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Inflation coming down, but more work to do

Last week’s announcement that inflation is down to 4 per cent is encouraging news for Kiwis, but there 
is more work to be done - underlining the importance of the Government’s plan to get the economy 
back on track, acting Finance Minister Chris Bishop says.

“Inflation is now at 4 per cent, the lowest it’s been since June 2021 and a far cry from the 7.3 per cent 
inflation that Kiwis suffered through in 2022,” Mr Bishop says.

“Low and stable inflation is important for New Zealand’s long-term success, and for Kiwis’ back pockets. 
We need to see inflation at the Reserve Bank’s target range of 1 to 3 per cent so that interest rates can 
follow, giving New Zealanders cost of living relief and allowing the economy to start growing strongly 
again.

“The Government has a plan to get the cost of living under control and help Kiwis get ahead. That 
includes reducing taxes for hardworking Kiwis, FamilyBoost childcare tax credits, ensuring the Reserve 
Bank is focused solely on getting inflation under control, reducing wasteful government spending and 
cutting red tape to make it easier and cheaper to get things done.

“It’s only through a strong economy that we can reduce the cost of living, lift incomes and afford the 
schools, hospitals and other public services that New Zealanders rely on.”

To read further, please click here.

Labour productivity falls 0.9 per cent

Labour productivity fell 0.9 per cent in the year ended March 2023, according to figures released by 
Stats NZ last week.

The 0.9 per cent fall in labour productivity was the largest fall since 2009. It follows a rise of 1.0 per 
cent in the year ended March 2022. Labour productivity measures the quantity of goods and services 
(output) produced per hour of labour.

“A fall in labour productivity means that we are producing less output per hour of labour,” national 
accounts industry and production senior manager Ruvani Ratnayake said.
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A fall was also seen in multifactor productivity, down 2.2 per cent. Multifactor productivity captures the 
effects of unobserved inputs such as technological progress, efficiency gains, and economies of scale.

Notable events affecting the economy in the year ended March 2023 included the closure of the 
Marsden point refinery, the removal of COVID-19 restrictions including border closures, and extreme 
weather events in the North Island.

These statistics cover the measured sector, which is mainly market-sector industries, and covers 
approximately three-quarters of New Zealand’s economy. Data for the year ended March 2023 is 
provisional and subject to future updates.

To read further, please click here.

Government focused on getting people into work

Benefit figures released underscore the importance of the Government’s plan to rebuild the economy 
and have 50,000 fewer people on Jobseeker Support, Social Development and Employment Minister 
Louise Upston says.

“Benefit numbers are still significantly higher than when National was last in government, when there was 
about 70,000 fewer people on Jobseeker Support.

“The 187,986 people receiving a Jobseeker benefit is roughly the equivalent of Hamilton’s population… 
The proportion of New Zealand’s working-age population who are receiving Jobseeker Support also 
now sits at 5.9 per cent, up from 4 per cent six years ago.

“Rebuilding the economy is one of this Government’s key priorities, along with restoring law and order 
and delivering better public services, which is why we’ve set a target to have 50,000 fewer people on 
Jobseeker Support benefits by 2030.

“Our plan to deliver on this began with setting out our expectations around the use of benefit sanctions 
and MSD beginning work check-ins for job seekers after six months. We are also working on mandatory 
reapplication for Jobseeker benefits every six months, community-provided job coaching, new non-
financial sanctions, and a traffic light system to help job seekers comply with their work obligations. 
Benefit statistics for the March 2024 quarter can be found here.

To read further, please click here.

McClay reaffirms strong NZ-China trade relationship

Trade, Agriculture and Forestry Minister Todd McClay has concluded productive discussions with 
ministerial counterparts in Beijing today, in support of the New Zealand-China trade and economic 
relationship.

“[In] my meeting with Commerce Minister Wang Wentao… We discussed progress made on 
implementation of the 2022 FTA Upgrade provisions, and areas of bilateral cooperation including in 
support of business environment reforms in China and intellectual property rights protection,” Mr 
McClay says. Mr McClay also met with Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs Tang Renjian.

“New Zealand and China have a long-standing and close agricultural relationship,” Mr McClay says. “I 
welcomed the opportunity to meet Minister Tang to discuss our cooperation programmes, and to 
underline my commitment to strengthening the collaborative programme of work between our countries’ 
agricultural sectors.”

