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Employment Relations Authority: Six Cases 

Employee’s disheveled appearance deemed to be due to ecstasy use 

UYT worked in a café owned and operated by V Limited. RUT was the sole 
director and shareholder of V Limited. UYT claimed that she worked for RUT 
personally and that she was unjustifiably dismissed on 4 January 2019. RUT 
claimed that UYT was employed by V Limited and that UYT resigned. The 
Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) had to determine who UYT’s 
employer was and whether there was a dismissal or a resignation. If there was a 
dismissal which was unjustified, then what remedies would be appropriate.  

The onus of proving the identity of the employer rests on the employee and the 
balance of probabilities. The Authority was required to objectively assess the 
employment relationship at its outset, and consider who an independent, but 
knowledgeable observer would have said was the employer. The Authority noted 
that V Limited was clearly named as the employer in the employment 
agreement. UYT claimed that she only became aware of V Limited through the 
proceedings, but acknowledged that her payslips recorded the employer as V 
Limited and bank records showed the entity that paid her wages as V Limited. 
The Authority concluded that V Limited, rather than RUT personally, was UYT’s 
employer.  

In determining whether UYT was unjustifiably dismissed, the Authority looked at 
events prior to and following 4 January 2019. On 1 January 2019, UYT was told 
to leave work early. UYT stated that she was experiencing personal problems 
that morning and needed to leave the workplace momentarily to get her 
emotions under control. She explained that upon her return, RUT told her to go 
home, which she did. RUT claimed that he observed UYT leaving her 
workstation often, with a vacant look on her face, red eyes and a disheveled 
appearance. He explained that she was unable to do basic tasks and therefore 
assessed that she was unfit to work. RUT claimed that UYT agreed with that 
assessment and agreed to leave work early.  

On 2 January 2019, another employee informed RUT that UYT had been under 
the influence of drugs while working on 1 January 2019. On 3 January 2019, 
RUT told UYT that she was not required to come into work the following day, but 
asked to have a meeting after the store closed. UYT claimed that during this 
meeting, RUT told her she could either resign, or he would have to let her go. 
Conversely, RUT stated that the pair discussed attending work while under the 
influence of drugs. He explained that during this discussion, UYT conceded that 
she was under the influence of ecstasy when she worked on 1 January 2019. 
RUT then told UYT he was considering investigating the incident, and the likely 
outcome was a disciplinary process, with a serious risk of summary termination. 
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RUT stated that UYT said she did not want to participate in a disciplinary process and it was agreed she would 
not return to work. The Authority preferred RUT’s evidence to UYT’s evidence, finding it more credible, 
consistent and plausible.  

RUT considered that UYT’s act of leaving the meeting indicated that she took the option to resign. The Authority 
noted that a verbal resignation must be clear, unequivocal and unambiguous and there was no evidence of 
those requirements in this situation. UYT clearly believed she had been dismissed, as five days later, RUT asked 
her to stop telling people she had been dismissed. The Authority noted that at that time, RUT became aware that 
UYT did not believe she had resigned. He therefore had an obligation to confirm his understanding that she had 
resigned and clarify what UYT actually intended, rather than making assumptions based on what might be 
inferred from equivocal words and conduct.  

The Authority held that UYT did not resign. RUT’s failure to clarify UYT’s actual intentions and choosing to rely 
on an ambiguous resignation, was not an action an employer acting fairly and reasonably and that UYT was 
unjustifiably dismissed.  

As UYT’s claim of hurt and humiliation was largely unsupported by any factual evidence, the Authority 
considered the appropriate award to be $7,000. However, this was reduced to consider the extent that UYT’s 
actions contributed to the situation that gave rise to the personal grievance. The Authority found UYT’s conduct 
blameworthy and her remedies were reduced by 15 percent on that basis. V Limited was ordered to pay UYT 
$6850 in lost wages and $5950 compensation. 

UYT v RUT [[2020] NZERA 5; 09/01/2020; V Campbell] 

 

Breach of settlement agreement 

FNN and OES signed a record of settlement (settlement agreement) on 3 August 2018. A mediator from the 
mediation services of the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment signed the settlement agreement on 
8 August 2018. FNN claims that OES has not complied with clause 2(h) of the settlement agreement relating to 
non-disparagement.  FNN sought a compliance order and a penalty for the alleged breach by OES. 

FNN is a nursery and preschool. OES was employed by FNN until 3 August 2018 when the relationship came to 
an end. OES’s departure from FNN was not amicable, which resulted in an employment relationship problem 
being raised and settled. However, OES still held some residual feelings towards FNN about how it conducted its 
nursery and preschool operations.  

