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Boosting NZ’s trade and agricultural relationship with China 

Trade and Agriculture Minister Todd McClay will visit China next week, to strengthen relationships, 
support Kiwi exporters and promote New Zealand businesses on the world stage.

“China is one of New Zealand’s most significant trade and economic relationships and remains an 
important destination for New Zealand’s products, accounting for nearly 22 per cent of our good and 
services exports in 2023,” Mr McClay says.

"Growing our trade relationships and exports will boost New Zealand’s economy, and it is only through 
a strong economy we can lift incomes, reduce the cost of living and afford the public services Kiwis 
deserve.”

To read further, please click here.

Freshwater farm plan systems to be improved 

The coalition Government intends to improve freshwater farm plans so that they are more cost-effective 
and practical for farmers, Associate Environment Minister Andrew Hoggard and Agriculture Minister 
Todd McClay have announced.

“A fit-for-purpose freshwater farm plan system will enable farmers and growers to find the right solutions 
for their farm and catchment,” Mr Hoggard says.

“Farmers faced an avalanche of regulation under the last Government, including its national Freshwater 
Farm Plans system.

“Using property and catchment specific farm plans makes sense because they can be used to identify 
environmental risks and plan practical on-farm actions to manage those risks. 

To read further, please click here.
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New Fast Track Projects advisory group named 

The coalition Government has today announced the expert advisory group who will provide independent 
recommendations to Ministers on projects to be included in the Fast Track Approvals Bill, say RMA 
Reform Minister Chris Bishop and Regional Development Minister Shane Jones.

“Our Fast Track Approval process will make it easier and faster to build regionally and nationally 
significant projects as part of the Government’s plan to rebuild the economy and get it working for all 
Kiwis. It is only through a strong economy that we can solve the cost of living crisis, lift incomes and 
afford the public services Kiwis deserve.”

“The advisory group members are David Tapsell, Rosie Mercer, Vaughan Wilkinson, David Hunt, Mark 
Davey and Murray Parrish,” Mr Bishop says.

“Collectively they bring many years’ experience working on infrastructure and economic development 
projects, environment and conservation initiatives, with local government and on Treaty of Waitangi 
arrangements.

To read further, please click here.

Enhanced partnership to reduce agricultural emissions 

The Government and three further companies are together committing an additional $18 million towards 
AgriZeroNZ to boost New Zealand’s efforts to reduce agricultural emissions.

Agriculture Minister Todd McClay says the strength of the New Zealand economy relies on us getting 
effective and affordable emission reduction solutions for New Zealand.

“The AgriZeroNZ public-private joint venture is accelerating the development, commercialisation and 
adoption of practical tools and solutions for our farmers to meet our international climate change 
obligations.

To read further, please click here.

Changes to the Accredited Employer Work Visa 

Today the Minister of Immigration announced a number of changes to tighten up the Accredited 
Employer Work Visa (AEWV):

Government responds to unsustainable net migration

These changes will come into effect on 7 April 2024. 

More information on what this means for AEWV holders, as well as their employers:

Changes to the Accredited Employer Work Visa (AEWV) 

To read further, please click here.

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-fast-track-projects-advisory-group-named
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/enhanced-partnership-reduce-agricultural-emissions
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-responds-unsustainable-net-migration
https://www.immigration.govt.nz/about-us/media-centre/news-notifications/changes-to-the-accredited-employer-work-visa-aewv
https://www.immigration.govt.nz/about-us/media-centre/media-releases/changes-to-the-accredited-employer-work-visa
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EMPLOYMENT COURT: ONE CASE 

Successful appeal against interim reinstatement order 

Mr O’Brien worked as a stevedore for C3 Limited (C3) before his employment was terminated after 
failing to provide a valid drug test. He challenged C3’s decision to terminate his employment and 
successfully applied to the Employment Relations Authority for interim reinstatement. C3 appealed to 
the Employment Court (the Court) to reverse the interim reinstatement order.  

