
RADOVICH v BLACKMAN 

Plumbers, Gasfitters & Drainlayers Boar d Disciplinary Decision 

(2024/3) 

Summary 

Michael Eric Blackman, Certifying Plumber, Certifying Gasfitter, was charged with causing 

negligent or incompetent gasfitting work and carrying out negligent or incompetent 

gasfitting work. The charges related to gasfitting work carried out at several properties in 

Northland by Mr Blackman’s supervisee. 

Mr Blackman pleaded guilty to the charges. 

The Board considered Mr Blackmans’s conduct was moderately serious. His remote 

supervision practices were insufficient to ensure that the work being carried out by his 

supervisees was performed competently, resulting in defects. The Board accepted there 

were no aggravating factors in the case and that Mr Blackman was entitled to credit for 

pleading guilty, being cooperative throughout the process, having no previous disciplinary 

offending, being remorseful, taking proactive steps to ensure the work had been 

remediated, and for making changes to his practices.  

The Board ordered Mr Blackman to pay a fine of $2,450 and pay $7,900 towards costs. 
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IN THE MATTER OF  a disciplinary hearing pursuant to section 101 of the Plumbers, 

Gasfitters, and Drainlayers Act 2006 

BETWEEN  WAYNE RADOVICH  

Investigator  

AND  MICHAEL ERIC BLACKMAN 

Certifying Plumber, Certifying Gasfitter, of Marlborough 

Registered Person  

DECISION OF THE BOARD 

25 MARCH 2024 

Hearing: Held in Wellington/Te Whanganui-a-Tara on 14 February 2024 

Members sitting: Diana Kuhtz-Covich (Chair), Martin De Gouw, Barry Willcox, Selwyn 

Hikuroa, Deborah Cranko 

Counsel: Elena Mok for the investigator 

Mr Blackman was self-represented 

Legal advisor: Richard May 
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Disciplinary hearing  

1. On 14 February 2024, the Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers Board (Board) held a

disciplinary hearing to consider a complaint by Richard Thomas against Michael

Blackman, Certifying Plumber, Certifying Gasfitter. The complaint related to gasfitting

work carried out by Mr Blackman’s supervisee at several properties in Northland.

Guilty plea 

2. On 31 October 2023, Mr Blackman pleaded guilty to two charges of causing 

negligent or incompetent gasfitting work and carrying out negligent or incompetent 

gasfitting work, and signed an agreed summary of facts, a copy of which is attached 

to this decision.

3. The Board was satisfied that the facts in the agreed summary of facts meant that Mr 
Blackman had committed disciplinary offences under section 89(a)(i) of the 
Plumbers, Gasfitters, and Drainlayers Act 2006 (Act). 

Penalty and costs submissions  

4. On behalf of the investigator, Ms Mok submitted that the principles and purposes of

disciplinary proceedings were well established. They were to protect the public and

maintain proper industry standards. She submitted that the principles that were

relevant to the assessment of penalty in disciplinary proceedings were the need to

ensure rehabilitation, treat practitioners consistently where possible, and to impose

the least severe penalty appropriate in the circumstances.

5. Ms Mok submitted that Mr Blackman’s conduct in this case was moderately serious

since it risked the safety of others because Mr Blackman was not present when his

supervisees commissioned or tested the work at multiple properties and there were

defects with the work. She submitted that while Mr Blackman had taken some steps

to supervise remotely, for example reviewing photos, his supervision practices were

insufficient to enable him to certify that the gasfitting work at each property was safe

and compliant. She submitted that the Board has previously observed remote

supervision may be sufficient in some circumstances, certifiers still need to have

adequate systems and processes in place to ensure that the supervision being

provided in such circumstances is adequate.

6. Ms Mok referred the Board to its previous decisions in the cases of Radovich v

Frogley (2022/1), Radovich v J (2020/20) and Thomas v Choi (2019/7). In the Frogley

case, the practitioner pleaded guilty to failing to comply with a term or condition of

his licence for not providing adequate supervision, and to issuing false or misleading

gas certificates. In that case, the Board adopted a starting point for the fine of

$4,000. In the J case, the practitioner was found guilty of negligent or incompetent

gasfitting for issuing gas certificates on the basis of testing done by a trainee. He did

not attend the property while the testing and commissioning took place. The Board
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adopted a starting point for a fine of $2,500. In Choi, Mr Choi pleaded guilty to 

negligent or incompetent gasfitting work and to filing a false or misleading return. Mr 

Choi certified gasfitting work carried out in an apartment complex which he had not 

been involved with or overseen. There were several non-compliance issues with the 

work and Mr Choi only visited the site once, did not test the work before certifying 

that it was compliant. 

7. Ms Mok submitted that Mr Blackman’s case was most comparable with Frogley and 

Choi and that a similar starting point to those cases should be adopted for the 

penalty in this case. She submitted that, as with Frogley, Mr Blackman’s remote 

supervision practices were insufficient to ensure the work had been performed 

competently and there were defects found with the work. The work in the present 

case was more prolonged than that in Frogley and covered multiple properties with 

multiple gas certificates being issued. Unlike Mr Frogley, Mr Blackman did not issue 

the gas certificates knowing the work was defective, and the defects with the work in 

this case were less significant. Similar to Choi, Mr Blackman certified gasfitting work 

as compliant when there were defects with the work. While the present case 

involved multiple properties, Mr Choi’s case only involved one. However Mr Choi had 

failed to take any steps at all to ensure the work was compliant, unlike Mr Blackman.  

