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Employment Relations Authority: Six Cases 

Contractor status challenged in the Employment Relations Authority  

Mr McRandle lodged several personal grievance claims with the Employment 
Relations Authority (the Authority) against Paul Milne Limited (Paul Milne) in 
February 2020. Paul Milne resisted the claims and argued that at no stage was it 
in an employment relationship with Mr McRandle. It said that the relationship 
was governed by a written independent contractors’ agreement.  

Before addressing Mr McRandle’s personal grievances claims, the Authority was 
required to determine whether Mr McRandle was an employee of Paul Milne. 
The Authority needed to consider the true nature of the relationship as well as 
the intention of the parties when they entered into their relationship. In October 
2016, Paul Milne placed a recruitment advertisement with TradeMe for a self-
employed role. Mr McRandle gave evidence in the Authority that he was looking 
for employment when he saw the advertisement on TradeMe and applied for it 
thinking it was an employee role.  

Mr Bennett, a previous contractor of Paul Milne, claimed that he was the one 
who hired Mr McRandle. He said he interviewed Mr McRandle for a standalone 
contractor position and explained how contractors could market themselves and 
work for others. Mr McRandle said that some weeks later, he was given a 
document and was asked to sign it on the spot, which he said he did. The 
agreement signed was labelled an “Agreement for Services” (the Agreement). It 
allowed Paul Milne to use the service of “independent estimators” to perform 
work from time to time. Clause 7 of the Agreement dealt with the status of the 
independent estimator. Clause 7 specifically provided that by signing, the 
independent estimator acknowledged that he or she was an independent 
estimator, would be reasonable for their own liability for tax, accident 
compensation, publication lability and any other liability premiums.    

Whether Mr McRandle was an employee or not, was a fact specific inquiry the 
Authority was required to determine. Mr McRandle appeared to have acted as 
though he was engaged with Paul Milne as an independent contractor. The 
Authority assessed Mr McRandle’s past work history and that Mr McRandle had 
previously worked as a sole trader and had set up a number of companies. To 
that degree, he was aware of the differences between an independent 
contractor and an employee. 

During the relationship with Paul Milne, Mr McRandle submitted his own GST 
invoices and provided his own vehicle, safety equipment and ladder. 
Furthermore, he had an account and made various decisions against his income 
tax by way of depreciation and expenses. He had the flexibility to change his  
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workdays and take time off without consultation. He had also applied for the wage subsidy during COVID-19 as 
a sole trader.  

The overall impression the Authority had of the relationship between the parties was of principal and 
independent contractor. It held that Mr McRandle was a business person who had enjoyed the benefits of an 
independent contractor relationship, but for his own reasons, wished to argue he was an employee.  

Mr McRandle was held to be an independent contractor. Therefore, the Authority had no jurisdiction to deal with 
any claim Mr McRandle had over the termination of his independent contract.  

McRandle v Paul Milne Limited [[2020] NZERA 402; 06/10/20; G Sullivan] 

 

Personal grievance and compensation claim failed however holiday arrears still payable 

Mr Pitts worked for Pro Line Interiors Limited (Pro Line) from July 2018 until 9 October 2019. He claimed that he 
was unjustifiably dismissed and sought compensation and reimbursement as remedies for his personal 
grievance. Mr Pitts claimed for arrears of $2,233 outstanding holiday pay. Mr Pitts also claimed that he worked 
Waitangi Day and Anzac Day and sought wages for those days. 

Mr Ford, sole director and shareholder of Pro Line, claimed that Mr Pitts worked as a sub-contractor for Pro 
Line. Pro Line stopped contracting its services with Mr Pitts and Mr Pitts was starting his own team at the time 
work ended. The parties attended mediation, but the matters were not resolved.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) has jurisdiction to make determinations about employment 
relationship problems. The Authority had to determine the real nature of the relationship between Mr Pitts and 
Pro Line. It had to determine whether Mr Pitts was an employee or a sub-contractor. If Mr Pitts was deemed not 
to be an employee, the claim would be dismissed, as it would not be within the Authority’s jurisdiction. If Mr Pitts 
was deemed to be an employee, the Authority would be able to consider and determine his claims for remedies.  