C3 provided stevedoring services at the Port of Auckland. From a health and safety perspective, the 
Port is considered a high-risk environment as many different groups work in a restricted space and 
operate heavy machinery. With that in mind, the Court found drug and alcohol testing to be a critical 
health and safety measure. 

On 27 July 2023, The Drug Detection Agency were engaged to undertake random testing for employees 
following C3’s drug and alcohol policy. Mr O’Brien was randomly selected for testing and was asked 
to provide a urine sample while under the supervision of a technician. The technician later said that he 
did not have a clear view of Mr O’Brien when he provided the sample. They said his test cup was just 
over half full and it did not feel as warm as it should have when it was handed to them. Not only did the 
thermal strip not activate due to the lower temperature, but it also did not contain the minimum level 
of creatine required for a valid sample. On 7 August 2023, following a disciplinary meeting held the 
previous week, Mr O’Brien was dismissed. 

The Court considered the parties’ submissions and followed the Employment Relations Act 
requirements relating to interim reinstatements and overruled the decision of the Employment Relations 
Authority. The Court highlighted Mr O’Brien’s safety sensitive role, as well as the fact that the Court was 
not provided enough expert evidence to ensure that Mr O’Brien could return to the role in a safe and 
practical way, as strong considerations against interim reinstatement. Therefore, C3 was successful in 
their claim against full interim reinstatement. Costs were reserved.

Editors’ note: In this judgement the Court emphasised the critical importance of health and safety as a 
strong consideration that pointed away from interim reinstatement. 

C3 Limited v O’Brien [[2024] NZEmpC 6: 23/01/2024; King J]

 
 
EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS AUTHORITY: FIVE CASES

Employee found to be a permanent worker 

Mr Fothergill claimed he was unjustifiably dismissed by E V Charger Solutions Limited (EVC), a week 
after starting his employment on 6 December 2021. EVC denied that it unjustifiably dismissed Mr 
Fothergill and claimed he was a casual employee. When Mr Fothergill applied for a position at EVC, Mr 
Wang, EVC’s sole director and shareholder, invited Mr Fothergill to an interview. Mr Fothergill said that 
during the meeting, he told Mr Wang that he had some limited experience in the electrical work field, and 
had not been on many work sites, but he was very interested in the position.

Mr Fothergill said the meeting ended with Mr Wang indicating that he was keen to offer him an 
apprenticeship and would send him a contract. He was told the working hours would be 40 per week, 
during the hours of 8.00am to 4.30pm each day, Monday to Saturday.

Mr Wang stated that Mr Fothergill told him he had done the Level 3 electrical training, and he 
understood that as meaning Mr Fothergill had a certain level of capability. Mr Fothergill said he had 
completed a short electrical course at MIT and had completed Level 2.4 of the course.
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The employment agreement recorded Mr Fothergill’s position as “Electrician Apprentice”. It contained 
a clause that stated, “The employee will work on a casual “as required” basis with no expectation of 
ongoing employment.” Mr Fothergill said that while he thought a casual employment agreement with 
the hours stated in it was unusual, he did not query it and signed the Agreement. The parties decided 
Mr Fothergill would start work part-time on 6 December 2021 until he commenced full time work on 17 
January 2022 Mr Fothergill’s part time hours were from 8.00am until 3.00pm Monday to Saturday. Mr 
Fothergill said that during the first week of work, he worked on different work sites, receiving a message 
the night before telling him the site location for the following day. Mr Wang was not normally on site and 
did not supervise his work or provide him with training. 

After work on 15 December 2021, Mr Fothergill had a car accident and was taken to hospital. He 
contacted Mr Wang to let him know. Mr Wang asked if Mr Fothergill was okay, and then proceeded to 
let him know he was no longer required at work as the other staff were not happy with his performance. 
Mr Wang stated that there had been issues with Mr Fothergill’s performance, and he had spoken to him 
about these on 7 December 2021, and again on 15 December 2021. The issues were not raised with him 
formally. 

