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Changes to ACC Client Payments from 1 April 2024

Full-time workers with low earnings, and clients entitled to loss of potential earnings received a change 
to their payments from 1 April.

Changes to other client payment rates, grants, and allowances will occur on 1 July.

For clients receiving the minimum rate of weekly compensation, based on the 2024 minimum wage rate 
increasing ACC have changed the minimum rate payable.

The new gross minimum rate of weekly compensation payable to a full-time earner will be $740.80 (equal 
to 80% of the adult minimum wage of $926.00 for a forty-hour week).

To read further, please click here.

Businesses offer employees work-style choices

Four out of five businesses across Aotearoa New Zealand offered flexible working hours to their 
employees in 2023, according to data released by Stats NZ today.

The offer of flexible working hours increases to 90 percent for large businesses (those with 100 or more 
employees).

The option of flexible working hours was more likely to be available in the following industries:

“Larger businesses were more likely to offer health and wellbeing support, and to offer beyond what is 
required by law for parental leave, redundancy, and illness or injury provisions,” business performance 
manager Ricky Ho said.

“More than 2 out of 5 businesses offered their employees the option of working from home, and 14 
percent of their staff took up this option on a working day.”

To read further, please click here.
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Minister to meet Australian counterparts and Manufacturing Industry Leaders

Small Business, Manufacturing, Commerce and Consumer Affairs Minister Andrew Bayly will travel to 
Australia for a series of bi-lateral meetings and manufacturing visits.

During the visit, Minister Bayly will meet with his Australian counterparts, Senator Tim Ayres, Ed Husic, 
Dr Andrew Leigh and Julie Collins, and representatives from competition and investment regulators as 
well as manufacturing meetings.

“There is a lot to cover on the visit, and I intend to bring back some examples that could benefit New 
Zealand consumers, small business operators and the manufacturing industry,” Mr Bayly says. 

“Our economies are deeply interlinked, and the Prime Minister has made it clear from his recent visits 
to Australia that New Zealand will prioritise opportunities to work more closely together. I look forward 
to my discussions with Australian Ministers on how we can work more closely together to deepen our 
Single Economic Market.”

To read further, please click here.

NZ-EU FTA gains Royal Assent for 1 May entry to force

The European Union Free Trade Agreement Legislation Amendment Bill received Royal Assent today, 
completing the process for New Zealand’s ratification of its free trade agreement with the European 
Union.

“I am pleased to announce that in a small ceremony at the Beehive, New Zealand notified the European 
Union of our ratification of the New Zealand European Union Free Trade Agreement (NZ-EUFTA). 
This enables the agreement to come into force earlier than expected, from 1 May 2024,” Trade and 
Agriculture Minister, Todd McClay says.

“For Kiwi fruit exporters Zespri estimates tariff removals will generate an average annual savings of up to 
$16,000 per kiwi fruit grower this year. While Onions New Zealand expect to see annual industry savings 
of $6.5 million.

“The Agreement also reduces regulatory barriers on service exports by 10 to 20 per cent, contributing an 
additional $95 to $187 million to our GDP once implemented.

“The EU is an important and like-minded international partner for New Zealand. This FTA provides a 
platform to further grow our trade relationship and deepen business connections,” Mr McClay says.

Upon entry to force on 1 May, the Agreement is set to increase our total exports to the EU by $1.8 billion 
annually.

To read further, please click here.

Concerns conveyed to China over cyber activity

Foreign Minister Winston Peters has confirmed New Zealand’s concerns about cyber activity have been 
conveyed directly to the Chinese Government.  

“The Prime Minister and Minister Collins have expressed concerns about malicious cyber activity, 
attributed to groups sponsored by the Chinese Government, targeting democratic institutions in both 
New Zealand and the United Kingdom,” Mr Peters says.

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/minister-meet-australian-counterparts-and-manufacturing-industry-leaders
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/nz-eu-fta-gains-royal-assent-1-may-entry-force
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“It is important that these concerns also be conveyed directly to the Chinese Government. It is for that 
reason that I directed senior officials at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade to speak today to the 
Chinese Ambassador, to lay out our position and express our concerns. That conversation has now 
taken place.”

