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Employers who exploit workers should face effective consequences

EEO Commissioner Dr Saunoamaali’l Karanina Sumeo has called for effective consequences for worker 
exploitation, and remedies for impacted workers. 

Dr Sumeo was responding to the release of the report into the review of administration of the Accredited 
Employer Worker Scheme (AEWV). 

“It is clear that human rights have not been the focus of the scheme, and they need to be” says Dr 
Sumeo.

“Exploited and ill-treated workers must have their right to justice upheld and those employers 
responsible must be held accountable for their actions.”

Dr Sumeo says just stripping an employer of their accredited status is not enough. “Exploited workers 
should be entitled to meaningful remedies.”

She reiterated her concern that urgent action is needed to draft modern slavery legislation to address 
the risks within the labour supply chains in New Zealand and internationally. 

To read further, please click here.

Review into the Accredited Employer Work Visa

The review was announced in August last year by the former Government’s Minister of Immigration.

The review looked at the appropriateness of all aspects of the employer accreditation and job check 
processes undertaken by Immigration New Zealand (INZ) as part of the AEWV scheme.

The review makes 4 main findings:

• It was reasonable for the Deputy Secretary - Immigration to issue instructions to staff with the 
aim of reducing AEWV processing times given the pressure to access migrant labour after the 
reopening of the border.

• INZ should have undertaken a structured risk assessment before issuing the Instructions, although 
they were appropriate.
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• MBIE should have undertaken a dedicated risk assessment before extending the Instructions, 
alongside the targeted risk monitoring and review that was undertaken.

• Senior INZ leadership did not pay adequate attention to concerns raised by some staff about the 
AEWV risk settings.

To read further, please click here.

Amputation follows forklift trauma at Trade Depot

Businesses that contend with on-site traffic must learn from a collision that cost a woman her lower leg, 
WorkSafe New Zealand says.

The woman was waiting to collect whiteware from the customer collections area outside Trade Depot 
in Onehunga, when she was struck by a forklift in August 2022. The 68-year-old was rushed to hospital 
with injuries so severe her left leg had to be amputated below the knee.

WorkSafe charged Trade Depot after finding it had no effective traffic management plan to ensure 
moving vehicles and pedestrians were kept separate. In addition, WorkSafe investigators found that the 
lights on the forklift were not functioning at the time of incident.

“It is only by sheer luck that a serious injury or death was not caused before this incident. Forklifts were 
moving in and around pedestrians, delivering goods on a daily basis, but the site lacked any adequate 
systems to manage the risk of interaction between forklifts and pedestrians in the customer collections 
area,” says WorkSafe’s area investigation manager, Paul West.

To read further, please click here.

Northland open for business as critical works to repair SH1 Brynderwyn Hills begin

The Government is encouraging New Zealanders to support, visit, and explore Northland, as the closure 
and detour of SH1 at the Bryderwyn Hills begins, and critical repair work by the NZ Transport Agency 
(NZTA) gets underway, Transport Minister Simeon Brown says.

“Many regions across the country suffered extensive and devastating damage from Cyclone Gabrielle, 
the Auckland Anniversary floods, and Cyclone Hale. Those weather events caused severe under and 
over-slips on SH1 at the Bryderwyn Hills and NZTA need to get in there to ensure final repairs can be 
completed,” Mr Brown says.

The planned closures of SH1 Brynderwyn Hills will run from 26 February to 27 March, open from 28 
March to 2 April for the Easter period, then close again from 3 April to 13 May.

To read further, please click here.

Targeted support for young people

Recently allocated Ministry of Youth Development funding will support more than 6700 young people 
to receive targeted youth development support to remain in education or transition to further training or 
employment and improve their wellbeing, Youth Minister Matt Doocey says.

https://www.immigration.govt.nz/about-us/media-centre/news-notifications/review-into-the-accredited-employer-work-visa
https://www.worksafe.govt.nz/about-us/news-and-media/amputation-follows-forklift-trauma-at-trade-depot/
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/northland-open-business-critical-works-repair-sh1-brynderwyn-hills-begin
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Funding of $10.69 million will be allocated to 34 community-based youth sector providers around the 
country to deliver prevention and early intervention programmes that are tailored to young people’s 
needs.