Mr McClay met the Administrator of the National Forestry and Grassland Administration, Guan Zhi’ou – 
an opportunity to advance the bilateral forestry relationship, including areas of cooperation under our 

https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/labour-productivity-falls-0-9-percent/
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refreshed bilateral forestry cooperation arrangement. 

“China is the top export market for New Zealand forest products, and New Zealand remains a strong 
supplier of softwood logs and wood products for the Chinese market,” says Mr McClay.

Mr McClay now travels to Harbin and Shanghai. While in Harbin, Mr McClay will meet with the Governor 
of Heilongjiang Province and Chinese partners in the agriculture sector. The programme in Shanghai will 
include engagements with New Zealand businesses in-market, including small and medium enterprises 
in the food and beverage, health and nutrition, services, and manufacturing sectors.

To read further, please click here.

Thailand and NZ to agree to Strategic Partnership

Prime Minister Christopher Luxon and his Thai counterpart, Prime Minister Srettha Thavisin, have 
today agreed that New Zealand and the Kingdom of Thailand will upgrade the bilateral relationship to a 
Strategic Partnership by 2026.

“New Zealand and Thailand have a lot to offer each other. We have a strong mutual desire to build on our 
long-standing and warm relationship. Elevating our relationship to a Strategic Partnership to mark 70 
years of diplomatic relations in 2026 reflects our shared ambition for a secure and prosperous future for 
our people,” Mr Luxon says.

During their meeting in Bangkok, the Prime Ministers discussed opportunities to strengthen the 
relationship across defence and security, education, and people-to-people links, and released the 
attached Joint Statement. Another key focus of the meeting was economic cooperation, including 
setting a shared goal to triple two-way trade by 2045.

“Thailand is a consistent top ten two-way trade partner for New Zealand, so we are building on a strong 
foundation. But there is more we could do to realise the real opportunities we see for New Zealand 
companies in the Thai market.”

To read further, please click here.

Patterson promoting NZ’s wool sector at International Congress

Associate Agriculture Minister Mark Patterson is speaking at the International Wool Textile Organisation 
Congress in Adelaide, promoting New Zealand wool, and outlining the coalition Government’s support 
for the revitalisation the sector.

"New Zealand’s wool exports reached $400 million in the year to 30 June 2023, and the coalition 
Government is aiming to boost that figure to contribute to our target of doubling exports by value within 
10 years,” says Mr Patterson. “The Government is committed to backing our wool sector to succeed. As 
the third largest grower of wool in the world, we have a great story to tell about our wool, particularly 
around its sustainability, integrity and quality.

“The International Wool Textile Organisation Congress is the pre-eminent annual meeting for the 
global wool industry. It represents a significant opportunity to showcase New Zealand wool to a large 
international audience.

“My visit to Australia and the woolshed meetings we’re holding across New Zealand are part of the 
Government’s commitment towards supporting the success of the food and fibre sector, including New 
Zealand wool businesses. We are keen to support the sector… by increasing demand in wool will we lift 
returns to our farmers.”

To read further, please click here.

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/mcclay-reaffirms-strong-nz-china-trade-relationship
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/thailand-and-nz-agree-strategic-partnership
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/patterson-promoting-nz%E2%80%99s-wool-sector-international-congress


E M P L O Y E R  B U L L E T I N  22 Apr i l  2024

EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS AUTHORITY: FIVE CASES

Company penalised for breaching employment law requirements

Laxmi Narayan Restaurant Limited (Laxmi) and Mr Singh operated a restaurant named Karfa Moroccan 
Cuisine. From October 2019 to January 2021, Mr Meena worked as the restaurant manager. Mr Meena 
alleged that Mr Singh instructed him to record fewer hours than he worked, based on a promise to help 
with applying for residency. He claimed that Mr Singh told him what Laxmi was willing to pay each week 
and to record hours to fit that. In June 2021, Mr Meena complained to the Labour Inspector, who led an 
investigation.

The Labour Inspector found that Laxmi breached Mr Meena’s minimum employment standards, 
including obligations regarding record keeping, minimum wage, deductions, holidays and leave. The 
Labour Inspector sought remedies, including minimum wage arrears, and amounts alleged to be 
unlawful deductions, for the difference between Mr Meena’s contractual rate and the applicable 
minimum wage.