After OES raised her employment relationship problem the parties reached an agreement in full and final 
settlement, which was recorded in the settlement agreement. Included in the settlement agreement was a clause 
that neither party will make disparaging remarks about the other.  

On 31 May 2019, OES responded to a question posted on a Facebook group. The question was “if you choose a 
childcare/nursery for your little one what were the criteria’s you were looking at?” OES’s response was a post 
stating “whatever you do don’t go to FNN … then you should be fine!!!” 

OES says that after making the post, she spoke to her husband about it as she was concerned about breaching 
the settlement agreement. After discussing it with her husband OES decided to remove the post. OES 
mistakenly believed her post would be deleted if she left the Facebook group, which she did on the evening of 
31 May 2019. When OES subsequently realised her post was still on the Facebook group page, she applied to 
re-join the group and then deleted the post once she was accepted as a member. Her post was deleted on 5 
June 2019. 

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) member had to determine whether OES had breached the 
settlement agreement. If so, whether a compliance order was required and whether a penalty was appropriate. 

OES attempted to persuade the Authority member that her post was not disparaging, because it was not a 
comment that was adverse to FNN and in any event it was in her view correct. However the Authority member 
did not agree. This was because the Authority member found that responding to a question about selecting a 
nursery or preschool by stating not to go a particular one can only be a negative comment about that nursery or 
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preschool. At its simplest, the post is saying this nursery or preschool is not an okay place to send your children. 
Therefore OES was found to have breached the settlement agreement by posting a disparaging comment.  

The Authority member made an order for compliance pursuant to s 137(2) of the Employment Relations Act 
2000. The Authority member also ordered a penalty of $1000 to be imposed on OES for breaching the 
settlement agreement. 

FNN v OES [[2020] NZERA 32; 27/01/2020; P van Keulan] 

 

Failure to make payments under a record of settlement 

Mr Jolin and BF7 Holdings Limited (BF7) entered into a record of settlement (settlement agreement) on 8 
November 2019. The terms of that agreement included the payment of various sums by BF7 to Mr Jolin. Mr Jolin 
claimed that BF7 failed to make payment of any of the sums agreed and he asked the Employment Relations 
Authority (the Authority) to make a compliance order and order BF7 to pay a penalty for its breaches. BF7 did 
not file a statement in reply, or respond to Mr Jolin’s application. 

The Authority considered Mr Jolin’s claims. Firstly BF7 had failed to make any of the payments it agreed to pay 
to Mr Jolin. The Authority was satisfied that the failures amounted to a breach of clauses 2 to 4 of the settlement 
agreement. Having found BF7 had breached the settlement agreement, the Authority agreed that a compliance 
order was necessary and made an order that BF7 comply with the specific clauses.  

The Authority then considered whether a penalty should be imposed under the Employment Relations Act 2000 
which provides that a person who breaches an agreed term of settlement is liable to a penalty imposed by the 
Authority. The Authority outlined the legal framework for assessing and fixing a penalty and noted there were 
several aggravating factors including the intentional nature of the breach, Mr Jolin’s loss of use of the money he 
was entitled to at the time it became due and BF7’s financial gain by retaining the funds. The nature of the 
breach was serious, Mr Jolin compromised his entitlement to have his employment relationship problem 
determined by the Authority in exchange for an early resolution and modest compensation. BF7’s failure to 
comply with that arrangement had eroded those benefits. The Authority said it was likely, from the review of 
email correspondence from Mr Jolin’s representative reminding BF7 of its obligation to pay and its failure to 
respond to Mr Jolin’s statement of problem, that the breach was intentional. 

The Authority ordered BF7 to pay $3,000 by way of penalty for its breach of the settlement agreement, with half 
of the penalty to be paid to Mr Jolin and the other half to the Crown account. 

Jolin v BF7 Holdings Limited [[2020] NZERA 42; 31/01/2020; J Trotman] 

 

Compliance order sought  

Mr Ge was employed by Renaissance Assets Management Limited (Renaissance) with Mr Li as the sole 
director and shareholder. Mr Ge asked the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) to impose a 
compliance order on Mr Li for the money Mr Ge was awarded in previous Authority proceedings in which 
Renaissance was a party. Mr Ge asked the Authority to make Mr Li personally liable under section 143W of the 
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) for Renaissance’s default in paying wages and other money to Mr Ge.  