“Foreign interference of this nature is unacceptable, and we have urged China to refrain from such 
activity in future. New Zealand will continue to speak out – consistently and predictably – where we see 
concerning behaviours like this,” Mr Peters says.  

To read further, please click here.

Brynderwyns open for Easter

State Highway 1 across the Brynderwyns opened for Easter weekend, with work currently underway 
to ensure the resilience of this critical route was paused for Easter Weekend to allow holiday makers to 
travel north, Transport Minister Simeon Brown says.

“I visited the Brynderwyn Hills construction site, where workers are preparing the route for a temporary 
reopening from this Thursday.

“Weather events last year caused severe under and over-slips on State Highway 1 at the Brynderwyn 
Hills and NZTA have undertaken extensive works to strengthen the resilience of this corridor.”

“Excellent progress has already been made on works since the road was closed, with NZTA’s project 
teams working around the clock to complete this critical project as quickly as possible.”

NZTA paused works on the Brynderwyns for the busy Easter period, with State Highway 1 at the 
Brynderwyn Hills opened from Thursday the 28th of March to Tuesday the 2nd of April.

To read further, please click here.

Families to receive up to $75 a week help with ECE fees

Hardworking families are set to benefit from a new credit to help them meet their early childcare 
education (ECE) costs, Finance Minister Nicola Willis says.

From 1 July, parents and caregivers of young children will be supported to manage the rising cost of 
living with a partial reimbursement of their ECE fees. Under the scheme, parents can get back up to 25 
percent of their weekly fees, to a maximum of $75 per week.

“Many families are struggling with high housing, food, and childcare costs. One of our priorities is to 
support families to get ahead by helping them with the high cost of living, including help for those 
bearing the brunt of childcare costs.

“Being able to afford ECE fees can also be a barrier to entering the workforce, particularly for the second 
earner in a household. FamilyBoost will make it easier and more worthwhile for families with young 
children to work by directly assisting them to pay those ECE fees.

“FamilyBoost was a campaign commitment and forms part of our overall tax plan. I am delighted we are 
delivering on our promise today with support for those who need it,” Nicola Willis says.

The FamilyBoost credit of up to $75 per week relates to fees incurred with a licenced ECE provider after 
the 20 Hours Free and MSD’s Childcare Subsidy are taken into account.  

To read further, please click here.

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/concerns-conveyed-china-over-cyber-activity
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/brynderwyns-open-easter
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/families-receive-75-week-help-ece-fees
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EMPLOYMENT COURT: ONE CASE

Employment Court decides sufficient information was provided for transferring employees

Total Property Services (Canterbury) Ltd (Total) and Crest Commercial Cleaning Ltd (Crest) were both 
cleaning companies. In August 2019, Total lost their contract to clean a school to Crest. As Total’s 
employees were considered “vulnerable” under part 6A of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act), 
they had a right to transfer to Crest.

Total believed it provided sufficient information to ensure that the employees were transferred on the 
same terms and conditions of employment and that it complied with the Act and the Holidays Act 2000. 
Crest argued that the Act required Total to provide “full” information, including actual employment 
records. Failure to do so warranted a compliance order and the imposition of penalties.

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) held that Total provided sufficient information, but its 
tardiness warranted a modest penalty of $1,000 to the Crown. Crest challenged the whole determination, 
claiming that a compliance order was the appropriate remedy. It also alleged $20,000 for each identified 
breach. Total sought to overturn the penalty and to set aside certain paragraphs of the determination 
that criticised its managing director, Mr Emery, which breached natural justice.

The paragraphs criticising Mr Emery suggested that he had “a jaundiced view of Crest’s business 
methods and may have had a degree of bitterness at losing the cleaning contract”. The comments 
were never raised to him in the investigation meeting. The Authority was only able to make adverse 
comments if they were warranted and if the criticised person was “fairly on notice of that risk and given 
an opportunity to respond”.  

The Court found that Total breached both the Employment Relations Act and Holidays Act. The Act 
defined ‘individualised employee information’ to mean information kept for “employment-related 
purposes”. The definition was not exhaustive, indicated by use of the word “including”, with examples 
following it. It also referred to “any personnel records relating to the employee” that were “relevant to 
establishing the terms and conditions of employment that will continue.” Wage, time, holiday and leave 
records had to be supplied.