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) found it likely that Mr Meena worked the additional 
hours he claimed and should receive the remedies sought. It rejected Mr Singh’s allegation that Mr 
Meena “schemed the whole scam up for his own financial gain and benefit”. Records of Mr Meena’s 
hours were either not kept or inaccurate. Mr Meena’s employment agreement recorded that he would 
work 35 to 40 hours a week, but the Labour Inspector found he worked between 45 and 60 hours a 
week. His job description included tasks such as opening and closing the restaurant, so he would 
regularly start at 10:15am, beyond his contracted hours, in order for the restaurant to open at 11am. His 
timesheets only recorded 11am starts. Data from the cash register showed entries under Mr Meena’s 
profile when the timesheet recorded Mr Meena as not working.

Laxmi breached the Employment Relations Act 2000 by not ensuring an accurate record of all the hours 
Mr Meena worked. Laxmi did not pay Mr Meena for hours worked more than those recorded in his 
timesheets. Laxmi also breached the Minimum Wage Act 1983 for not paying Mr Meena minimum wage 
for those hours. The Labour Inspector calculated an arrears of $19,320.53.

The Labour Inspector also sought payment of the difference between the contractual rate and minimum 
wage owed for hours unpaid. This failure to pay wages was categorised as an unlawful deduction, which 
the Labour Inspector could recover under the Wages Protection Act 1983. The unlawful deductions 
totalled $3,865.79.

Laxmi constantly underpaid Mr Meena’s entitlements under the Holidays Act 2003. For this, the 
Authority ordered Laxmi to pay shortfalls of worked public holiday of $272.88, $623.94 in alternative 
holidays, $318.13 of unworked public holidays, $310.81 of sick leave, $522.81 of annual holidays and 
$1,625.50 of final holiday pay. The Authority added interest of $2,019.27 for Mr Meena being deprived of 
being able to use money he ought to have received several years ago.

Mr Singh was deemed a person involved in breaching employment standards. He was the sole 
shareholder and director of Laxmi, handled all employment matters, had knowledge of the essential 
facts giving rise to the breaches and authorised any payroll transactions. The Authority ordered him 
to pay any unpaid amounts where Laxmi was unable to pay. For the failure to comply with minimum 
entitlements and three breaches of the law, the Authority issued Laxmi a penalty of $17,000 and Mr 
Singh $5,500. Half was to be paid to Mr Meena and the other half to the Crown. Costs were reserved. 

A Labour Inspector v Laxmi Narayan Restaurant Limited [[2023] NZERA 660; 8/10/23; L Vincent]
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Employer agreed to use Tikanga principles

Ms Moke applied for interim orders that would require Raukura Hauora o Tainui Trust (RHOT) to keep 
her employed as the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) until the Employment Relations Authority (the 
Authority) determined her personal grievance. During the order, it would not be able to dismiss her. Ms 
Moke alleged RHOT acted unfairly in carrying out an inquiry, regarding two complaints of bullying and 
harassment made against her. She claimed the Board unjustifiably disadvantaged her by failing to act in 
good faith and in accordance with tikanga while looking into the complaints.

The names and positions of the two complainants were prohibited from being used in the proceedings 
and the determination. They were instead referred to as Mr A and Mr B. 

RHOT was an incorporated iwi charitable trust. Ms Moke began working as the CEO on 2 December 
2019. On 7 July 2022, Mr A made a formal complaint about Ms Moke’s conduct and on 16 August 
2022, Mr B made his complaint. On 18 August 2022, Ms Moke and the Board representatives met 
with an independent mediator. They discussed a proposal, made by a Board representative, for the 
complainants’ concerns to be addressed through a tikanga-based hohou i te rongo process.

At her request, Ms Moke went on paid special leave from 31 August 2022. On 21 September 2022, 
she returned to work with special conditions on contacting Mr B at work. In the following months, 
Ms Moke and others attended interviews with the investigator. In February 2023, Mr B made further 
allegations about Ms Moke’s interactions with him. He raised these concerns formally as an employment 
relationship problem. The Board suspended Ms Moke from her position pending receipt of the final 
investigation report.

The investigator’s final report on Mr A’s complaint substantiated “multiple findings of unreasonable 
actions” by Ms Moke towards him. The report on Mr B’s complaint concluded Ms Moke’ behaviour 
was “unreasonably negative”. On 5 May 2023, Ms Moke raised a personal grievance regarding how the 
investigation was being conducted and the delays in providing reports.

