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CORONAVIRUS UPDATE: The EMA has set up a private 
Facebook group for members to share resources and 
concerns around coronavirus. To join CLICK HERE. We also 
provide resources via OUR WEBSITE. 

Employment Relations Authority: Five Cases 

Only one wage payment made in six months 

Mr Gao was the sole director of Grand Treasure Investment Limited (GTIL) and 
an experienced mortgage broker. Ms Li performed tasks in the nature of a 
personal assistant, arranged by Mr Gao. Ms Li argued that she was employed 
by GTIL, or Mr Gao and claimed outstanding wages as she only received one 
wage payment in the six month period she worked. She also claimed 
reimbursement of accommodation costs she paid to attend a conference with Mr 
Gao. Mr Gao claimed there was no employment relationship, but accepted that 
Ms Li worked “a couple of afternoons” for him, which he paid her for.  

There was disagreement about the nature, duration and extent of the work Ms Li 
performed. Ms Li was not provided with an employment agreement, although 
she maintained that Mr Gao referred to one in their early discussions. There was 
also a disagreement about the amount that was paid on the one occasion Ms Li 
received payment.  

Ms Li explained that due to money being a sensitive topic in Chinese culture, 
she did not want to embarrass Mr Gao by requesting payment. She offered to be 
paid monthly, re-confirming her bank account with him. On subsequent 
occasions, Ms Li reminded Mr Gao about the wage arrears, but she felt that Mr 
Gao avoided the topic. She later suggested that he pay her $5,000 and work out 
the balance and pay it before Chinese New Year in late January. She 
maintained that Mr Gao agreed to this suggestion.  

Upon returning from the end of year break, Ms Li could not open her work email 
or the company dropbox. When raising this issue with Mr Gao, he stated that he 
was undertaking a system upgrade and asked her to wait until further notice 
before trying to access it. He did not contact Ms Li again.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) preferred Ms Li’s evidence 
over Mr Gao’s by a “fine margin”. Documents provided suggested the work was 
for more than the short period suggested by Mr Gao, and there were emails 
whereby Mr Gao copied Ms Li into the correspondence and introduced her as 
his personal assistant. The Authority found that Ms Li was employed to work for 
GTIL, rather than Mr Gao personally.  
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There were a number of factors linking GTIL as the employer. Mr Gao’s broking work was undertaken through 
GTIL, Ms Li had a GTIL email address and payment to Ms Li was made by GTIL. The Authority rejected Mr 
Gao’s argument that Ms Li was a contractor. The Authority found that the real nature of the relationship was one 
of employer and employee.  

GTIL was ordered to pay Ms Li $9,240 in wage arrears and $748 as holiday pay entitlements. The Authority also 
ordered GTIL to reimburse Ms Li for the cost of accommodation she paid when attending a conference at Mr 
Gao’s request. GTIL were also ordered to pay to Ms Li $2,500 as a contribution to her legal costs and $71 for the 
Authority’s filing fee.  

Ms Li also claimed that penalties should be awarded for breaches of minimum employment standards. These 
were based on the failure to pay holiday pay on termination of employment, failure to keep and provide time and 
wage records and failure to provide an employment agreement. However, actions for penalties need to be 
commenced within 12 months of the date when the cause of action first became known to Ms Li, or when she 
should have reasonably known of them. As Ms Li became aware in 2017 and the claim was lodged in 2019, the 
claim was raised out of time and could not be pursued.  

Li v Grand Treasure Investment Limited [[2019] NZERA 716; 17/12/2019; N Craig] 

 

Declined to strike out proceeding 

Progressive Electric Limited (PEL) sought to have Mr Evans’ claim struck out and costs awarded to PEL. PEL 
argued that there was a lack of involvement by Mr Evans and that he failed to progress his claim. In March 2019 
Mr Evans filed a case and represented himself. The claim covered concerns in his employment agreement and 
various actions including wage deductions made by PEL. PEL filed a statement in reply and denied Mr Evan’s 
claim. PEL alleged that Mr Evans still owed the company money for tools he bought using the company’s 
account and for study costs. 

The case was referred to mediation on 26 April 2019. PEL and their representative attended mediation. 
Mediation services attempted to contact Mr Evans by email and phone, but was unable to reach him. As a result, 
mediation services closed the file. PEL indicated that they wanted to pursue a counterclaim regarding the 
amount Mr Evans owed. PEL’s representative advised that the company would accept a dismissal of the claim 
and not pursue any off set or counterclaim, but sought a costs order. Mr Evans was given an opportunity to 
respond, but he failed to do so. 