Total gave Crest written elections to transfer by eleven employees, their individual employment 
agreements, a spreadsheet showing set hours of work, rates of pay and leave balances, the employee 
handbook, some holiday and leave data, summaries of the previous 12-month earnings and calculations, 
payslips, and timesheets for two pay periods, sick leave information, copies of disciplinary letters, tax 
code declarations and KiwiSaver information.

It emerged that Crest believed Total’s calculations regarding certain entitlements were incorrect; Total’s 
response was to request Crest’s calculations, which Crest was not willing to provide in the absence of 
information to verify those calculations. 

The Court found that the information on the spreadsheet was inaccurate. It did not specify the number 
of hours worked each day and the pay for the hours as required by the Act. Total admitted that the 
employees worked slightly different hours from those referred to in the spreadsheet. It also did not show 
patterns of leave for one employee. The Act required the age of the employee to be recorded if they 
were under 20. Some of the transferring employees were under 20 but this information was not provided.  

The Court decided that the Authority was wrong to say that the information provided was sufficient. 
What was provided fell short of Total’s obligations under both Acts. But neither Crest, nor the transferred 
employees suffered any actual disadvantage or financial loss from what happened and so no penalty 
was ordered. Crest was able to establish the terms and conditions of the employment agreements. The 
challenges were successful, and the Authority’s determination was set aside. Costs were reserved.

Total Property Services (Canterbury) Limited v Crest Commercial Cleaning Limited [[2023] 
NZEmpC 237; 22/12/23; Judge K G Smith]
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EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS AUTHORITY: FOUR CASES

Uncommunicative and unresponsive employer taken to Employment Relations Authority

Mr Reu commenced employment with WSP Limited (WSP) on 1 September 2022 as an installation 
worker. He was verbally advised that he would work 40 hours per week, Monday to Friday. He was not 
provided with an employment agreement nor told what his pay would be other than it would be above 
the minimum wage. On 9 September 2022, he received pay of $526.35 for 1 September to 7 September 
2022, but no payslip was provided. 

Mr Reu repeatedly asked Mr Walker, the sole director and shareholder, for an employment agreement 
and wage and time details. These were not supplied to him. Although the role was full-time, there were 
days when Mr Walker told Mr Reu to take the day off, as there was no work for him. Mr Reu did not 
receive payment for these days. Mr Reu received a further payment on 21 September 2022 of $366.56, 
for the period 8 to 21 September 2022. There was no payslip provided. Mr Walker continued to be 
difficult to communicate with and unresponsive to questions about Mr Reu’s wage and time records.

On 28 September 2022, after further communication issues with Mr Walker, Mr Reu submitted his 
resignation. There was then disagreement about the wages owing to Mr Reu. When they did not 
reach an agreement, he lodged a personal grievance on 2 November 2022. Mr Walker declined to 
engage with the mediation process and consequently the matter was considered by the Employment 
Relations Authority (the Authority). Mr Reu raised a claim for unjustified disadvantage and unjustifiable 
constructive dismissal, relating to WSP not providing him with an employment agreement and breaches 
of his wage payments.

Despite numerous efforts to include WSP and Mr Walker in its investigation process, the Authority 
ultimately had to make a determination on the evidence to hand. Mr Walker advised the Authority he 
would not participate.   

The Authority determined that Mr Reu was employed as a permanent employee for 40 hours per week. 
Following this determination, it became clear that WSP had breached its obligations to pay wages to Mr 
Reu under the Wages Protection Act 1983, the Minimum Wages Act 1983 and the Holidays Act 2003. Mr 
Reu successfully argued that a compliance order should be made out against Mr Walker for arrears and 
wages if WSP was not able to make good on these payments.  

The Authority commented on the communication style of Mr Walker, observing that this was not the 
behaviour one would or should expect from an employer acting in good faith. Mr Walker ignored Mr 
Reu’s reasonable requests for a written employment agreement, his time and wage record, and queries 
on wages paid, despite several opportunities to respond. 