Through the Ākonga Youth Development Community Fund (Ākonga Fund), the Ministry of Youth 
Development has funded 31 community-based youth development providers $9.702m to support at-risk 
learners during 2024 and 2025.

This set of Ākonga Fund investments has also prioritised young people in regions affected by flooding 
and severe weather events in early 2023. Of the total funding, $5.091 million (53 percent) has been 
allocated to affected regions.

To read further, please click here.

Smokefree Amendment Bill Introduced

The Government has introduced an Amendment Bill that will repeal three parts of the previous 
Government’s planned changes to regulate smoked tobacco.

“The Coalition Government is committed to the Smokefree 2025 goal, but we are taking a different 
regulatory approach to reducing smoking rates and the harm from smoking,” Associate Health Minister 
Casey Costello said.

“New Zealand has seen some of the largest drops in smoking rates across the world in recent years and 
we want to build on the practical tools and approaches that have worked to date,” Ms Costello said.

“I will soon be taking a package of measures to cabinet to increase the tools available to help people quit 
smoking, while at the same time tightening regulations on vaping to prevent young people accessing 
vapes.

“As a first step, however, today’s Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products Amendment Bill will 
deliver on the Government’s 100-Day commitments and repeal three parts of the last government’s 
Smokefree legislation: the retail reduction scheme, denicotinisation, and the smokefree generation 
measures.”

None of these measures are currently in place with Labour’s changes planned for later this year, 2025 
and 2027.

To read further, please click here.

Tourism data shows determination of sector

New tourism data out today shows the continued importance of tourism to the New Zealand economy 
as tourism steps up to become our second-biggest export earner, Tourism Minister Matt Doocey says.

“The Tourism Satellite Account shows how strongly tourism rebounded post-pandemic with total tourism 
expenditure in New Zealand of $37.7b for the year ending March 2023, an increase of $10.7b from the 
previous year.

“The data shows after the borders fully reopened New Zealand began to see a normalising of tourism 
flows with a greater mix of international visitors returning in droves along with strong spend increases in 
hospitality services and visitor experiences.

To read further, please click here.

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/targeted-support-young-people
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/smokefree-amendment-bill-introduced
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/tourism-data-shows-determination-sector
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EMPLOYMENT COURT: TWO CASES

Court overturns Authority limiting long service leave clause based on “business common sense”

Mr Le Gros worked for Fonterra Co-Operative Group Limited (Fonterra) for 20 years. In 2022, he 
moved to a role covered by a collective employment agreement (CEA). This agreement contained a 
clause granting leave benefits at particular milestones of service (the Clause), one being after 15 “years 
continuous service”. Fonterra argued the terms and conditions of the CEA did not cover Mr Le Gros 
at his 15th -year anniversary in 2018, so he did not qualify for the long-service leave. The Employment 
Relations Authority (the Authority) decided in favour of Fonterra. Mr Le Gros’ union, E Tū, went to the 
Employment Court (the Court) to challenge the Authority’s decision.

Fonterra relied on other clauses defining the eligibility, like that it ran “from the start date for continuous 
service stated in the current employment agreement”, and that “membership of each [period of 
long service leave benefits] is restricted to current employees”. If Mr Le Gros had moved to the CEA 
moments before his 15-year anniversary, Fonterra felt he would be covered by its terms and conditions 
at the relevant time, entitling him to the leave. The Authority found that Fonterra applied the Clause in 
a consistent manner over many years. There was “business sense” for Fonterra to not create a system 
where employees banked up leave. It would cause inconsistencies and unfairness “contrary to good 
business common sense” including that it enabled employees to “game the system”.

The Authority’s concepts of business efficacy, commercial absurdity and business common sense came 
from the Employment Contracts Act, which preceded the current Employment Relations Act 2000 (the 
Act). The Court noted additional obligationsthat employment agreements had, like good faith in statutory 
law, and fidelity and fair dealing from common law. These became relevant after the case law on 
business sense that the Authority used. Nowadays, business implications were relevant to context but 
should be weighed properly against the agreement being fundamentally about human relationships, and 
in themselves contextualised.