Pro Line operated a contracting business doing gib-fixing and similar work in residential and commercial 
buildings. This was generally on a labour only basis. Mr Ford’s brother worked as a sub-contractor to Pro Line. 
Mr Pitts knew Mr Ford’s brother and another person who worked for the company and heard positive things 
about the company. Pro Line had extra work and Mr Ford’s brother texted Mr Pitts. There were several text 
exchanges between the two. Mr Ford’s brother paid half the cost of Mr Pitts’ “site safe” a common certificate 
required to work on building sites in the industry. There was no formal agreement offered by Pro Line to Mr Pitts 
and he started work on 23 July 2018.  

All the work performed by Mr Pitts was for Pro Line’s clients. He was paid by the hour, rather than per square 
metre rate which was the payment method for Pro Line’s other contractors. Mr Pitts did not complete a 
timesheet. The hours were arranged and discussed by Mr Ford’s brother, or discussed and agreed to by the Pro 
Line contractors and Mr Pitts. Pro Line paid Mr Pitts regularly by direct credit to his bank account. The payments 
were treated as schedular payments with tax deducted on that basis from the gross amount payable each 
period. Mr Pitts did not invoice Pro Line and he was not GST registered. Mr Pitts was told and shown what was 
required of him as a contractor by Mr Ford’s brother. He could not employ or subcontract others to perform his 
work. Tools and protective equipment were provided to him by Pro Line. He provided no supplies or materials. 
He bore no risk of loss or profit from his labour.  

On August 2019 Mr Ford asked why Mr Pitts had not been at work that day. Mr Pitts said he was sorting out his 
car. Mr Ford asked if he had let anyone know. Mr Pitts did not, and he had not sought permission for his 
absence. Pro Line set the days and hours of work for Mr Pitt. Although there was some flexibility in the work 
arrangement, Pro Line expressed concerns of Mr Pitts attendance record. 

The Authority found that Mr Pitts did not perform any of the work as part of operating a business on his own 
account. Pro Line exercised a substantial degree of control over Mr Pitts daily work and attendance. These 
factors pointed to Mr Pitts working as an employee under a contract of service. 

Mr Smith, a sub-contractor for Pro Line, communicated to Mr Pitts in August 2019 that Mr Ford had retired from 
Pro Line. Mr Pitt told Mr Smith that “without Pro Line would we just get paid individually by whoever we are 
working for”. Mr Pitts worked from September with arrangements between himself and Mr Smith. The 



 

 

 

Employer Bulletin  

Friday, 6 November 2020 

 

 

    3 
 

  

arrangements between Mr Pitts and Mr Smith were not pursuant to the contractual arrangement between Mr 
Pitts and Pro Line. Mr Smith told Mr Pitts that “they were letting him go”.  

The Authority held that Mr Smith did not dismiss Mr Pitts from his employment with Pro Line because it had 
already ended in August. Mr Pitts was not unjustifiably dismissed from Pro Line. Claims for compensation and 
personal grievance failed. However, Mr Pitt was an employee of Pro Line from July 2018 until August 2019 and 
was entitled to arrears of holiday pay. Mr Pitt also sought costs. The investigation took half a day, costs were 
fixed at half a day using the daily tariff rate for the first day. There was an order for costs of $2,250 and a further 
filing fee.  

Pro Line was ordered to pay a total of $2,321.56 for costs and the sum of $1,954.72 for holiday arrears.  

Pitts v Pro Line Interiors Limited [[2020] NZERA 414; 12/10/2020; P Cheyne] 

 

Parties to consider mediation as employment relationship still ongoing 

Dr Gibbs was employed as a Senior Lecturer in Animal Science in the Department of Animal and Plant Sciences 
at Lincoln University, a position he had held since 2006. There were several performance issues and conduct 
matters in Dr Gibbs’ employment in late 2017, which resulted in the removal of responsibilities. Dr Gibbs had 
also received a final written warning and felt he had been disadvantaged academically and professionally by 
Lincoln University. Dr Gibbs sought the removal of the warning and compensation for hurt humiliation and injury 
to feelings in the amount of $30,000. Lincoln University strongly resisted Dr Gibbs’ claim and said its actions 
were fair and reasonable following a comprehensive investigation into a series of concerns it held about his 
performance and conduct.  

Lincoln University had assigned Professor Edwards to carry out the investigation. On 5 December 2017, a letter 
from Professor Edwards was given to Dr Gibbs inviting him to a disciplinary meeting and summarised the 
issues. The issues listed were unsafe management of drugs, management of research animals, student 
complaints and failure to complete tasks required. On 8 December 2017 Dr Gibbs was suspended on pay by 
Lincoln University.  