The first issue the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) considered was whether Mr Fothergill 
employment was casual in nature. Mr Fothergill confirmed that he understood that he was being offered 
casual employment when he signed the employment agreement, and that work would only be offered 
as and when it was available. His hours were agreed on prior to him starting work. The Authority found 
there was a consistent number of hours to be worked, with consistent start and finish times. EVC did 
not operate a roster system, however, Mr Fothergill received a text message each evening telling him the 
location of the work site for the following day. The Authority found that work was allocated in advance 
and there was a regular pattern of work. At the time of the job interview Mr Fothergill understood the 
job was for continuous employment. The Authority found there was a mutual expectation of ongoing 
employment. The employment relationship was more consistent with a continuous or permanent 
employment arrangement rather than with a casual arrangement. The Authority held that Mr Fothergill 
was a permanent employee with EVC.

Mr Fothergill was dismissed from his employment with EVC on 15 December 2021. The test of 
justification requires that the employer acted in a manner that was substantively and procedurally fair.  
EVC did not hold a formal disciplinary process with Mr Fothergill in respect of performance concerns. 
Further, Mr Fothergill was not aware that his continued employment would be in jeopardy as a result 
of any performance concerns. The Authority found that there was a lack of substantive justification for 
the dismissal and there was no procedure followed prior to the dismissal. Mr Fothergill was unjustifiably 
dismissed by EVC.

Mr Fothergill said he did not seek alternative employment until June 2022 but continued with his prior 
part-time employment in a pizzeria until he obtained permanent employment. Employees are under 
an obligation to mitigate their loss, and Mr Fothergill did not start to seek alternative employment 
immediately. 

In these circumstances, the Authority considered it appropriate to award Mr Fothergill what he would 
have earned in the period between his dismissal from EVC and starting full-time employment on 13 June 
2022, less what he earned at the pizzeria. EVC was ordered to pay Mr Fothergill the sum of $4,490.13.

The Authority accepted that Mr Fothergill felt distressed and betrayed by the ending of his employment 
with EVC which he believed to have been the start of a career in electrical services. EVC was ordered to 
pay Mr Fothergill $8,000 for hurt and humiliation. Costs were reserved.  

Fothergill v E V Charger Solution Limited [[2023] NZERA 614; 19/10/23; E Robinson] 
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Employee unjustifiably dismissed 

Mr Sargison claimed he was unjustifiably dismissed by Bine and Co limited (Bine and Co) trading as 
‘The Slip Inn’. Mr Thomas, the sole director and shareholder of Bine and Co, said that Mr Sargison 
was on a 90-day trial period when he was dismissed and disputed that Mr Sargison was unjustifiably 
dismissed. Mr Sargison sought compensation for hurt and humiliation, loss of remuneration and a 
contribution towards his costs.

In November 2022, Mr Thomas met with Mr Sargison about a role at The Slip Inn that he had applied for. 
On 26 November 2022, Mr Sargison was provided with an employment agreement. On 30 November 
2022, both Mr Sargison and Mr Thomas signed the agreement. Although the agreement provided for 
employment to commence on 28 November 2022, Mr Sargison’s first rostered shift commenced on 
Thursday 1 December 2022. Mr Sargison’s regular rostered shifts were Thursdays to Sundays.

On 17 December 2022, Mr Thomas was unwell, so he organised for his father, Mr Michael Thomas, to 
be the Acting Duty Manager in his absence. Mr Thomas returned the next day on 18 December 2022. 
When Mr Sargison arrived for his shift, Mr Thomas asked to speak to him. Mr Thomas raised several 
issues with him including that he had been “lazy” the evening prior and that he did not do what was 

“expected of him”.

Mr Sargison says he was not given a chance to explain himself and was told to get out using explicit 
language and that Mr Sargison and his family were “no longer welcome” at The Slip Inn. Mr Thomas 
denied using those words but did not dispute that he dismissed Mr Sargison that day without notice.