The Court assessed the plain interpretation of the Clause. Any employee of Fonterra who had 15 years 
of continuous service and was covered by the CEA was entitled to two weeks of special leave. The 
wording did not exclude any employees, manners of entitlement or which service would be recognised. 
Other clauses in the CEA recognised continuous service broadly, even where the employee had 
technically been under a different employer at the time.

The Clause’s purpose was relevant to interpreting it. It willingly provided a benefit beyond the law’s 
requirements. This was for overall service and not focused on the contractual arrangements the service 
came from. This purpose was not undermined by interpreting the Clause to include Mr Le Gros’ situation. 
Statute law also affected the Clause’s scope. The Act defined CEAs as applicable to employees who 

“become members of [the relevant] union”, with the intent that people could move into a CEA mid-
employment and still enjoy its entitlements. When an employee joined the CEA, they attained the ability 
to enforce all terms.

Fonterra had relied on law that established clauses required clear expression of intention to provide a 
double entitlement. The Court found this law to be a different situation than the one in Fonterra’s Clause, 
so it did not apply. Fonterra’s witnesses also brought up that the Clause had been used for a long time 
without being interpreted the way E Tū suggested. The Court took evidence that Mr Le Gros’ situation 
was rare and that a lack of history on the matter did not provide any support for either side. It simply 
meant no one thought to cover this situation, rather than assuming cases like that of Mr Le Gros would 
be specifically disentitled. If “gaming the system” was so important to mitigate, the Clause would have 
reflected that.

The Court felt Fonterra’s interpretation unilaterally picked and chose arbitrary entitlement dates to apply. 
Fonterra could have revised this but chose instead to rely on “business common sense” to receive a 
good interpretation. The Court did not feel this to be an appropriate use of the law. Ultimately, Fonterra 
and E Tū revised the Clause in updated CEAs. However, in Mr Le Gros’ case regarding the wording that 
applied at the time, the Court declared that he was eligible for the long-service leave and overturned the 
Authority’s conclusion. It did not make any orders on costs.

Le Gros v Fonterra Co-Operative Group Limited [[2023] NZEmpC 193; 08/11/23; Inglis J]
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Authority orders back pay of pay rise to be applied to union member 

Mr Farmer was employed by Tasman Cargo Airlines Pty Ltd (Tasman Cargo) as a pilot from 2014 until 
October 2022, when he retired. On 16 June 2019, an email was sent by Mr Young, Tasman Cargo’s CEO, 
to all of the company’s staff. Included in the email was a statement about a pay rise. The email stated all 
full-time and part-time employees would have a three percent salary increase backdated to April 1.

On 17 June 2019, the New Zealand Air Line Pilots’ Association IUOW Inc (the Union) gave notice 
to Tasman Cargo initiating collective bargaining. By that stage, Mr Farmer had joined the union and 
expected to be covered by any collective agreement that was concluded.

On 8 July 2019, Tasman Cargo’s Head of Flight Operations, Mr Sturrock, advised Mr Farmer by email 
that, along with other pilots who were union members, he would not receive the pay increase referred 
to in the CEO’s email. The reason for the decision was because the company considered any future 
changes to remuneration would become part of the bargaining process. 

Mr Farmer was not paid the three percent increase in 2019 or at any time since then, whilst non-union 
employees were paid the increase with effect from 1 April 2019. A collective agreement between the 
union and Tasman Cargo was signed on 22 April 2020, but it was backdated to come into effect from 1 
April 2020.

Before the collective agreement was ratified, Mr Farmer wrote to Tasman Cargo about the pay rise he 
anticipated receiving because of the CEO’s email. He asked the company to reconsider its position but 
got no response. Mr Farmer believed he was owed arrears of pay. He claimed that the absence of the 
pay rise flowed into the value of bonuses he was entitled to receive for each of the years 2020, 2021 and 
2022. 