Where an organisation has expressed a commitment to tikanga principles or values, it becomes obliged 
to consider and apply tikanga values and processes throughout the employment relationship, to all 
employees whether Māori or not. The Authority found more should have been done to consider and 
apply accepted tikanga principles. The principles could have applied to how the complaints were 
dealt with from the outset, the reports in July 2023 and the disciplinary process that followed. Ms 
Moke also had an arguable case she could be entitled to the remedies she sought, including distress 
compensation, if RHOT was found to have acted unjustifiably in its investigation and disciplinary 
processes.

There was a high threshold to intervene in an employer’s investigation of workplace issues or disciplinary 
process. Ms Moke argued money was no remedy for the potential loss of mana and reputation to her 
and her whanau. While Ms Moke bore responsibility herself for some of the delay, she had the stronger 
argument that the length of time taken for the investigation was unfair, to the complainants as well as 
her. The Board was open to addressing matters in a tikanga manner at the outset. The investigation 
proceeded under terms of reference that Ms Moke had the opportunity to comment on and had agreed 
to.

However, a further concern was that pausing an investigation or disciplinary process risked cutting 
across the employer’s obligations to other employees and dealing with their concerns. The Authority 
found that the overall justice did not favour making the interim order Ms Moke sought. It denied Ms 
Moke’s application for interim orders. The parties would proceed to a case management conference for 
Ms Moke’s case. Costs were reserved until the case’s outcome.

Moke v Raukura Hauroa O Tainui Trust [[2023] NZERA 603; 16/10/23; R Arthur]
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Part-time employee compensated for minimum entitlements and $30,000 for harm

Castlewood Home (Castlewood) was a rest home facility owned and operated by Mr Diehl. Mrs Wright 
worked in Castlewood as a home assistant carer from 5 February 2020 until she resigned on 15 October 
2021. She raised personal grievances for unjustified dismissal and unjustified disadvantage and sought 
compensation, wage arrears and interest.

On 19 July 2021, Mrs Wright raised a complaint about the kitchen manager to the facility manager, Mr 
Cooney. She alleged that the kitchen manager used a large kitchen knife in a threatening manner and 
keyed her car. Mr Cooney interviewed Mrs Wright, the kitchen manager and a witness who heard the 
interaction from the next room. He did not disclose the accounts from the witness and kitchen manager 
to Mrs Wright.

Mr Cooney preliminarily decided Mrs Wright was dishonest about what happened. He claimed she 
hoped that the kitchen manager would be dismissed and tried to damage Castlewood’s reputation. He 
alleged this amounted to serious misconduct, being grounds for instant dismissal. Mrs Wright denied 
the accusation. It was the first time Castlewood informed her there was potential for dismissal. 

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) said that a fair and reasonable employer would not 
have concluded that Mrs Wright initiated the incident and then complained about it in the expectation 
that Mr Diehl, as her employer, would dismiss the kitchen manager with no supporting evidence. Mrs 
Wright co-operated with team members and met all other obligations. Mr Diehl did not disclose the 
other employees’ accounts to Mrs Wright. He predetermined the outcome and did not consider the 
available information. He did not advise Mrs Wright that he was considering an allegation of serious 
misconduct against her. Accordingly, Mr Diehl unjustly disadvantaged Mrs Wright.

The Authority found that Mrs Wright was constructively dismissed. Many factors made it foreseeable 
that she would resign. Mr Diehl was unaware of his remuneration obligations under the Support 
Workers (Pay Equity) Settlements Act 2017 (the Support Workers Act) and so underpaid her. Both 
parties agreed on her lower remuneration, but this agreement could not displace the law. The Support 
Workers Act also provided for back payment, which Mr Diehl was also not aware of.

Mr Diehl also treated alternative holidays as interchangeable with annual holidays at his election, when 
Ms Wright never requested them paid out. The payments were not consistent with the employment 
agreement and breached the Holidays Act 2003. When Mrs Wright raised the issue, Mr Diehl failed to 
resolve it. He reinstated some alternative holiday entitlements but deducted equivalent entitlement from 
her annual holiday balance. 

Mrs Wright was accused of serious misconduct without proper grounds. She was criticised for 
swapping out a shift Castlewood rostered her onto during her approved annual leave, being told she 

“unilaterally altered rosters”, acted “in breach of [her] employment agreement” and “[chose] to ignore 
the procedures to advantage yourself”. Castlewood did not have such a policy prohibiting staff from 
agreeing to swap shifts.