Renaissance was in liquidation at the time of this determination so Mr Li could not exercise his powers as a 
director to order Renaissance to pay Mr Ge the money awarded by the Authority. Because Mr Li was not a party 
to the previous Renaissance proceedings, he could not be ordered to comply with the Authority’s previous 
determinations. Compliance was Renaissance’s responsibility, as the only named party in those proceedings. It 
was not Mr Li’s personal responsibility.  

As a requirement to receive employment from Renaissance, the company required Mr Ge to pay an employment 
premium. This breached section 12A of the Wages Protection Act 1983 (WPA). Section 12A of the WPA states 
that no employer or person engaged on behalf of the employer should receive or seek to receive any premium in 
response of the employment of any person. Mr Li told Mr Ge that he would not receive an employment 
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agreement until he paid the premium. Acting upon these instructions, Mr Ge borrowed money from his father to 
pay the premium. Mr Li then authorised Mr Ge’s engagement as an employee.  

Section 142Y(2)(a) of the Act required Mr Ge to be given leave by the Authority to personally pursue Mr Li for 
the money Renaissance defaulted paying Mr Ge. Mr Li appeared to have deliberately structured Renaissance 
as a management company with very limited financial resources and then used that entity to employ Mr Ge to 
provide services to other related companies under Mr Li’s control. The Authority found that this was an 
appropriate case to grant leave to Mr Ge under section 142Y(2)(a) of the Act. However, Mr Ge could only 
recover reimbursement of the premium from Mr Li personally as this was the only breach of employment 
standards.  

As Mr Ge borrowed money from his father to pay the premium, the Authority ordered Mr Li to reimburse Mr Ge 
as well as pay interest so he could repay the money back to his father. Interest was awarded under the Interest 
of Money Claims Act 2016.  

Ge v Li [[2020] NZERA 70; 18/02/2020; R Larmer] 

 

Penalty for failing to pay wages  

Mr Peleti was employed by Genesis 1 Ltd (G1) as the Event, Creative Production and Auckland Operations 
Manager from 14 November 2017 until he was dismissed 30 November 2018.  Mr Peleti claimed that he was 
unjustifiably dismissed by G1.  

Mr Peleti was initially approached by a long-term friend Mr Fritisemanu, one of two directors, to see if he was 
interested in a position with G1. As a relatively new venture based in Wellington, G1 did not have office space in 
Auckland and Mr Peleti worked at home for 37.5 hours per week, although G1 did not require Mr Peleti to do 
any time recording.  

After the first six months of employment, Mr Peleti experienced intermittent delay in his salary payments. He 
was notified of this in advance in some instances. However, after a payment on 30 November 2018, Mr Peleti 
did not receive any payment from G1. Although it seemed unusual, given Mr Peleti’s previous experiences with 
G1, he continued working for a considerable period. Mr Peleti had to seek assistance elsewhere to address the 
lack of income.  

On 19 December 2018, Mr C, the second director of G1, emailed Mr Peleti stating that money was coming from 
a radio station that he was chasing up. Later the same day, Mr C advised Mr Peleti via email again that he had 
spoken to the client and that “he could not see money being received before the end of January”.  Mr Peleti 
began looking for work to deal with his financial hardships, but the Christmas/New Year period was not an ideal 
time to find jobs.  

In one instance, Mr C told Mr Peleti that it was hard getting hold of Mr Fritisemanu and Mr Peleti’s later attempts 
were also unsuccessful. Meanwhile, Mr Peleti received payment demands from the property manager of the 
family’s rental property. This was also communicated to Mr C and although Mr C responded that he was really 
sorry, he was “not completely clear” about the situation himself. Despite several promises, Mr Peleti did not 
receive any payments until March 2019, despite being promised by Mr C that if he continued to finish work, G1 
would be able to receive the payments necessary to cover Mr Peleti’s salary. On 19 March 2019, Mr Peleti 
emailed both Mr C and Mr Fritisemanu stating that he would file a personal grievance to seek payments of wage 
arrears until the 13 March if no response was made in seven days.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) attempted to contact G1 on multiple occasions to involve 
the company in the process. However, no response was given and G1 representatives did not attend the 
investigation meeting or give reasonable notice of absence. The Authority thus held the investigation meeting in 
G1’s absence.  

The Authority acknowledged that this was a situation where “no explicit dismissal or resignation statement” was 
communicated. However, from Mr Peleti’s email on 19 March, a “reasonable observer would consider that Mr 
Peleti was giving notice of his withdrawal from the employment agreement in seven days if no satisfactory 
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indication regarding payment was received.” The Authority then considered whether this could be a case of 
constructive dismissal.  