Tasman Cargo’s counsel, Ms Dunn, preferred not to see the email as varying the employment agreement 
or as creating a binding commitment. She submitted its unilateral nature was relevant and sought to 
qualify the effect of the announcement of the pay rise because the increase was not actioned before 
it was overtaken by the union’s bargaining notice. Further, there was no acceptance of the email by 
Mr Farmer. That approach treated the email as if it was a proposal that required acceptance before 
becoming binding.

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) did not accept Ms Dunn’s submissions. A pay rise 
was clearly intended. Mr Farmer remained employed when the email was sent, which meant there was a 
contractual requirement to pay. Once the pay rise was announced, the email could not be withdrawn or 
the pay rise rescinded unless Mr Farmer agreed, which he did not do.

The Authority considered whether the collective agreement precluded the pay rise that applied from 
April 2019. Ms Dunn relied on a complete agreement clause of the collective agreement to assist 
Tasman Cargo’s position and to exclude Mr Farmer’s claim. 

Tasman Cargo’s position was that union members were not entitled to the three percent pay rise 
because they had negotiated their increase in bargaining and the complete agreement clause in the 
agreement was a bar to any claim.

Tasman Cargo’s submissions were unsuccessful for two reasons. The bargaining did not remove the 
pay increase awarded to Mr Farmer from 1 April 2019. The second reason was the agreement included 
a savings provision. No pilot was to incur a reduction in salary or rank because of the agreement except 
where expressly provided. The provision meant that the increase approved by the company in June 
2019 was part of the salary Mr Farmer enjoyed when the collective agreement was signed. It could 
not be withdrawn or denied in reliance on the collective agreement. The Authority held Mr Farmer was 
entitled to arrears from 1 April 2019. Tasman Cargo requested an opportunity for the parties to liaise 
over the proper sum to pay, which the Authority accepted was appropriate.

The Union sought to establish that a breach of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) occurred 
when Tasman Cargo declined to pay the increase to its members. The Act provides that the union and 
employer “must not undermine or do anything that is likely to undermine the bargaining or the authority 
of the other in the bargaining”. The only remedy sought was a declaration. The Union argued Tasman 
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Cargo undermined the collective bargaining by denying the increase to union members. The point was 
that the union would have to bargain for a previously approved pay increase.

Ms Dunn argued the Act was not breached, because Tasman Cargo’s position about the pay increase 
was clearly stated before bargaining. The company was transparent, and the union knew it would 
negotiate over remuneration during bargaining.

The Authority agreed that Tasman Cargo was very transparent in its position. However, that decision 
must have placed the union on the back foot in bargaining over pay. The bargaining position was 
potentially compromised because of the position from which the union started. In that sense, Tasman 
Cargo’s actions were likely to undermine bargaining.

A declaration was made that in denying the pay increase to the union’s members following the initiation 
of collective bargaining, Tasman Cargo breached the Act. Costs were reserved.

NZALPA v Tasman Cargo Airlines Pty Limited [[2023] NZEmpC 234; 29/12/23; Smith J]

 
 
EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS AUTHORITY: TWO CASES

Dismissal of employee who acted in self-defence held to be substantially justified

In February 2021, Mr Hika was employed as a psychiatric assistant (PA) for Te Whatu Ora – Waitematā 
District (TWOW) until he was dismissed on 21 March 2022 for serious misconduct. The issue was 
whether his dismissal was substantively and procedurally justified. Mr Hika sought remuneration for lost 
wages and compensation for hurt and humiliation.

On 1 July 2021, Mr Hika was on duty and was working in the day room. Slightly further down the corridor 
was a nursing station, which, at the time, was occupied by RN Cocker, Kim and Magallanes. Mr Hika 
stated that he observed TK, a user of TWOW services, approach and he opened the door for him. Once 
inside, he started to punch Mr Hika and swore at him, using aggressive language.

Mr Hika stated that TK had him up against the wall and was punching furiously. Mr Hika put up an elbow 
block but that did not stop TK. 

Fearing for his personal safety, Mr Hika felt that he had no other option but to punch back. He threw 
three to four punches at TK in self-defence. The first punch had no effect, so he punched him two more 
times, which enabled him to grab TK by the collar, put him off balance, and bring him to ground where 
Mr Hika restrained him.