On 12 December 2017, Dr Gibbs lodged proceedings in the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) to 
overturn his suspension. Dr Gibbs would be able to teach, supervise students with some restrictions and engage 
in some research activities. Dr Gibbs was prevented from undertaking veterinarian duties. Other matters 
discussed in the meeting would need further investigation. On 9 March 2018, Professor Edwards convened a 
further meeting with Dr Gibbs and his lawyer. The meeting concluded with Lincoln University indicating that it 
needed to carry out further investigation.  

As a result of the restrictions placed on Dr Gibbs’ ability to supervise his students, Lincoln University received 
several complaints that the situation was having an adverse impact on their research. Lincoln University then 
proposed to remove Dr Gibbs from supervising all research students and replace him with other supervisors. 
After giving Dr Gibbs an opportunity to comment, which he did in opposition, he was removed as supervisor of 
the students from 11 April 2018.  

On 9 April 2018, Lincoln University wrote to Dr Gibbs setting out its view as to where its investigation of the 
various allegation had got to, information relevant to this and raising several further allegations. A meeting was 
scheduled for 29 May 2018. Prior to the meeting occurring, veterinary drugs and drug paraphernalia (needles 
and syringes) were found on the concrete floor of the beef shed by Lincoln University’s health and safety team.  

On 29 May 2018, the meeting addressed the previous allegations and the further allegations including the recent 
findings, Dr Gibbs denied any wrongdoing. Following the meeting, Dr Gibbs provided additional responses to 
Lincoln University’s allegations. Statements in support of Dr Gibbs were also provided by several people 
demonstrating Dr Gibbs’ professionalism and treatment of work colleagues.  

Following the conclusion of Lincoln University’s investigation into the various allegations made about Dr Gibbs, 
Professor Edwards said he carefully considered the information before him and arrived at a preliminary decision. 
Professor Edwards’ conclusion was that Dr Gibbs’ actions, conduct and behaviours constituted serious 
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misconduct warranting disciplinary action. Professor Edwards did not specify what disciplinary action was 
necessarily to be considered, but he did state that dismissal was open to him.  

Professor Edwards then offered Dr Gibbs a further opportunity to provide any further information that he thought 
Lincoln University should be aware of before the decision about disciplinary action was made. Dr Gibbs sought 
another meeting which took place on 31 July 2018 where he provided a statement. It was decided that an open-
ended final written warning with conditions was the appropriate disciplinary action to take.  

After considering Dr Gibbs’ length of service and his role as an academic, Professor Edwards believed there 
was an ability to build the trust and confidence necessary for a productive and ongoing employment relationship. 
This outcome was communicated to Dr Gibbs by letter dated 20 August 2018. The conditions attaching to the 
final written warning, which would be reviewed in 12 months, were created to ensure that Dr Gibbs complied 
with his employment agreement and Lincoln University’s policies and procedures. Following, Professor Edwards 
reviewed his decision and reinstated Dr Gibbs as a PhD supervisor.  

On 13 September 2018, Dr Gibbs, through his lawyer, raised a personal grievance and claimed that the final 
written warning was not substantially justified and that Lincoln University did not meet the standard of a fair and 
reasonable employer when it carried out its investigation.  

Given that this was an ongoing employment relationship, the Authority suggested it would be worthwhile for the 
parties to consider attending mediation to discuss these matters further.  

Gibbs v The Vice Chancellor of Lincoln University [[2020] NZERA 337; 30/08/2020; A Dallas] 

 

Employees held to be bound by contractual restraints in employment agreement  

New Zealand Technology Group Hawkes Bay Limited (NZ Technology Group) provided ICT services to small 
and medium sized businesses in the Hawke’s Bay region. Over a few years, NZ Technology Group entered into 
agreements to purchase a number of companies. The directors and employees of those companies then 
became employees of NZ Technology Group. There was a dispute between the parties as to the completion of 
those agreements where, NZ Technology Group failed to pay the purchase price. Four of these parties, then 
employees, moved to rescind the sale and purchase agreements. The four employees of NZ Technology Group, 
Mr Flashoff, Mr Price, Mr Taylor and Mr Glasspool (the Respondents) wrote to NZ Technology Group and 
resigned effective immediately and in each case opted to not work out their notice period. Mr Flashoff, Mr Taylor 
and Mr Glasspool all signed employment agreements with NZ Technology Group which contained a 
confidentiality provision and a restraint of trade clause. In each case, NZ Technology Group asked the 
Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) to issue interim orders requiring each of the respondents to 
comply with those provisions of their employment agreements. 