Mr Walker also breached the terms of Mr Reu’s employment agreement and failed to pay Mr Reu his 
agreed hours at the agreed hourly rate. In these circumstances, the Authority considered it entirely 
foreseeable that Mr Reu would resign and therefore found that he was unjustifiably constructively 
dismissed by WSP. This finding absorbed the claim for unjustified disadvantage. 

WSP was ordered to pay Mr Reu the sum of $28,739.55. This was comprised of $2,925.99 in arrears 
of wages including annual holiday pay and statutory holiday entitlements, $11,492 as compensation for 
3 months of wages lost as a result of the dismissal, $12,000 as compensation for hurt and humiliation, 
$2,250 in costs and the $71.56 filing fee.

Reu v WSP Limited [[2023] NZERA 600; 16/10/23; D Tan]
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Authority finds in favour of employer regarding employee benefit 

Mr Martin applied to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) regarding a problem with 
his employment by the Priory in New Zealand of the Most Venerable Order of the Hospital of St 
John of Jerusalem (St John). Mr Martin raised his personal grievance to St John in October 2018. He 
complained St John had unjustifiably disadvantaged him, by refusing a request to join a subsidised 
medical insurance scheme available to other St John employees, in July 2018. Mr Martin sought a 
determination that he had a personal grievance, with compensation of $91,935 for loss of a benefit of 
employment, and legal costs and expenses.

Mr Martin’s grievance arose from the fixed term employment he had from July 2018 until September 
2018, under an individual employment agreement (the agreement). In late July 2018, shortly after 
commencement of employment, Mr Martin asked St John if he could join the subsidised Major Medical 
Insurance scheme (MMI) available to other St John employees. St John declined the request.

Mr Martin’s agreement and memorandum made no express provision for MMI or any other subsidised 
medical insurance as an entitlement. Mr Martin’s request for the benefit seemed to have been based 
on a MBIE website which stated that fixed-term employees have the same employment rights and 
responsibilities as permanent employees. The Authority explained it was important to read the website 
extract in context. The website actually referred to ‘minimum’ rights and responsibilities. It referred to 
entitlements such as minimum wages, holiday, and sick leave entitlements.

The parties to an employment agreement can negotiate subsidised medical insurance, and it may 
become a term through their offer and acceptance, respectively. There was no indication that St John 
offered Mr Martin subsidised medical insurance as a term of employment, or that he accepted such 
an offer. Therefore, the Authority felt it could be reasonably inferred there was no mutual agreement to 
include such a term in the agreement. It also was not in the employer’s general rules or policies outside 
the written agreement, which could have been incorporated into the agreement by reference to them. 

The Authority did not have jurisdiction to fix new terms and conditions of employment, thus could not 
impose or introduce a term into the agreement that the parties had not consented to. The Authority 
could not determine that St John should have let Mr Martin and others enter into a fixed term agreement 
bargain for subsidised medical insurance, just because it was offered to permanent employees too.

The St John Operational Collective Agreement, in force in 2018, stated it applied to all employees who 
were members of the relevant union and that the MMI scheme would be ‘available to all permanent 
employees’. The collective agreement defined ‘permanent employee’ as one employed on an indefinite 
basis. Mr Martin was not an employee in the context of MMI scheme availability. 

The Act prohibits preference in terms and conditions of employment by reason of a person’s union 
membership or lack thereof. The Authority found that the preference against access to MMI from 
Mr Martin’s terms and conditions was not because of union membership, but because his particular 
employment agreement was for a fixed term rather than permanent employment. But for the fixed term 
of employment, Mr Martin would have been entitled to MMI, whether a member of the union or not. 
Therefore, the selection of fixed term instead of permanent employment did not give rise to a prohibited 
preference under the Act. 

The Authority considered whether there was discrimination in employment exercised by St John, when 
it did not offer Mr Martin the same access to subsidised medical insurance as other employees were 
given. Although Mr Martin was technically treated differently, for an employer’s actions to be unlawful, 
discrimination in employment must be because of employment status. The Human Rights Act 1993 
defined this as being unemployed or the recipient of a benefit. Hence, this situation was not unlawful 
discrimination.

For the above reasons, the Authority agreed with St John that it did not act unjustifiably towards Mr 
Martin in his employment or terms and conditions of employment. The Authority determined that Mr 
Martin did not have a personal grievance. An application of costs was to be made by St John within 21 
days of the date of the determination. 