Mr Sargison submitted that the 90-day trial period in the agreement was not valid because the 
employment agreement was signed on 30 November 2022 after employment had commenced on 28 
November 2022. Mr Sargison claimed that even if the 90-day trial period was valid, the requirement of 
providing one week’s notice was not complied with when Mr Sargison was dismissed without notice 
hence Bine and Co could not rely upon the protection of the trial provision in the agreement.

Mr Thomas submitted that he had written ‘28 November 2022’ as the intended commencement date 
as a “simple courtesy” to let Mr Sargison know that he would be considered for rosters later in the 
week. However, Mr Sargison was not rostered on until 1 December 2022, a day after the employment 
agreement was signed. As such the 1 December 2022 should be considered his start date of 
employment.

Although the employment agreement stipulated a commencement date of 28 November 2022, it also 
stated that the 90-day trial period would start “from the first day of work”. There was no evidence of any 
pre-work training or induction taking place prior to the first rostered shift. The Employment Relations 
Authority (the Authority) found that both parties intended for Mr Sargison to begin work on 1 December 
2022, therefore Bine and Co had a valid 90-day trial provision in place. However, the Authority went on 
to explain that an employer cannot rely on a 90-day trial provision to restrict a claim for unjustifiable 
dismissal when there was a dismissal without notice.

Mr Thomas stated that soon after hiring Mr Sargison, it became apparent to him and other kitchen staff 
that Mr Sargison was lacking in kitchen skills and not meeting performance expectations. However, at 
no stage during Mr Sargison’s employment did he raise these concerns in a constructive manner with 
him. Instead, upon receiving complaints from Mr Michael Thomas about Mr Sargison, Mr Thomas 
dismissed Mr Sargison immediately and did not give him a reasonable opportunity to respond to his 
concerns.

The Authority did not find that Bine and Co substantiated any of the allegations against Mr Sargison. 
They did not prove a fair and reasonable employer would genuinely believe that serious misconduct 
occurred.

Dismissing an employee without notice is not a justified response to performance or misconduct 
concerns. Dismissal for poor performance or misconduct must also be on notice. The Authority found 
that the summary dismissal was substantively and procedurally unjustified.

Following his dismissal, Mr Sargison sought reasons for his dismissal, but Mr Thomas did not respond 
to the request. The Employment Relations Act 2000 requires an employer to provide a written statement 
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of the reasons for the dismissal within 14 days of the request being received, where an employee has 
made such a request within 60 days after the dismissal.

Mr Sargison’s counsellor provided the Authority with a letter setting out her professional opinion that the 
dismissal and the manner in which it occurred had a negative impact on Mr Sargison’s wellbeing and 
mental health. The Authority ordered Bine and Co to pay Mr Sargison $15,000 compensation for hurt 
and humiliation.

Mr Sargison provided evidence supporting his efforts in looking for other work from 27 February 2023. 
He found employment 25 weeks following the dismissal. The Authority did not consider it appropriate 
to award 25 weeks of lost wages due to the gap between dismissal and Mr Sargison’s job hunting. 
Accordingly, the Authority ordered Bine and Co to pay Mr Sargison $6,784.83 for three months of lost 
wages. Costs were reserved.

Bine & Co Limited v Sargison [[2023] NZERA 627; 25/10/23; D Tan] 

Penalty for breaches of employment standards 

Mr Ling claimed he was unjustifiably dismissed by SDCIC NZ Construction Limited (SDCIC) and was 
owed unpaid salary and holiday pay. He also claimed that SDCIC breached the duty of good faith it 
owed to him under the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) and that the Second Respondent, Mr 
Wu, was also liable as a person involved in the breaches.

SDCIC was incorporated in 2018. It had a contract to carry out a project involving construction works 
on the site of a hotel in Auckland. There were four directors who were sent from China to manage the 
project, a management team of 10 including the four directors, and approximately 40 construction 
workers. On 18 March 2020, Mr Wu became the sole director of SDCIC.