NZ Technology Group also received a letter headed “Cancellation of Contracts” (cancellation letter) sent on 
behalf of Mr Flashoff, Mr Price, Mr Taylor, and Mr Dunkerley who was not part of the proceedings. The 
cancellation letter advised that they were taking customers that the companies had brought into NZ Technology 
Group. The cancellation letter also claimed that they were taking the assets that the companies had brought into 
NZ Technology Group. Furthermore, that all employees of NZ Technology Group had resigned with immediate 
effect and would be moving to the Engage Technology Limited.  

The Respondents then cleared out NZ Technology Group’s premises, taking its assets including cars, laptops 
and phones. The premises were left vacant with no employees, no assets and no ability for NZ Technology 
Group to continue performing its services to its customers. NZ Technology Group claimed that the resignation of 
all of its staff without notice, including the resignations of the Respondents, had a devastating effect to the 
business. To the extent that NZ Technology Group could not carry out its functions and was in dire risk of losing 
its entire business.  

The Authority had to determine whether an application for interim orders satisfied three grounds. Firstly, NZ 
Technology Group had to establish whether there was a serious question to be tried. Secondly, there had to be 
consideration given to the balance of inconvenience and impact on the parties. Lastly, the overall interests of 
justice had to be considered. 
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Mr Cameron, counsel for the Respondents, argued that there was no arguable case or serious question to be 
tried. NZ Technology Group had to provide a basis for having a proprietary interest that needed protecting. NZ 
Technology Group also had to define what the proprietary interest was by identifying the confidential information 
that it owned and prove that the Respondents were in possession of the confidential information. The Authority 
held that there was a strongly arguable case and that if the Respondents were found to have done what they 
were accused of doing, then it would have been a clear breach of their employment agreements.  

Assessing the balance of convenience, required an analysis of the impact on each party if interim orders sought 
were either granted or not. NZ Technology Group claimed that the Respondents continued to breach the terms 
of their employment agreements even after cease and desist letters were sent to them. NZ Technology Group 
argued that the balance of convenience favoured it because damages would not be an adequate remedy and as 
time passed, would be increasingly difficult to calculate.  

The Respondents argued that the balance of convenience was in their favour. They rejected NZ Technology 
Group’s argument that it would be irreparably harmed and said damages were an adequate remedy because all 
payments made by customers were recorded and could be easily quantified.  

The Authority did not find the Respondents’ argument compelling. It was likely that NZ Technology Group’s 
business was going to be significantly damaged and could not be put back in the place it was. Especially when it 
thought it had the advantage and security of clear contractual restraints on the Respondents. The Authority held 
that employment relationships need to be taken seriously and that looking at the matter from the overall interests 
of justice, clear contractual agreements also weighed in favour of granting the orders sought.  

The interim injunction was granted and was to continue until such a time until the substantive investigation 
meeting finally concluded the matter.  

New Zealand Technology Group Hawkes Bay Limited v Flashoff [[2020 NZERA 388; 29/09/2020; G 
O’Sullivan] 

 

Temporary reinstatement claim failed overall justice test 

JGD was dismissed from his employment by MBC Limited (MBC) on 9 June 2020. JGD claimed that his 
dismissal was unjustified and sought reinstatement. JGD also sought interim reinstatement pending a 
substantive consideration of his claims. MBC argued the termination was justified and opposed the application 
for interim reinstatement. 

JGD was hired to implement considerable change which caused occasional conflict with MBC’s clients. One of 
which was UTE, which MBC considered to be a very significant client. UTE had historical tension which JGD 
believed was exacerbated by the fact that they were change resistant. Further issues arose which MBC viewed 
as significant. One of these was COVID-19, which caused a significant increase in the amount of work being 
performed for UTE. About a third of JGD’s role was to manage the work performed for UTE. A number of 
potentially costly and/or embarrassing errors were made in March 2020, which were not identified at the time. 
MBC’s senior leadership team learnt of these errors in May 2020 and there was a suggestion that JGD initially 
hid these issues. 