RN Cocker stated that she heard a bang, looked up and saw Mr Hika swinging and punching TK to his 
head three to four times. Seeing this, RN Cocker thought she needed to stop Mr Hika immediately and 
ran out of the nursing station followed by RNs Kim and Magallanes, both of whom also stated they saw 
Mr Hika punch TK. TK needed to be taken to the High Care area for medical attention. TK sustained a 
cut above his eye and two black eyes. Mr Hika did not sustain any injuries that required treatment.

Mr Hika was instructed to finish work for the day. Before leaving, he completed a “Risk Pro” form in 
which he stated that TK had lunged at him, attacked him, and had punched him with closed fists. Mr 
Hika further said that he was shocked by this and that he had tried to block TK but was able to grab his 
arm and take him to ground where he was held.

On 6 July, TWOW’s operations manager telephoned Mr Hika to advise that a complaint against him for 
assaulting a patient was being investigated. He was further advised that pending the investigation he 
would be placed on paid suspension.

The Police also investigated the incident. The Police emailed TWOW to advise that TK had punched Mr 
Hika multiple times and that Mr Hika had acted in self-defence by punching him back. Mr Hika was not 
charged.
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TWOW’s disciplinary process comprised a disciplinary meeting on 27 July 2021, which was delayed 
because of the COVID-19 lockdown in Auckland at the time. TWOW took into account a written 
response from Mr Hika on 27 November 2021 and 26 January 2022. A preliminary decision to dismiss 
Mr Hika was made on 14 February 2022. On 21 March 2022, TWOW confirmed its decision by letter to 
terminate Mr Hika’s employment for serious misconduct.

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) considered Mr Hika’s response and whether it 
breached TWOW’s discipline and dismissal policy, and whether his behaviour was irresponsible or 
unacceptable. The Authority asked Mr Hika whether he could have used the width of the corridor to 
perform a “break away” manoeuvre so as to create distance between himself and TK. Mr Hika’s said 
that TK had given him no room. The Authority found that evidence not credible. Even if Mr Hika had his 
back against the wall, he still had a whole corridor to break away from TK and to deploy the calming 
and restraint techniques, which he had learnt from his induction training. Mr Hika confirmed he had 
received this training. Further, Mr Hika was not alone in the day room. There were three experienced 
registered nurses a short distance away from him, all of whom were familiar with TK and had received 
calming and restraint training.

Mr Hika relied on the Police investigation that found that he acted in self-defence. However, the 
investigation did not take into consideration what TWOW must consider as an employer who owes a 
duty of care to its patients and staff. The Authority stated it was correct of Mr Hika to use his elbow 
to block TK’s punches, but he went too far in punching TK multiple times and to then swear at him 
repeatedly. Mr Hika failed to follow the processes training, and protocols he had been taught by TWOW 
to de-escalate the situation. 

The evidence established that while not the initial aggressor, in the end Mr Hika resorted to having a fist 
fight with TK and verbally abused him. The Authority found TWOW’s decision to dismiss Mr Hika to be 
substantively justified. The application was unsuccessful. Costs were reserved.

Hika v Te Whatu Ora - Waitematā District [[2023] NZERA545; 21/09/23; P Fuiava]

Employer found to be fair and reasonable throughout employee’s employment

Ms McLeod was employed as a breakfast cook with Sun Court Hotel Limited (Sun Court). In May 
2022, there was an incident at work where Ms McLeod used offensive language about a staff member. 
Following a disciplinary process, Ms McLeod did not return to work. On 12 October 2022, Sun Court 
terminated her employment for abandonment. Ms McLeod said that the incident was a situation of Sun 
Court’s making. She claimed that she was unjustifiably constructively dismissed, and actions taken by 
Sun Court in the lead-up to her dismissal disadvantaged her and that her termination for abandonment 
was unjustified. 

Ms McLeod started work for Sun Court in July 2021. On 16 May 2022, an incident occurred that 
resulted in her leaving. The evening before, Ms McLeod was advised by the head chef that at the next 
day’s breakfast service there would be a table of 10 all having the Big Suncourt breakfast. Ms McLeod 
was advised the breakfast had to go out by 6.30am. She arrived to work at 5.45am and started to 
prepare meals based on the instructions from the head chef the night before. At around 6.10am, the 
front-of-house staff told Ms McLeod that the guests would be ordering individually off the bed and 
breakfast menu, instead of the Big Suncourt breakfasts she had prepared. 