In May 2018, Mr Ling was employed as a full-time safety manager on a fixed term agreement with an 
annual salary of $90,000 per annum. In February 2020, the construction project ceased and SDCIC were 
instructed to leave the hotel site. Mr Ling said at the point the project ended abruptly, he and several 
other employees were owed wages and holiday pay. He said he received his salary in December 2019 
but was not paid for January and February 2020.

Most of the SDCIC employees were dismissed but Mr Ling and a couple of other employees continued 
in employment. The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) found that SDCIC continued 
employing Mr Ling after February 2020. It retained him to sell off the SDCIC vehicles and fund paying 
the remaining employees. However, after June 2020, Mr Ling received no salary payments, and he was 
not provided with ongoing work by SDCIC. The last date Mr Ling received any form of payment from 
SDCIC was on 8 June 2020. Mr Ling contacted Mr Wu about his unpaid salary and holiday pay but 
received no response.

Mr Ling did not resign but submitted that he had been constructively dismissed. However, he did not 
provide evidence he raised a personal grievance with SDCIC until 22 June 2022. The personal grievance 
was raised significantly outside of 90 days and therefore outside of the statutory time limit. However, 
that did not preclude him seeking remedies for his other claims on wages and holiday pay, which had a 
6-year limitation.

The Authority found SDCIC owed fours week’s salary payment for his notice period and unpaid 
wages for the period from January until August 2020. It also owed annual leave entitlement for his full 
employment with SDCIC. 

The Authority considered whether Mr Wu should be ordered to pay Mr Ling outstanding wages 
and statutory entitlements. Mr Wu was the sole director of SDCIC during the latter part of Mr Ling’s 
employment and the person responsible for the operation of SDCIC. As such, he was responsible for all 
the breaches which occurred and of which he was notified. If SDCIC was unable to, or failed to pay Mr 
Ling, Mr Wu would be liable to pay the ordered payments.
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The Authority determined the breaches of minimum employment standards should be considered as 
a global penalty of one breach. It ordered SDCIC to pay a penalty of $40,000 of which $4,000 was to 
be paid to Mr Ling. Costs were reserved. SDCIC was ordered to pay Mr Ling $6,923.07 for the unpaid 
notice period, $56,080 of unpaid salary and $15,200 as unpaid annual leave. 

Ling v SDCIC NZ Construction Limited [[2023] NZERA 622; 24/10/23; E Robinson] 

Employee unjustifiably constructively dismissed 

Ms Anderson was employed by Glenfield College Board of Trustees (the Board) as the director of 
international students from September 2018 until her employment ended in January 2021. Ms Anderson 
raised a personal grievance for unjustified constructive dismissal and claimed compensation for 
humiliation, loss of dignity and injury to feelings, redundancy compensation and wage arrears for 
reduced hours. The Board said Ms Anderson was not unjustifiably constructively dismissed and it 
complied with its contractual and statutory obligations. 

Ms Anderson was employed in a permanent, full-time role under an individual employment agreement. 
This was based on the terms and conditions of the Support Staff in Schools’ Collective Agreement 
2017–2019 (the SSCEA 2017-2019). In December 2020, Ms Anderson resigned from her employment by 
letter, in which she also raised a personal grievance for unjustified constructive dismissal. By that stage 
Ms Anderson had been on sick leave since 27 October and she continued on sick leave until her notice 
period expired on 15 January 2021. The medical certificates provided to the Authority recorded Ms 
Anderson was on sick leave due to work related stress. 

Ms Anderson said two alleged breaches by the Board led to her resignation. The first was a reduction in 
her hours of work and pay by 50 per cent without her agreement, breaching her employment agreement. 
The next was responding to the concerns she raised in a highly personal and emotive manner.

On 11 September 2020, the Board wrote to Ms Anderson confirming its preliminary view, as set out in 
a variation proposal letter dated 5 August, to reduce her hours of work to 21 hours per week and her 
pay proportionately. The letter set out the reasons for the decision including the significant reduction in 
international student numbers consequent to the COVID-19 pandemic response and that the situation 
was unlikely to improve in the foreseeable future, causing a decline in the school’s income from 
international students. The letter also recorded the reduction did not reflect Ms Anderson’s performance 
or commitment to the school and the Board hoped her hours and pay would increase when pandemic 
response restrictions eased. The variation was to come into effect from 12 October 2020. Ms Anderson 
did not consent to the reduction in hours and pay. 