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) has no basis to strike out a claim without carrying out an 
investigation. A claim may be dismissed if it is considered to be frivolous or vexatious. The Authority does have 
the power to dismiss where a party does not attend an investigation meeting, however no investigation meeting 
had been held in this case. The Authority declined to strike out the proceeding. There was no resolution for Mr 
Evan’s claim or PEL’s claim. Costs have been awarded in some occasions when a claim has been withdrawn, 
however this did not occur and the outcome of the proceeding was unknown. The Authority does not usually 
award costs at interlocutory or interim stages of its process.  

Taking into account the circumstances, it was not appropriate to make a costs award. If Mr Evans withdrew his 
claim or the Authority considered his claim as withdrawn, PEL could be entitled to seek costs. 

Evans v Progressive Electrics Limited [[2020] NZERA 54; 05/02/2020; N Craig] 

 

Employee conduct “sufficiently egregious”  

WPY raised a number of claims against its previous employer J B Roofing Maintenance and Repair Limited (J B 
Roofing). He claimed he was unjustifiably suspended on 14 November 2018 and then later unjustifiably 
dismissed. WPY claimed he was due unpaid wages and sought the return of his tools he claimed J B Roofing 
had improperly retained. WPY also sought a penalty for J B Roofing’s alleged failure to provide him with an 
employment agreement. In response to these claims, J B Roofing stated that WPY was dismissed on 14 
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November 2018 and believed it was justified. J B Roofing denied it unjustifiably suspended WPY, however 
accepted that it retained WPY’s final pay because there was a dispute as to the amount.  

WPY was employed as a roofer by J B Roofing on 1 March 2016. WPY claimed he never received an 
employment agreement. J B Roofing disagreed with this and stated that all employees were provided with a 
written employment agreement including WPY. It claimed that WPY did receive one, but that he never signed 
and returned it. Contained in the agreement was a provision that stated that the employee would be provided 
with a vehicle which was only to be used for work purposes. In late October, a methamphetamine pipe was 
discovered in the glovebox of WPY’s work vehicle. When questioned about it by a J B Roofing representative, Mr 
Lunn, WPY denied knowledge, or use, of the pipe.  

Shortly thereafter, Mr Lunn went overseas. Whilst he was away, he was contacted by a foreman regarding 
issues he was having with WPY. The concerns were about WPY’s work fuel card and fuel use. Upon his return, 
Mr Lunn looked at the firm’s fuel usage records and found discrepancies to WPY’s vehicle. When asked about 
the discrepancies, WPY said that it was the result of excessive driving and the use of his fuel card by other 
employees when their own fuel cards didn’t work. There were two different accounts on what happened next 
during the meeting. Mr Lunn said that he cited specific discrepancies including significant amounts of fuel being 
charged within a short space of time. After considering WPY’s responses, Mr Lunn concluded that his 
explanation was inadequate. He also told WPY that he would not be working at J B Roofing any longer. In 
WPY’s versions of events, he said that he was not shown details of the purchases or any other relevant 
documentation. He said that he was also advised that Mr Lunn would get back in touch with WPY and would 
have further discussions regarding the issues.  

On 23 November, after having heard nothing, WPY sent Mr Lunn an email advising he was raising a personal 
grievance in relation to what he perceived was an unpaid suspension. There was no response from J B Roofing. 
WPY understood the lack of response as meaning his employment had ended. WPY then included a grievance 
for unjustified dismissal on 21 December 2018. In the letter, time and wage records were also requested. There 
was no response from J B Roofing regarding the subsequent grievances raised. The Employment Relations 
Authority (the Authority) held that the unjustified suspension claim failed on one ground. Even if WPY did not 
understand what occurred, it was clear WPY was dismissed and not suspended. An employment relationship 
requires an exchange of labour for remuneration. In this case, J B Roofing ceased to provide the required 
consideration, namely remuneration, thereby bringing the relationship to an end.  

The Authority then assessed the unjustifiable dismissal claim. A sufficient investigation requires an employer to 
put forward its concerns to an employee, allow an opportunity to respond and consider the response with an 
open mind. The Authority held that J B Roofing had failed to do this. Although the parties had a conversation, 
WPY was not put on notice that the meeting was disciplinary and that dismissal could occur. Furthermore, WPY 
did not have the adequate opportunity to explain and have that explanation properly considered. Substantively 
however, the Authority held that during the investigation process, WPY gave contradictory and non-credible 
answers. WPY acknowledged that he acted contrary to J B Roofing’s expectations in regards to vehicle usage. 
The Authority held that this conduct was “sufficiently egregious”, which deprived WPY’s right to remedies.  