8. Ms Mok submitted that the appropriate penalty in this case was a fine with a starting 

point of $3,500 to $4,000. She submitted the investigator was not aware of any 

aggravating factors in this case, and Mr Blackman was entitled to credit for his guilty 

plea, cooperation, and lack of previous disciplinary offending. 

9. Ms Mok submitted that the Board could require Mr Blackman to pay a contribution 

towards the costs and expenses of the investigation, prosecution, and hearing. She 

submitted that the usual starting point for an order of costs was half of the actual 

costs. Ms Mok submitted that the Board may wish to consider a reduction from the 

starting point depending on its assessment of the extent of Mr Blackman’s 

cooperation and acceptance of responsibility for the offending. 

10. Mr Blackman accepted responsibility and expressed remorse for what had occurred. 

He accepted that a fine was the likely penalty in his case. He submitted that at the 

time of the offending he was comfortable with the ability of his supervisee and he 

believed he could carry out the work to an acceptable standard. He submitted that 

he believed he had made the best attempts possible to supervise remotely and was 

of the view that this was an acceptable level of supervision. He explained that he had 

only supervised in this way to help out a friend while he tried to find a new 

supervisor for his business. 

11. He stated that he had taken steps to consult the Board’s website and familiarise 

himself with acceptable supervision practices. He submitted that he had also stopped 

supervising and had taken steps to confirm that the work had been remediated by 

another gasfitter. He described the impact the complaint and proceedings had had 
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on his mental health and provided some information about his financial 

circumstances.  

12. Mr Blackman responded to a question from the Board about whether he would 

consider supervising again but not remotely. He responded that he might consider it 

if he worked for himself again but that he was cautious about taking on responsibility 

for the work of others.  

Decision on penalty  

13. When it comes to imposing penalties in disciplinary cases, the Board’s primary 

considerations are the need to protect the health and safety of the public and 

maintain industry standards. Any disciplinary penalty should aim to ensure the 

competency of a practitioner by holding them to account for their offending, assist 

with their rehabilitation, and deter them and other practitioners from disciplinary 

offending. 

14. The Board considered Mr Blackman’s conduct in this case was moderately serious. 

The Board accepted that Mr Blackman’s remote supervision practices were 

insufficient to ensure the work was being done competently but accepted that the 

defects with the work were more compliance related. 

15. The Board considered that there were no aggravating factors in this case and Mr 

Blackman’s early guilty plea, cooperation, and lack of previous disciplinary offending 

were mitigating factors in his favour. It also accepted that Mr Blackman was 

remorseful, that he had taken proactive steps to check that the work had been 

remediated and that he had made changes to his practices. The Board was satisfied 

that Mr Blackman had identified where his supervision failings were and had taken 

steps to educate himself on the topic of supervision. 

16. The Board considered a fine was an appropriate penalty in this case and determined 

that the starting point should be $3,500. Recognising the mitigating factors, the 

Board reduced the fine to $2,450. 

Costs 

17. Section 107 of the Act provides that, in addition to any penalty imposed, the Board 

may order a registered person to pay a reasonable sum towards the costs and 

expenses incidental to the investigation of the complaint, prosecution, and hearing. 

The Board was provided with a schedule of estimated costs for the investigation, 

prosecution and hearing amounting to $19,764. 

18. The Board accepted that Mr Blackman’s guilty plea and cooperation had avoided the 

costs of a full hearing and determined that he should pay $7,900 towards costs which 

was around 40% of the total costs. 
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Publication 

19.  The Board determined that the details of Mr Blackman’s disciplinary offending should 

be entered on the register. Any other publication of the Board’s orders should be at 

the discretion of the Registrar of Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers. 

Board orders  

20. Being satisfied that Mr Blackman was guilty of disciplinary offences under section 

89(a)(i) of the Act, the Board made the following orders: 

a. Pursuant to section 106(1)(f) of the Act, Mr Blackman pay a fine of $2,450. 

b. Pursuant to section 107 of the Act, Mr Blackman pay $7,900 towards the costs 

of the investigation, prosecution, and hearing. 

21. In accordance with section 74(1)(c)(viii) of the Act, the Registrar must publish the 

details of the action taken against Mr Blackman on the register of plumbers, 

gasfitters, and drainlayers. 

Appeal  

22. If Mr Blackman is dissatisfied with the whole or any part of this decision or these 

orders, he may appeal to the District Court under section 162(1)(f) of the Act. Any 

appeal must be brought within 20 working days from the date on which this formal 

written decision is received, or within any other timeframe the District Court may 

allow. 

Dated 25 March 2024 

Signed 

 

_______________________ 

Diana Kuhtz-Covich 

Chair 

Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers Board 