The last matter was Mrs Wright’s request for unpaid leave “to enrol in a course of study related to 
aged care”, from 15 October 2021 to 12 December 2021. Her employment agreement stipulated that 

“applications for unpaid leave will be given reasonable consideration by the employer”. Mr Diehl said 
Castlewood’s staffing requirements did not allow for that amount of leave and that if she decided to do 
this course, she needed to resign. Mrs Wright resigned the next day. Mr Diehl did not give “reasonable 
consideration” to Mrs Wright’s application and breached the employment agreement.

The Authority said the substantial risk of Mrs Wright’s resignation was reasonably foreseeable. Each 
breach on its own was quite serious. Taken together, it was foreseeable an employee would not be 
prepared to continue working in those circumstances.  Mr Diehl was personally liable as Mrs Wright’s 
employer. He was the named party and signatory to the agreement. Conversely, the company’s name 
was incorrectly stated in the agreement. 

For the successful personal grievances, the Authority ordered $3,905 and $100 in arrears for 
underpayment of wages. When Mrs Wright’s employment ended, she retained an entitlement to 15 
alternative holidays, which were not paid in her final pay. For this the Authority ordered arrears of $3,240. 
Mr Diehl also did not pay her final holiday pay to a total of $3,446.92. Mr Diehl caused significant harm 
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from both grievances, so the Authority ordered compensation of $30,000. It also ordered Mr Diehl to pay 
costs of $71.56. 

Wright v Diehl [[2023] NZERA 613; 19/10/23; P Cheyne]

Unjustified dismissal during company liquidation

Mr Reynolds worked as a long-haul truck driver for Willow Transport Limited (Willow). Willow had been 
facing serious financial difficulties and was put into liquidation. He claimed Willow unilaterally varied his 
employment agreement by reducing his wages. He further claimed he had been unjustifiably dismissed 
when Willow ended his employment.

The morning of 31 December 2022, Mr Reynolds found a relative of Willow’s director waiting for him 
at work. He told Mr Reynolds the truck he drove had been repossessed by another company. The 
person paid him $1,500 to “tide him over” and offered him work, which he accepted. He would drive 
trucks for that person for a week before taking leave to have hand surgery. Mr Reynolds applied to the 
Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) claiming his annual holidays were not paid out with his 
final pay. 

Under the Employment Relations Act (the Act), an employer’s decision to dismiss must be justified. 
The question is whether that decision was what a fair and reasonable employer could have done in 
all the circumstances, at the time the dismissal occurred. The Authority found Mr Reynolds turned up 
for work one day and suddenly found himself unemployed. Mr Reynolds had little understanding of 
what liquidation involved and the effects it would have on his employment. He described himself as a 

“trusting person” and took the offer of work at its word. He knew Willow had been facing serious financial 
issues as there had been ongoing issues with his pay over the preceding few months. Willow could not 
show that it had undertaken a restructuring process of any kind. The Authority decided he had been 
unjustifiably dismissed.

Mr Reynolds also claimed Willow had reduced his wages without his agreement. The claim was 
complicated by the fact that Willow had not kept his wage and time records, meaning he could not show 
exactly how much he was out of pocket. Willow also did not hold a written copy of his employment 
agreement. Mr Reynolds said he was meant to be paid at least $1,600 per week. However, the Authority 
found Mr Reynolds had in fact agreed to a pay reduction to $1,500 per week. Even though some weeks 
he was paid a lesser amount, the difference was usually made up in later payments. The Authority 
decided not to make any findings on the matter. Mr Reynolds also did not provide sufficient evidence to 
show that he was entitled to lost earnings.

Mr Reynolds initially claimed Willow owed him $6,912 in annual holidays of approximately one year and 
four weeks. The Authority recalculated based on his entitlement to annual holidays for working one year, 
and accrual on his remaining employment. This added up to $9,267 instead. The Authority made Willow 
pay interest on that amount.  Willow breached its obligations under the Holidays Act to pay annual 
holiday pay in Mr Reynolds’ dismissal, but the Authority found it was not appropriate to order a penalty 
in the circumstances of this case. 

Mr Reynolds claimed compensation for humiliation, loss of dignity and injury to feelings. He described 
“feeling stink” about the whole situation. His sudden and unexpected dismissal meant he had to consider 
cancelling his hand surgery. His wife described an adverse change in his behaviour, sleepless nights 
and a low mood. The Authority decided to award $10,000.