The Authority held that “the payment of wages for work done is a fundamental employer obligation” and 
therefore failure to pay is a breach of an employer’s duties. It is the case that G1 breached its duty under 
employment by failing to pay Mr Peleti. This failure was the cause of Mr Peleti’s withdrawal of his labour from 
G1. The breach was held to be sufficiently serious to justify Mr Peleti’s action.  

Although Mr Peleti could been seen to have accepted G1’s failure to pay by continuing to carry out the work for 
G1, each instance of non-payment “was another breach”.  Given the previous difficulty Mr Peleti experienced 
with payment, it was held to be credible for him “to wait some time before deciding to take action.” Therefore, the 
Authority determined that G1’s dismissal of Mr Peleti was unjustified.  

The Authority ordered G1 to pay Mr Peleti $9,000 in lost wages, $22,000 as compensation for hurt and 
humiliation, $17,307 in wage arears, $6,461 in holiday pay, an $8,000 penalty for failing to pay wages and 
provide time and wage records. Mr Peleti also sought contribution to costs of bringing this proceeding, which the 
Authority granted. Under the national daily tariff rate of $4,500, Mr Peleti was awarded $1,500 as contribution. 
Ultimately, G1 was ordered to pay $58,269 gross to Mr Peleti.  

Peleti v Genesis 1 Ltd [[2020] NZERA Auckland 59; 11/02/2020; N Craig] 

 

Disparaging comments made about employer 

QKD claimed that LJL breached a record of settlement (settlement agreement) by failing to endorse their 
teacher registration renewal application, thereby disadvantaging them and breaching the duty of good faith owed 
to them. 

LJL denied that it unjustifiably disadvantaged QKD or failed to act in good faith and claimed that the settlement 
agreement with QKD provided for the full and final settlement of all matters from the employment relationship. 
LJL claimed that QKD breached clause 5 of the record of settlement by writing a letter to the Education Council 
which contained disparaging comments about it and its Principal VFB. QKD claimed that he made a protected 
disclosure pursuant to the Protected Disclosures Act 2000. 

LJL sought an order due to the serious allegations made by QKD about the school and its staff which also 
named students of the school. These individuals were not parties to the legal proceedings and were vulnerable 
young people. LJL submitted that the publications could have caused irreversible damage to the school’s 
reputation and the reputation of its staff. 

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) accepted that a non-publication order was necessary and 
appropriate in the circumstances and that it was in the interests of justice to make such an order. 

QKD was employed as a teacher at LJL in 2012. In 2016 he was placed on a performance improvement plan by 
VFB. The performance improvement plan was effective for a period of time, but in March 2018 there were more 
performance issues. VFB made the decision not to fully endorse QKD’s renewal for Teacher Certification, 
informing QKD of this decision. 

QKD did not return to work following a meeting with LJL.  Consequently, negotiations for an exit package were 
entered into.  A record of settlement was dated and signed by the parties on 3 May 2018. The settlement 
agreement contained a clause that LJL “shall provide a certificate of services in respect of length of service and 
role.” 

LJL only signed for a partial endorsement which triggered the requirement for a mandatory report to be 
submitted. QKD claimed that the delay in his teacher registration being approved prior to April 2019 was a result 
of LJL failing to fully endorse his teacher registration renewal application.  QKD claimed that the delay of 
submitting the mandatory report adversely affected his ability to obtain alternative employment in a timely 
manner given the academic calendar. QKD claimed that this caused him loss of income and job opportunities. 

The teacher registration renewal application was signed on 23 August 2018 and the mandatory report was 
completed on 11 March 2019. QKD’s employment ended by way of resignation effective 29 April 2018.  Both 
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forms were completed after employment had ended. The Authority decided that LJL did not owe a duty of faith 
to QKD at the time of completing the breach of the mandatory report on 11 March 2019, because there was no 
longer an employment relationship between them. 

The Authority noted that there was no breach in confidentiality of the settlement agreement in LJL filling out 
requirements of the mandatory report. LJL had to “state the date on which the teacher resigned, and the date on 
which the resignation took place”. The Authority found that VFB who completed the form, did so factually. 

Section 4 of the mandatory report required LJL to provide full details of the aspects of QKD’s conduct or 
competence that gave rise to dissatisfaction by LJL. Section 5 required LJL to provide a brief summary of 
employer actions and required LJL to set out the actions it had taken prior to QKD’s resignation. 