On 5 June 2020 there was a regular quarterly meeting with UTE. JGD, who would normally attend, was absent. 
UTE expressed disappointment and allegedly raised various concerns which MBC contributed to JGD and his 
performance. The meeting was followed by minutes distributed by one of MBC’s staff. On 10 June 2020, JGD 
allegedly sent an aggressive email in response and copied various managers within UTE. That same day an 
internal audit report into the March errors were also distributed. It contained criticisms that MBC believed could 
be attributed to JGD. 

JGD’s email led to an instruction to cease interacting with UTE. JGD claimed he was ostracised while MBC 
stated it was trying to address the issue of potentially losing an important client. In doing so, MBC held a 
disciplinary investigation which ultimately led to JGD’s dismissal. 

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) needed to determine the overall justice of the situation to be 
able to conclude whether interim relief was reasonable.  
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The Authority found that it was clear that MBC had lost trust and confidence in JGD and that there was a lack of 
resources to supervise him should he return to work. UTE’s views were similarly negative, and due to their 
importance to MBC, it suggested JGD may have been impeded from returning to the job as it previously existed. 
There was also evidence provided that even if JGD did return, the original job would have had to be 
reconfigured to an extent that it would have had little resemblance to what previously existed. There was also 
unlikely to be an alternate. 

The Authority then needed to assess the balance of convenience which requires a comparative analysis of the 
impact on each party if the interim orders sought were to be granted or not.  

JGD claimed that the role he had was only five percent client facing, which undermined both JGD’s and MBC’s 
evidence. The Authority did not agree with JGD’s argument that he had no prospect of future employment, as he 
was well qualified in a range of diverse fields. 

MBC provided evidence that supported that should JGD return to the position, it would only be part of a job. The 
Authority also accepted evidence that JGD posed a significant risk should he return and would require 
significant supervision which MBC lacked the necessary resources to provide. The Authority also found MBC’s 
argument favourable that should JGD return, UTE could well withdraw as a client. The Authority held that that 
was too great a risk as evidence showed a result of significant loss of revenue, which could result in redundancy 
for about 25 staff. The Authority decided, after considering all arguments, that the balance of convenience 
strongly favoured MBC. 

The Authority noted that JGD’s case was far from strong for overall justice. Even if he were successful, the 
Authority found a serious question over whether JGD would obtain permanent reinstatement. Furthermore, the 
balance of convenience strongly favoured MBC. The only available conclusion the Authority found was that JGD 
had failed to convince the Authority that the overall justice favoured temporary reinstatement. 

MBC applied for a prohibition on the publication of anything that might identify itself and UTE. Furthermore, any 
material on JGD on the grounds that his identification would allow any informed bystander to identify and give 
them a good chance to identify UTE. JDE did not oppose the application. The Authority granted the prohibition 
of publication for MBC, UTE and JDE.  

JGD’s claim for temporary reinstatement failed. A substantive investigation would be set to properly test JGD’s 
application for reinstatement. 

Costs were reserved. 

JGD v MBC Limited [[2020] NZERA 393; 01/10/2020; M Loftus] 

 

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

Suspension 

Contracts for Services 

Discipline 

Employment Relations Act 2000 

Individual Employment Agreements  

 

Employer News 

New Cabinet focused on COVID-19 recovery 

Experienced Ministers will hold key economic recovery and ongoing COVID response portfolios in the new 
Cabinet line-up announced by Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern today.  

https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Suspension.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Contracts%20for%20Services.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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“The next three years will be very challenging for New Zealand. With the global outlook worsening we won’t be 
immune to the ongoing impact Covid is having around the world,” Jacinda Ardern said. 

“With this in mind the new Labour Government will have two overarching priorities: to drive our economic 
recovery from Covid-19, and to continue our health response to keep New Zealanders safe from the virus. 

 “In what will be a difficult environment it’s critical we have our most experienced Ministers leading the ongoing 
Covid response to keep New Zealanders safe from the virus and to accelerate our plan for economic recovery.  

 “Grant Robertson will become Deputy Prime Minister, Finance Minister and Infrastructure Minister; drawing 
together the key portfolios central to that economic recovery.  