Mr Reynolds also sought to have Willow’s director, Ms Duff, made personally liable for breaches of 
employment standards. The Authority allowed Mr Reynolds to return to it later to address this issue.

Reynolds v Willow Transport Limited (In Liquidation) [[2023] NZERA 644; 01/11/23; Baker A]  
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Availability provision is found to be illegal

Messrs Williams, Shearer and Finn (the Employees) worked in the New Zealand Defence Force (NZDF) 
as regional technical managers (RTMs) within its Communications Information Services (CIS) branch. 
On 31 December 2020, NZDF disestablished their roles. They claimed that RTMs were required to be 
available outside standard business hours to support NZDF’s information communications technology 
(ICT) without compensation. They believed their employment agreements were not compliant with the 
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act).

NZDF denied that the ‘hours of work’ clause was an availability provision. It said employees could 
decline to perform work outside standard business hours since their employment agreements did not 
provide for reasonable compensation. It accepted the clause was not compliant with the Act but said 
the employees were not required to be available.

The agreements set out that RTMs were required to work 40 hours a week, Monday to Friday, between 
7am to 7pm. It further set out that RTMs were part of the escalation process for IT faults and could 
require this after standard business hours. A rotational duty roster listed the names of on-call personnel 
who reported to the RTMs, and at its bottom, named the Employees as escalation points for their 
respective regions. RTMs were the first escalation point for all urgent faults.

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) considered the background of the RTM role and 
noted an internal letter of 26 September 2015. This set out that the Employees were permitted to take 
work vehicles back home, under the expectation they would be available 24/7, and that this had been 
custom and practice for some time.

In April 2017, section 67D of the Act came into effect, providing for employees to be compensated 
when making themselves available for work outside their usual hours. While NZDF made an allowance 
of $50 per day for affected staff, it excluded the RTM roles from its consideration and assessment of 
personnel entitled to reasonable compensation at that time. Mr Finn challenged this decision in that 
RTMs had to make themselves available for work outside their usual hours. NZDF never responded to 
this, but management still expected that the RTMs would continue to work whenever required. The issue 
continued behind the scenes until NZDF held a meeting with the RTMs in May 2019 and instructed them 
to cease all on-call support. It did not give rationale for this or put the instruction in writing. Nothing 
actually changed operationally for the RTMs; they still received calls on an on-call basis and NZDF still 
expected them to respond.

On 21 November 2019, NZDF offered a 5 per cent variation to the Employees, applying from 1 April 
2017 to 31 May 2019. The payment addressed that the RTMs were providing non-rostered on-call 
coverage to their respective geographical areas. The employees did not consider this to be ‘reasonable 
compensation’ and that the $50 per day allowance would be a more appropriate outcome. They rejected 
the offer.

The Authority accepted the Employees’ argument. While NZDF claimed the Employees could refuse to 
answer off-hour calls that had no reasonable compensation, in reality NZDF’s operational requirements 
prevented them from refusing. Both NZDF and the Employees said that any refusal to take those 
calls would be adversely viewed and likely become a performance issue, both for the Employees as 
individuals and NZDF’s operations. Accordingly, the Authority found that NZDF required the Employees 
to be available to perform work outside standard business hours, in addition to their guaranteed hours. 

The Authority then considered whether the agreements included an availability provision. The 
Employees argued that the use of the word “required” meant they had to be available when called upon. 
NZDF contended the term enabled greater flexibility for both parties. NZDF’s own Human Resources 
department knew about the on-call nature of the RTM role and had some health and safety concerns, 
but could not put in place an availability payment without sign-off from senior management.

The Authority found that the hours of work clause was not compliant with the Act. It required the 
employees to be available to perform work in addition to their minimum guaranteed 40 hours, but did not 
provide for reasonable compensation, and had no genuine entitlement to refuse to perform work that 
was in addition to guaranteed hours. Costs were reserved.

Williams v Chief of Defence Force [[2023] NZERA 631; 25/10/23; D Tan]
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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 

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)

Te Korowai o Wainuiārua Claims Settlement Bill  (26 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/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/document/54SCMAOC_SCF_D34B0928-68F2-42EC-0E2E-08DBA828017E/te-korowai-o-wainui%C4%81rua-claims-settlement-bill
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.