Failure to report matters of conduct or competence to the Teaching Council is an offence with a maximum fine of 
$25,000.  If the parties had agreed in the settlement agreement to include a clause stating that LJL would not file 
a report regarding its concerns about QKD’s performance issues, this would be in breach of legal requirements. 

QKD made serious allegations regarding LJL and VFB to the Education Council. Employees who raise these 
types of concerns are to have reasonable grounds for their belief that the allegations being made are true or 
likely to be true. QKD stated that they did not investigate whether their allegations were true or not, that they 
decided to get the necessary authorities to investigate the matter. The Authority found that QKD did not follow 
the correct procedure. QKD was found to have made disparaging remarks about LJL and therefore breached 
clause 5 of the settlement agreement. 

QKD was ordered to desist from making any further disparaging comments about LJL with immediate effect. 

In a matter of public interest, QKD was ordered to pay a penalty of $4,000 for breaching the settlement 
agreement. QKD was also ordered to pay $2,500 costs to LJL. 

QKD v LJL [[2020] NZERA 45; 31/01/2020; E Robinson] 

  

For further information about the issues raised in this week’s cases, please refer to the following resources:  

Mediation 

Discipline 

Full and Final Settlements 

 

Employer News 
 

New Legislation to Boost Organics 

New organics legislation will boost consumer confidence and help grow an innovative sector, says Food Safety 
Minister Damien O’Connor. 

“The Organics Product Bill, introduced to Parliament this week, aims to increase consumer confidence when 
purchasing organic products, allow businesses to make claims that their products are organic with certainty, and 
promote international trade in organic products,” Minister O’Connor said. 

The Bill outlines the processes businesses must follow for approval to market products as organic, and national 
standards for production rules organic businesses must follow. 

“It’s important consumers trust what they are buying is organic. Consumers have voiced their concerns about 
questionable and confusing organic product claims. National standards will give consumers confidence in 
organic products,” he said.  

https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Mediation.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Discipline.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Full%20and%20Final%20Settlements.pdf
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“Businesses will be able to invest and innovate in this growing sector with certainty their organic products can be 
trusted by consumers and our international trading partners. 

“This new Bill will also bring us more in line with the way our major trading partners regulate organics, to help 
grow our organic export market,” Minister O’Connor added.  

Recent research shows demand for organics is increasing. 

The U.S. organics market alone is currently worth more than NZ$70 billion, and the EU organics market is worth 
around NZ$65b. 

“We’ve seen a cumulative growth in the EU organics market by 460 per cent since 2000,” Minister O’Connor 
said. “The number of organic producers in the Oceania region has almost tripled since 2006.” 

Meantime, domestic and global demand for New Zealand organics saw the sector grow 30 per cent between 
2015 and 2018 to be worth more than $600m, according to a report from Organics Aotearoa New Zealand. 

The report also showed organic fresh fruit and vegetable exports were up 24 per cent, dairy, meat and wool 
exports up 45 per cent, and wine exports up 13 per cent from just three years prior. 

“Now is the time to put a framework in place to help sustain and enhance this growth,” Minister O’Connor said. 

“The Bill can apply to any type of organic product once a standard is in place. Specific requirements and an 
organic standard will be developed to apply the new organics framework to different types of products. 

“Initially we’ll focus on developing requirements and standards for organic food, beverages, and plant and animal 
products. Requirements for other products will be developed in the future.” 

Organic Farm NZ chair Jim Bennett said the Bill was an important step for industry. 

“We look forward to contributing to the growth of the organic sector for the benefit of both consumers and the 
environment,” Bennett said. 

Chair of the Organic Exporters Association Alice Moore and her members are pleased to see the Bill introduced. 

“This legislation will establish a foundation for greater investment in organic food production in New Zealand, 
and enable greater trade of organic products with our export partners,” she said. 

After its First Reading in Parliament, the Organic Products Bill will be sent to Parliament’s Primary Production 
Select Committee for the public to have their say. 

“I encourage everyone to get involved and make their views heard,” Minister O’Connor said. 

 NZ Government  [1 March 2020] 

 

Elevate NZ Venture Fund to lift productivity 

The Government’s new $300 million venture capital fund - announced in last year’s Budget – is now open for 
business as the Elevate NZ Venture Fund.  

Finance Minister Grant Robertson says lifting New Zealand's productivity requires well-functioning capital 
markets enabling more high-potential technology companies to raise funds and grow.  

“Early-stage technology companies often struggle to access capital which has limited them from achieving their 
potential and increased their reliance on offshore capital.   