The Board relied on the variation mechanism set out in a clause of the SSCEA to vary Ms Anderson’s 
hours of work and/or weeks per year without ending the employment relationship and declaring her 
position redundant. 

The Employment Relation Authority (the Authority) said the Board’s interpretation and application of the 
relevant provisions was not one reasonably open to it. The SSCEA 2017–2019, on which Ms Anderson’s 
individual employment agreement was based, expired and a new collective employment agreement 
was negotiated. The new collective employment agreement, the SSCEA 2019–2022, contained the 
amendment the Board relied on.  The SSCEA 2019 – 2022 was not the collective employment agreement 
on which Ms Anderson’s individual employment agreement was based. There was no mechanism in Ms 
Anderson’s individual employment agreement to substitute some or all of the terms and conditions in the 
SSCEA 2017-2019 for the SSCEA 2019–2022. 

The Board committed a major error in representing to Ms Anderson that the SSCEA 2019–2022 was 
relevant to the employment relationship. Ms Anderson had concerns about the Board’s ability to vary 
her employment agreement including its purported contractual basis. The Board failed to take the 
reasonable steps open to it which may have alerted it to its error, including contacting the union to 
understand its view.

Ms Anderson was unjustifiably constructively dismissed. The Board failed to correctly apply the parties’ 
employment agreement and implemented the erroneous approach in the face of Ms Anderson’s clear 



E M P L O Y E R  B U L L E T I N  15 Apr i l  2024

and repeated concerns. In such circumstances, Ms Anderson was entitled to form the view her employer 
had seriously breached the employment agreement and that the breach would continue.

Ms Anderson established her personal grievance and was entitled to remedies. She was also entitled 
to payment of redundancy compensation because the Board made her position redundant and did 
not offer her a comparable position within the terms of the parties’ agreement. That triggered Ms 
Anderson’s entitlement to redundancy compensation of $36,230.  

Additionally, the Board was ordered to pay Ms Anderson $30,000 in compensation, $5,000 for lost 
wages and $7,188 in wage arrears with interest calculated. Costs were reserved.  

Anderson v Glenfield College Board of Trustees [[2023] NZERA 654; 06/11/23; M Urlich]  

Personal grievance successfully raised within 90 days

LZG applied to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) for findings that he had a personal 
grievance of unjustified disadvantage, caused by the Department of Corrections (the Department) not 
doing enough to protect his safety when a prisoner who had previously made threats to harm LZG was 
being released from prison.

LZG was a corrections officer reported to be involved in seven incidents of prisoner violence in 2016 
and 2017, including four where he was assaulted. Reportedly two of those prisoners planned on their 
release to “pay a visit” to the houses of LZG and another officer. The prisoners were said to have got 
LZG’s home address from documents disclosed to them by Police in criminal cases about assaults on 
Corrections officers. One of those prisoners, referred to in the rest of this determination as Prisoner A, 
was serving a sentence for killing a Corrections Officer. His alleged threat was taken seriously.

Around 6 April 2021, LZG found out from work colleagues that Prisoner A was being released from 
prison. He expected that his managers or Police would have informed him, as it was known that Prisoner 
A made serious threats towards LZG.

On 8 April 2021, LZG raised the issue with an officer of the Department in an email and in person. They 
tried to resolve matters without avail. On 22 July 2021, LZG’s lawyers raised a personal grievance about 
the concerns mentioned on 8 April 2021. The Department said the personal grievance was raised out of 
time. It asked the Authority to find LZG was not entitled to pursue his grievance.

