckland

Jason Tuck
+64 21 992 192

jason.tuck@ema.co.nz
Auckland

Sean Hanna 
AdviceLine Team Manager

0800 300 362

Samantha Butcher
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Drew Prescott
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Sandamali Gunawardena
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Kitty Chan
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Amanda Muir
+64 21 0806 7388

amanda.muir@ema.co.nz
Bay of Plenty & South Waikato

Bethany Shapherd
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Waren Thomas
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Advisory Services