“Our recovery plan includes $42 billion of infrastructure investment that will create jobs and ensure our economic 
recovery also delivers much needed improvements to our roads and public transport, to schools, hospitals and 
housing, while also continuing to support our regions. 

 “Chris Hipkins becomes the Minister for COVID-19 Response. This is a new role that will give the Minister 
responsibility for all aspects of our ongoing response, including the running of managed isolation facilities, our 
border defences as well as our health response including our testing and contact tracing systems and managing 
any resurgence of the virus.  

 “Andrew Little will become the Minister of Health, driving overdue reforms of the system aimed at improving 
health outcomes for all New Zealanders. He will be supported by Peeni Henare and Dr Ayesha Verrall who will 
focus on Maori Health and Public Health respectively. 

“Nanaia Mahuta will become the Minister of Foreign Affairs – the first woman in our nation’s history appointed to 
hold the portfolio. She will bring the experience she has already built with an Associate Trade and Export 
Growth portfolio in the last term,” Jacinda Ardern said.  

“I am excited by this team. They bring experience from the ground, and from within politics. But they also 
represent renewal and reflect the New Zealand we live in today.  

“We know we have a big job ahead of us, but the skills, experience and commitment this team brings to the task 
is invaluable,” Jacinda Ardern said.  

To read further, please click the link below.   

 New Zealand Government [2 November 2020]  

 

Auckland building consents top $1 billion 

For the first time, the monthly value of building consents issued in Auckland exceeded $1 billion, Stats NZ said 
today. 

The September 2020 monthly value of building consents issued in Auckland accounted for about 44 percent of 
the national total of $2.4 billion. Auckland makes up about one-third of New Zealand’s population. 

“This is the first time a region has issued more than $1 billion worth of building consents in a single month, with 
more than $700 million coming from residential projects,” acting construction statistics manager Bryan Downes 
said. 

“This reflects both the rising volumes of building consents and higher construction costs.” 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 Statistics New Zealand [2 November 2020]  

 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-cabinet-focused-covid-19-recovery
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/auckland-building-consents-top-1-billion
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Labour market statistics: September 2020 quarter 

Labour market statistics provide a picture of the New Zealand labour market, including unemployment and 
employment rates, demand for labour, and changes in wages and salaries. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 Statistics New Zealand [4 November 2020]  

 

Unemployment rate hits 5.3 percent due to COVID-19 

In the September 2020 quarter, the seasonally adjusted number of unemployed people rose by 37,000 to reach 
151,000, as the impact of COVID-19 hit the labour market, Stats NZ said today. 

In the September 2020 quarter: 
•There were 37,000 more unemployed people, an increase of 32.5 percent since the June 2020 quarter. 
•Applications for the eight-week Wage Subsidy Extension were open until 1 September 2020 and until 3 
September 2020 for the two-week Resurgence Wage subsidy. 
•There were 22,000 fewer employed people this quarter than in the June 2020 quarter. 
•The underutilisation rate rose to 13.2 percent. 
•Hours worked nearly bounced back from record falls during lockdown. 
•Wages showed growth this quarter. 

This 37,000 rise is the largest quarterly rise in unemployment since the series began in 1986. 

The next largest rise in a single quarter was recorded in the June 2009 quarter during the global financial crisis, 
when the number of unemployed people rose by 18,000. 

To read further, please click the link below. 

Statistics New Zealand [4 November 2020] 

 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: 1 February–28 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. 

We advise caution in making decisions based on this data. 

To read further, please click the link below. 

Statistics New Zealand [4 November 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. 

https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/labour-market-statistics-september-2020-quarter
file:///C:/Users/Michael.Briggs/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/76DLK2R7/Unemployment%20rate%20hits%205.3%20percent%20due%20to%20COVID-19
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/effects-of-covid-19-on-trade-1-february-28-october-2020-provisional
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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. 
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
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Advisory Services

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 Team

AdviceLine

Matthew Dearing 
Managing Solicitor  
+64 27 284 4042 

matthew.dearing@ema.co.nz

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

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

Sean Hanna 
AdviceLine Team Manager

0800 300 362

Samantha Butcher
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Sandamali Gunawardena
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Kitty Chan
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Waren Thomas
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Jess Husband
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Drew Prescott
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362

Amanda Muir
+64 21 0806 7388

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

Ash Dixon
+64 21 21 265 909

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

Bethany Shapherd
Employer Advisor

0800 300 362