The change in orders was stressful for Ms McLeod and she felt that the front-of-house staff were not 
supportive. She directed a comment to the waitress about the food and beverage manager, which he 
overheard, calling him an offensive name, and threatening to walk out. After the group had departed, a 
further 12 orders came through before 10am. The kitchen assistant had started work around 8:00am 
and the head chef also came into the kitchen earlier than normal in response to a request from Ms 
McLeod and Sun Court management. 

Sun Court invited Ms McLeod to meet to discuss the incident reported by the front-of-house staff and 
an alleged failure to follow reasonable instructions regarding serving customers in a timely manner. The 
following day, Ms McLeod responded and raised a personal grievance for unjustified disadvantage due 
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to the instruction to prepare the Big Suncourt breakfasts and the resulting experience. Ms McLeod’s 
representative later clarified the personal grievance also related to Sun Court failing to act in good faith 
by not providing chef and kitchen service support as promised.

Ms McLeod provided Sun Court with a medical certificate and the parties attended mediation. It 
was unsuccessful and in July, Sun Court advised Ms McLeod there would be no further action in 
respect of the second allegation that she had failed to follow a reasonable instruction. In September 
2022, following a disciplinary meeting, Sun Court issued Ms McLeod with a first written warning for 
misconduct. Sun Court acknowledged the issues around the instructions she received, however it 
said Ms McLeod had demonstrated that she was capable of preparing 10 breakfasts by herself and 
irrespective of the stress of the situation, there was no justification for the language used. 

Sun Court asked Ms McLeod to confirm her ongoing employment status noting there was no medical 
certificate covering her absence from 6 June and a statement at the disciplinary meeting implying that 
she was not returning to work. Ms McLeod was unresponsive, and her employment was terminated on 
grounds of abandonment. 

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) investigated Ms McLeod’s claims. The Authority 
found that Sun Court did everything that a fair and reasonable employer could do to ensure that Ms 
McLeod was trained and supported in her employment. The Authority accepted Sun Court believed 
Ms McLeod was competent to handle the breakfast service and Sun Court could not be blamed for 
the situation. The change to the orders on the morning of the incident was stressful but her reaction to 
the situation could not be attributed to Sun Court’s lack of support. Ms McLeod was not unjustifiably 
disadvantaged in her employment. In relation to the constructive dismissal claim, the end of Ms 
McLeod’s employment was not caused by breaches of duty by Sun Court, so she was not constructively 
dismissed from her employment. 

The Authority then considered whether Ms McLeod was unjustifiably dismissed because her 
employment was terminated for abandonment. At the time, Ms McLeod had been absent from work 
since 17 May 2022. Medical certificates covering her absences had expired on 6 June 2022, and there 
had been no communication from her since 7 September 2022. Sun Court was substantively justified 
in dismissing Ms McLeod for abandonment and followed a fair and reasonable process. The Authority 
also found no support for the claim that Sun Court breached its duty of good faith towards Ms McLeod. 
Costs were reserved. 

McLeod v Sun Court Hotel Limited [[2023] NZERA; 540; 19/09/23; N Szeto]

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 to select committee: Three Bills 

Misuse Of Drugs (Pseudoephedrine) Amendment Bill (26 February 2024)

Pae Ora (Healthy Futures) (Improving Mental Health Outcomes) Amendment Bill (28 March 2024)

Inquiry into the 2023 General Election (15 April 2024)

 

Overviews of bills-and advice on how to make a select committee submission-are available at:  
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/

https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCHEA_SCF_9B26AC11-690E-4E20-ADA0-08DC31DC978F/misuse-of-drugs-pseudoephedrine-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCHEA_SCF_955109F7-830E-4B94-2089-08DBA9B9DFAC/pae-ora-healthy-futures-improving-mental-health-outcomes
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCJUST_SCF_45D515A2-CFE2-467C-5AF4-08DC27565084/inquiry-into-the-2023-general-election
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/
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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: comms@businesscentral.org.nz  
or for further information, call the AdviceLine on 0800 800 362

ADVICELINE 

AdviceLine is your link to first-rate employment relations 
advice. Business Central understands the difficulties 
employers can have with managing employees, so 
supports you with dedicated employer advisors. 