Martin v The Priory in New Zealand of The Most Venerable Order of The Hospital of St John of 
Jerusalem [[2023] NZERA 592 11/10/23; A Dumbleton]
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Absence of an individual employment agreement

From 10 September to 25 October 2022, Ms Choi worked full-time as a kitchen hand for HSK Limited 
(HSK), a restaurant in Albany. HSK was operated by Mr Ryoo, his wife, and their son Mr Young Woo 
Ryoo, also known as Ben. Ms Choi claimed she was not provided with a written employment agreement 
by her employer, that it failed to set up a payment plan into her KiwiSaver, and that she was forced to 
resign because of the company’s actions in reducing her employment from five to two days of work per 
week.

No written employment agreement was provided when Ms Choi started her employment, but they 
shared a consistent idea of the oral terms and conditions of her employment. Both parties agreed Ms 
Choi was employed as a kitchenhand and required to work full-time, for approximately 32 to 33 hours 
per week, over five days from Tuesday to Sunday. She would be paid $22 an hour.

The parties disagreed as to how the employment relationship ended. On 18 October 2022, Ms Choi met 
with Mr Ryoo and Ben to discuss the proposal to reduce her workdays. First, HSK asked if she could 
work part-time for only two days per week, but Ms Choi did not agree. It then asked whether she could 
work during the evening. Ms Choi explained that she could not do so because of her family situation. 
The meeting ended with no agreement being reached between the parties, but they continued to text 
each other later that evening.

Later that night, Ms Choi claimed HSK told her not to come into work the following day. Ms Choi 
received a text from HSK stating that she had been asked to work part-time and that she had not been 
dismissed. 

On 24 October 2022, HSK texted that what Ms Choi was asking from the business was difficult. 
Consequently, she was asked to work the same hours during the day, but for only two days per week. 
Later that same day, Ms Choi requested that she be given three weeks’ notice (working five days per 
week) because she did not feel comfortable “fighting over this”. The employer’s response was that if Ms 
Choi wished to quit, she could work two days per week for the next three weeks. This was not accepted 
by Ms Choi. 

On 25 October 2022, Ms Choi returned to work, which was her last day of employment at HSK. On 26 
October 2022, Ms Choi raised a personal grievance with her employer for failing to provide her with a 
written employment agreement and for changing her work hours.

HSK said that Ms Choi’s failure to provide her passport meant that it could not prepare a written 
employment agreement for her. The legal minimum requirements for form and content of an employment 
agreement did not require Ms Choi’s passport to complete her employment agreement. A written 
employment agreement could have contained a provision that the employee needed to be lawfully 
entitled to work in New Zealand, such as being a citizen, resident, or the holder of a valid work visa.  Ms 
Choi stated at the investigation meeting that if she had a written employment agreement, HSK may not 
have changed her workdays from five to two days per week. A written employment agreement may have 
contained a provision that before any subsequent variation or change could be made, the agreement of 
both parties evidenced in writing was required. 

The Authority found HSK’s action in failing to provide Ms Choi with a written employment agreement 
was not what a fair and reasonable employer could have done in all the circumstances. HSK’s failures 
towards Ms Choi directly contributed to the circumstances which resulted in her dismissal. The Authority 
did not consider it fair that HSK must pay significantly in lost wages, when it had not been shown that 
Ms Choi sufficiently mitigated her losses. It determined Ms Choi experienced loss of dignity and injury to 
feelings.

HSK was ordered to pay Ms Choi the Authority’s filing fee of $71.55 and a hearing fee of $153.33, $715 
in lost wages from the date of dismissal until the date Ms Choi found alternative employment, and 
compensation of $10,000 for hurt and humiliation. As the parties were self-represented, each party was 
ordered to carry their own costs.

Choi v HSK Limited [[2023] NZERA 593; 12/10/23; P Fuiava]
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Faulty investigation of serious allegations leads to unjustified dismissal

Mr Hynes was employed by One Pure Limited (One Pure) as the procurement and logistics manager 
at its Napier factory. In late 2020, One Pure appointed Mr Yu to the One Pure factory, first as the 
production manager, and then as plant manager overseeing the entire factory. The two had a clash of 
working styles and communication between them became poor.