WPY claimed that J B Roofing retained some of his tools after his employment ended. A list of tools was 
provided to WPY and the tools were subsequently collected by his partner. WPY claimed that there were more 
tools unaccounted for. J B Roofing denied this. The Authority questioned WPY’s credibility especially in light of 
WPY’s other inconsistent explanations and was unconvinced that the claim had validity.  

The Authority ultimately held that WPY was not unjustifiably suspended but was unjustifiably dismissed. 
However, because of WPY’s own actions, he was not eligible for remedies. WPY was also due unpaid wages 
and holiday pay. WPY had failed to establish that J B Roofing had retained his tools and there was no proof to 
suggest that the company failed to provide WPY with a written employment agreement. JB Roofing was ordered 
to pay $8,030 of unpaid wages and holidays. 

WPY v J B Roofing Mainteance and Repair Limited [[2020] NZERA 68; 17/03/20; M Loftus]  
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Late payments deemed to be breach of settlement agreement  

Mr Ahmad entered into a settlement agreement with his former employer Reem Group Ltd (Reem) on 27 June 
2019. The settlement agreement was signed off by a mediator from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment. The settlement agreement provided for payment from Reem to Mr Ahmad in respect of wage 
arrears and holiday pay to be paid in two instalments. One payment was to be made within seven days after the 
settlement agreement was signed. The following payment needed to have been made within 28 days of the 
settlement agreement being signed.  

There was a delay in the payment of both instalments. The second instalment was divided into two with the final 
payment made eight weeks later after the agreed date. Although the full payment was ultimately received, Mr 
Ahmad sought the imposition of a penalty from the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) for the late 
payments.  

Despite the lack of primary evidence such as bank statements, the Authority was able to determine that a term 
of the settlement agreement had been breached. The settlement agreement required payments to be made 
within seven and 28 days respectively. From the documentation provided, the Authority was able to conclude 
that late payments were made for both instalments and thus held that there was a breach of the settlement 
agreement. 

There were complexities regarding the interest of the payments in this case because the payment had already 
been made by Reem. The Authority may award interest under clause 11 of Schedule 2 of the Employment 
Relations Act 2000 which states that the Authority in “any matter involving the recovering of money to order the 
inclusion, in the sum for which judgement is given, of interest”. As full payment had already been made, this 
clause “did not fit particularly comfortably with a situation where no other money is ordered.” In addition, given 
the nominal amount of interest, the Authority held that considering a penalty was more relevant. No interest on 
the late payment was granted.  

The Authority can decide on a penalty for a breach of a settlement agreement, though such determination is not 
mandatory. Mr Ahmad was the sole income-earner with three children and the nature of the pay being 
outstanding salary and accrued holiday pay, which made the breach more serious. Despite Reem’s claim of 
financial hardship, no evidence was given to support this. Moreover, the Authority found that there was also 
some need for deterrence on Reem as its director, Mr Al Hardan’s evidence “downplay[ed] the breach by 
referring to payments being as only a ‘little late’”. There was also a need to deter other employers from 
disregarding a timeline set out in a settlement agreement.  

Taking into account all the circumstances of the case, the Authority imposed a $1,500 penalty on Reem, half of 
which was to be paid to Mr Ahmad and the other half to the Crown. Reem was also ordered to pay $800 for Mr 
Ahmad’s legal costs as well as the filing fee. Although Mr Al Hardan was named as a respondent, no claims 
were sought against him personally. Therefore, the Authority did not consider that a penalty be imposed on Mr 
Al Hardan. 

Ahmad v Reem Group Ltd and Al Hardan [[2020] NZERA Auckland 66; 17/02/2020; N Craig] 

 

Employee granted leave to file personal grievance outside of 90 daytime frame 

Mr Finch claimed he was unjustifiably dismissed from his employment by MAC D Farms Limited (MAC D 
Farms). MAC D Farms denied that Mr Finch was unjustifiably dismissed and claimed Mr Finch failed to raise the 
personal grievance claim of unjustified dismissal within the statutory limitation period of 90 days specified in 
section 114(1) of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). 

Mr Finch accepted that he did not raise a personal grievance with MAC D Farms as required by the Act. He said 
that this was because he was unaware of the 90 day limitation in the Act. There was no provision in his 
employment agreement specifying that a personal grievance must be raised with his employer within 90 days. 
He also said that he understood MAC D Farms was aware that he was dissatisfied within the 90 day time frame. 