ENTERPRISE SERVICES 

0800 800 362 
advice@businesscentral.org.nz  
www.businesscentral.org.nz

TRAINING SERVICES 

Our training team provide you with practical training solutions 
across various employment topics to help upskill your staff, 
giving your business a competitive edge.

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY 
CONSULTANTS

Health and Safety and the well-being of your employees should 
be of paramount importance to any employer. To help you 
along the way, we have a friendly and knowledgeable Health 
and Safety Consultant.

EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS CONSULTANTS 

Employment Relations can be a difficult area to navigate. 
When you need close guidance on employment matters, 
you can rely upon our seasoned ER Consultants to be 
there to help.

LEGAL

When employees test the waters with a personal grievance, 
Business Central Legal are here to help. We offer 
representation in all employment law matters.

mailto:comms%40businesscentral.org.nz?subject=Bulletin%20Feedback
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ENTERPRISE SERVICES 

0800 800 362 
advice@businesscentral.org.nz  
businesscentral.org.nz

ADVICELINE

AdviceLine is your link to first-rate employment relations advice. Business Central understands the 
difficulties employers can have with managing employees, so supports you with dedicated employer 
advisors. 

This service is 100% inclusive of your membership. There is no time limit to your call, and the team is 
available 8am–8pm Monday to Thursday and 8am–6pm Friday.

Our Employer Advisors are well trained and comprise a mixture of legal and business backgrounds. 
They understand your issues and can help advise you on legal requirements and best practices. They 
are backed up by a large resource base they can call on to support with you with written resources, 
guides, and templates. 

TRAINING SERVICES

Our training team provide you with practical training solutions across various employment topics to 
help upskill your staff, giving your business a competitive edge.

Whether it be best practice processes under the Employment Relations Act and the Health and 
Safety at Work Act, leadership training or personal development, the Business Central training 
team are dedicated to facilitating your business’s professional learning.

For more information about Business Central’s public and customised in-house courses, or to 
register for a course, contact the team today.

For regular training updates in your area, subscribe to our Training Update newsletter.

04 470 9930, training@businesscentral.org.nz, businesscentral.org.nz

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY CONSULTANTS

Health and Safety and the well-being of your employees should be of paramount importance to 
any employer. To help you along the way, we have a friendly and knowledgeable Health and Safety 
Consultant.

Adrienne has extensive experience with helping companies navigate Health and Safety requirements. 
She understands companies need to see sound return on investment for their well-being initiatives. 
Adrienne offers full support with compliance issues such as induction training and hazard identification 
and management. Additionally she can help with preparation for ACC ‘Workplace Safety Management 
Practices’. 
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EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS CONSULTANTS 

Employment Relations can be a difficult area to navigate. When you need close guidance on 
employment matters, you can rely upon our seasoned ER Consultants to be there to help.

Having someone equipped to help you do the work can take the stress out of a tricky situation. 

Our Consultants have a wide range of experience and are prepared to help. Whether you need to update 
your agreements or policies, or embark on performance management, they have the experience to make 
a difference. There are so many areas they can help; it may be union issues and managing a difficult 
relationship or it could be confirming a restructuring selection matrix. 

LEGAL 

When employees test the waters with a personal grievance, Business Central Legal are here to help. We 
offer representation in all employment law matters.

Business Central Legal provides you best return on investment for legal advice on employment law 
matters. Our team of lawyers are only available to members, and can help solve your tricky issues. 

While you may think of lawyers as representing people in court, this is far from everything they do. 
Employers take advantage of the value of the Business Central Legal team to help in drafting documents 
such as tailored employment agreements and offers of employment. Additionally they can help with key 
guidance on difficult issues as restructuring processes and rock solid performance management plans.