On 3 February 2022, an employee in the factory, Mr Costello, sent an email to One Pure’s human 
resources manager, Ms Shan. He accused Mr Hynes and three other staff of a variety of serious 
offences, including racist comments, destruction of stock, theft of time, and variously undermining One 
Pure’s commercial operations. Ms Shan forwarded this email to the general manager responsible, Mr 
Bolmatis. Mr Bolmatis looked into the matter and began disciplinary proceedings against Mr Hynes. 
During the investigation, Mr Hynes requested that other witnesses be interviewed and that he receive 
copies of these notes. Mr Bolmatis said he conducted these interviews; however, no records were kept 
and One Pure did not share information from them with Mr Hynes.  

On 9 March 2022, Mr Hynes was summarily dismissed for serious misconduct by Mr Bolmatis and given 
less than an hour to leave the premises. During the very brief handover and return of property, it became 
clear to Mr Hynes that his dismissal came as a surprise to Mr Yu. Mr Hynes had to return his work boots 
and, with no vehicle, had to depart the site in his socks.

Mr Hynes raised a personal grievance alleging unjustified dismissal. In his claim he raised concerns 
about the procedure used by One Pure. Following unsuccessful mediation, the matter was considered 
by the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority).

The Authority found that there was no evidence that Mr Bolmatis assessed Mr Costello’s allegations 
critically, or that he weighed comments against Mr Costello’s own knowledge, qualifications, and 
experience. Further, the Authority found Mr Costello's allegations - that Mr Hynes undermined the 
production and manufacturing activities of One Pure - to be unreliable. By his own admission, Mr 
Costello lacked the requisite qualifications and experience to comment about such matters. Mr Costello 
admitted himself that the comments he alleged were racist were instead not overtly so. Mr Costello’s 
evidence was fundamentally unreliable as, by his own admission, he was not around in the break room 
enough to hear what others were saying.

The Authority found significant flaws with the investigation process undertaken by Mr Bolmatis. 
There appeared to be no proper basis for the allegations put to Mr Hynes and no evidence that his 
explanations were genuinely considered. The dismissal was not considered the actions of a fair and 
reasonable employer and consequently Mr Hynes’s claim for unjustified dismissal was established.

The Authority found Mr Hynes was entitled to remedies of lost wages and compensation for humiliation 
and injury to feelings. He claimed for a penalty for alleged breaches of the Employment Relations Act 
and his employment agreement, but the Authority considered these duplicate claims, so they did not 
succeed.

One Pure was ordered to pay to Mr Hynes the sum of $37,673, being 23.5 weeks lost remuneration, and 
the sum of $25,000 without deduction as compensation for humiliation, loss of dignity, and injury to 
feelings. Costs were reserved.

Hynes v One Pure Limited [[2023] NZERA 599; 16/10/23; C English]

Minimum Wage Increase

From 1 April 2024, the adult minimum wage rate will increase from $22.70 to $23.15 per hour. The 
starting-out and training minimum wage rates will also increase from $18.16 to $18.52 per hour (80 per 
cent of the adult rate).

Further details about the minimum wage increase can be found on Employment New Zealand website: 
https://www.employment.govt.nz/
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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: Ten Bills 

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

Gangs Legislation Amendment Bill (5 April 2024)

Courts (Remote Participation) Amendment Bill (5 April 2024)

Firearms Prohibition Orders Legislation Amendment Bill (5 April 2024)

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)

Report of the Controller and Auditor-General, Making Infrastructure Investment Decisions Quickly (8 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/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_D054C8B9-9572-438F-0895-08DC3E31559C/gangs-legislation-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCJUST_SCF_57044133-9AC6-4B73-0896-08DC3E31559C/courts-remote-participation-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/54SCJUST_SCF_D11CAB7C-84E1-4E37-1DBB-08DC38A90C66/firearms-prohibition-orders-legislation-amendment-bill
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/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/
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/


E M P L O Y E R  B U L L E T I N  2 Apr i l  2024

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


E M P L O Y E R  B U L L E T I N  2 Apr i l  2024

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.