“We need fast-growing firms operating in a healthy, well-capitalised start-up environment where New Zealand 
ownership can connect to the global market place with the benefits contributing to our prosperity.  

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-legislation-boost-organics
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“The new fund will capitalise on the foundation set by R&D and Seed investments, to support building an early 
stage investment environment. Our aim is that, over time, private sector funds will take over the role, as we 
develop deeper capital markets in New Zealand,” Grant Robertson said.  

Associate Finance Minister David Parker said the fund will be managed by the New Zealand Growth Capital 
Partners (formerly New Zealand Venture Investment Fund), on behalf of the Guardians of the New Zealand 
Superannuation Fund (the Guardians), who will oversee and monitor the performance of Elevate NZ.  

“New Zealand Growth Capital Partners will run a fund-of-funds model, appointing private fund managers who 
will raise private capital to supplement the Government’s investment.  The private venture capital funds will then 
invest in New Zealand’s most promising technology companies.   

“The Guardians’ significant expertise has helped develop the structure for Elevate NZ.  

“We have tasked the Guardians and New Zealand Growth Capital Partners with the goal of generating 
appropriate risk-adjusted returns which matches the private market’s commercial approach and will, over time, 
will be returned to the Government.”  

Phil Twyford says the new funds will increase Series A and B investments generally in the range of $1m to 
$10m needed by these expanding companies to grow. The investments are expected to be made into New 
Zealand businesses over the next 10 to 15 years.   

“We also hope to see the level of completely private Series A and B investment rise in the coming years.  

“New Zealand has averaged around one new unicorn a year – a technology company with a market valuation of 
a billion dollars-plus – through the likes of Xero, Lanzatech and Rocket Lab.  As more capital becomes 
available, we want to see more of these new companies emerging.” 

 NZ Government  [5 March 2020] 

 

Regional 3D mapping takes off 

A new contract launched this week to capture better geographic data across New Zealand will help regions 
prepare for climate change, plan infrastructure and improve investment decisions, the Minister for Land 
Information, Eugenie Sage said today.  

The LiDAR (stands for Light Detection and Ranging) Elevation Data Capture project will collect geographic data 
using the same specifications across the country to create consistent and highly detailed 3D maps.  

“This means planners and investors can make well-informed decisions according to the landscape – irrespective 
of regional boundaries - which is particularly valuable in the agriculture and forestry sectors,” said Eugenie 
Sage.   

Land Information New Zealand (LINZ) is managing the initiative on behalf of the Provincial Development Unit 
following an announcement in October 2018 that the PGF will invest up to $19 million over five years to expand 
3D mapping in the regions.  

Marlborough, Tasman, and Hawkes Bay are the first of eight regions to co-fund contracts with aerial data 
suppliers under the Provincial Growth Fund LiDAR Elevation Data Capture project.  

Five more regions (Bay of Plenty, West Coast, Waikato, Canterbury and Southland) are also in negotiations with 
suppliers following the first round of funding in a national tender process that completed late last year. 

The eight regions will gather LiDAR data over the next three years covering over half of New Zealand’s land 
area.  

Once the project is complete, New Zealand’s total LiDAR coverage is expected to increase to approximately 
80%, from 10% currently.  

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/elevate-nz-venture-fund-lift-productivity
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Elevation data products created through the project will be available as open data through the LINZ Data 
Service. 

 NZ Government  [3 March 2020] 

 

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: Seven Bills 

Seven Bills are currently open for public submissions to select committees. 
 

Taumata Arowai – the Water Services Regulator Bill (4 March 2020) 

Infrastructure Funding and Financing Bill (5 March 2020) 

Residential Tenancies Amendment Bill (25 March 2020) 

Financial Markets (Conduct of Institutions) Amendment Bill (26 March 2020) 

Financial Market Infrastructures Bill (26 March 2020) 

Fair Trading Amendment Bill (27 March 2020)  

New Zealand Public Health and Disability Amendment Bill (2 April 2020) 

 

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

Full text of bills available at:  http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills  

The Employer Bulletin is a weekly update on employment relations news and recently published legal decisions. 
It is EMA’s policy to summarise cases that contain legal issues relevant to employers. 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 advice@ema.co.nz  

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/regional-3d-mapping-takes
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCHE_SCF_BILL_93442/taumata-arowai-the-water-services-regulator-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCTI_SCF_BILL_93461/infrastructure-funding-and-financing-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCSS_SCF_BILL_94841/residential-tenancies-amendment-bill
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