Before the Authority could decide whether the Department did enough to protect LZG’s safety, it 
needed to determine whether a valid personal grievance was raised within 90 days.  The cause of action 
for the grievance was LZG being upset from finding about Prisoner A’s release was on 6 April 2021, so 
the grievance needed to be raised within 90 days from this date. The letter sent by his lawyers on 22 
July 2021 was 105 days later which means that this was not raised in time.

While the conversation and email on 8 April 2021 did not explicit say he was raising a personal 
grievance, it could constitute a personal grievance if a “claim” was made, it was clear that his conditions 
of employment had been affected to his disadvantage, and sufficient information on how the issue could 
be resolved was provided.

In the communication on 8 April, LZG express his disappointment in the Department for their failure 
to notify him of Prisoner A’s release and asked for “some kind of system” to inform him when “critical 
events” such as prisoner releases occurred. He asked for “some form of humane response” from the 
Department to show his concerns about the safety of himself and his family were taken seriously; and, 
thirdly, for there to be “someone” identified as in charge of his safety and who would be able to brief 
new managers and other staff about his situation.

LZG’s communication on 8 April had the necessary detail and was within the 90-day period. The 
Authority directed the parties to attend further mediation to resolve matters. Costs were reserved.

LZG and Corrections Association of New Zealand v Chief Executive of the Department of 
Corrections [[2023] NZERA 680; 17/11/23; R Arthur]
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LEGISLATION 
 
 Note: Bills go through several stages before becoming an Act of Parliament: Introduction; First Reading; 
Referral to Select Committee; Select Committee Report, Consideration of Report; Committee Stage; 
Second Reading; Third Reading; and Royal Assent.

Bills open for submissions to select committee: Nine Bills 

Inquiry into the 2023 General Election (15 April 2024)

Parole (Mandatory Completion of Rehabilitative Programmes) Amendment Bill (16 April 2024)

Fast-Track Approvals Bill (19 April 2024)

Budget Policy Statement 2024 (24 April 2024)

Companies (Address Information) Amendment Bill (2 May 2024)

Corrections (Victim Protection) Amendment Bill (6 May 2024)

Report of the Controller and Auditor-General, Making Infrastructure Investment Decisions Quickly  
(8 May 2024)

Regulatory Systems (Primary Industries) Amendment Bill (9 May 2024)

Fisheries (International Fishing and Other Matters) Amendment Bill (15 May 2024)

Te Pire Whakatupua mō Te Kāhui Tupua/Taranaki Maunga Collective Redress Bill  (22 May 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/54SCJUST_SCF_45D515A2-CFE2-467C-5AF4-08DC27565084/inquiry-into-the-2023-general-election
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCJUST_SCF_C9EBAF30-0B13-4F4A-408C-08DC2DC25B35/parole-mandatory-completion-of-rehabilitative-programmes
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCENV_SCF_083F0A7B-F182-41D5-0897-08DC3E31559C/fast-track-approvals-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCFIN_SCF_AC7D1FCE-5AA8-4252-B8C2-08DC4DD20D4C/budget-policy-statement-2024
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCEDSI_SCF_26EF5ADD-3727-4B60-408F-08DC2DC25B35/companies-address-information-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCJUST_SCF_C993D911-193F-4204-7B2A-08DC22C1C3A5/corrections-victim-protection-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCFIN_SCF_FB1FB924-6E30-4296-8225-08DBFB85D0BA/report-of-the-controller-and-auditor-general-making-infrastructure
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCFIN_SCF_FB1FB924-6E30-4296-8225-08DBFB85D0BA/report-of-the-controller-and-auditor-general-making-infrastructure
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCPRIP_SCF_B67A1511-3571-4BA8-96CA-08DB71EF2382/regulatory-systems-primary-industries-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCPRIP_SCF_CE375920-1650-417D-F44A-08DB93A23071/fisheries-international-fishing-and-other-matters-amendment
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCMAOC_SCF_76A75427-AA41-4D41-B54C-08DBAE8917AE/te-pire-whakatupua-m%C5%8D-te-k%C4%81hui-tupuataranaki-maunga-collective
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.