The determination addressed the preliminary issue of whether or not Mr Finch raised the unjustified dismissal 
personal grievance with MAC D Farms within 90 days of it occurring. In the event that Mr Finch did not raise his 
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personal grievance claim within 90 days of it occurring, the issue then was whether Mr Finch was able to claim 
that he could not raise his personal grievance because of exceptional circumstances.   

Mr Finch was on a fixed term employment agreement from June 2016 until 10 May 2017. There was a dispute 
between the parties as to how the employment was terminated. Mr Finch said he was unjustifiably dismissed 
when his employment was terminated by MAC D Farms. MAC D Farms said Mr Finch left employment 
voluntarily on 10 May 2017 and that he was not dismissed. 

It was clear from the evidence and submissions that Mr Finch did not raise a personal grievance of unjustifiable 
dismissal with MAC D Farms within 90 days of the grievance allegedly occurring in May 2017. The first 
indication of a personal grievance was by text sent to Mr MacDonald, a director and shareholder of MAC D 
Farms, on 8 July 2018. 

Mr Finch sought leave to raise his personal grievance outside of the 90 day period because of exceptional 
circumstances. Mr Finch said that the explanation concerning the resolution of the employment relationship 
problem provision was not contained in his employment agreement. This is a mandatory requirement under s 65 
of the Act. 

Section 114(4) of the Act provides that the Authority may grant leave to an employee to raise a personal 
grievance after the expiration of the 90 day trial period. Section 115(c) provides that exceptional circumstances 
include a situation in which an employee’s employment agreement does not contain the explanation containing 
the resolution of employment problems that is required, in this case by section 65 of the Act.  

The Authority was satisfied that Mr Finch’s delay in raising his personal grievance was occasioned by 
exceptional circumstances specified in section 115(c) of the Act. Accordingly, the Authority granted Mr Finch 
leave to raise his personal grievance outside the expiration of the 90 day period. 

Finch v MAC D Farms Limited [[2020] NZERA 46; 31/01/2020; A Fitzgibbon] 

 

Employer failed to act in good faith  

Mr Morris claimed he was unjustified dismissed by Sharda Transport Limited (Sharda) where he worked as a 
truck driver for a short period in 2019. Mr Morris described his motivation in pursuing the matter was to ensure 
that Sharda learned the importance of complying with employment obligations.  

When Mr Morris initially contacted Sharda, Mr Sharda, the sole director and shareholder, arranged for an 
interview with him on 24 February 2019. However, Mr Sharda cancelled the interview and told Mr Morris to turn 
up for work the next day. From 27 February Mr Morris undertook several days’ work for Sharda.  Mr Morris 
understood that he was to be a Sharda employee and that there would be a minimum of 40 hours’ work a week, 
Monday to Friday. Mr Morris sought an employment agreement by text on 5 March, but none was provided. Mr 
Sharda messaged in response that they would have a meeting, but never arranged one. At Sharda’s instruction, 
Mr Morris undertook a drug test which he passed and also attended and passed a dangerous goods course.   

On 8 March, Mr Sharda texted Mr Morris advising he had been in a truck accident and was in hospital. He noted 
that he would call Mr Morris shortly, however he did not call. Having not heard anything, on 14 March Mr Morris 
texted Mr Sharda saying “I’m guessing from the lack of communication that there is no job”. On 15 March Mr 
Sharda replied “9am work”. However, a few minutes later he texted “sorry wrong message due to work and 
personal matters with truck being off road and will be looking for a fit young person all the best”. This was 
followed shortly afterwards by “I’m very sorry could not offer you a job no hard feelings mate my apologies and I 
wish you all the best thanks.” Mr Morris was able to find other trucking work shortly after finishing at Sharda.  

The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) found Sharda did not act as a fair and reasonable employer 
and failed in its duty of good faith to be communicative in actively and constructively maintaining a productive 
employment relationship.  The Authority said that having a discussion about the reason why an employee’s 
employment was being terminated should not have been beyond Sharma. Rather it relied on a text message. It 
also did not allow Mr Morris to work out a notice period, or pay him in lieu of notice. Different reasons were 
offered by Sharda at various points as to why Mr Morris was dismissed. They included Mr Morris’s age and 
fitness, the truck being off the road and difficulties with the Sharda’s transport company. Mr Morris had done 
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nothing to justify a dismissal on the grounds of performance or misconduct and the Authority could not be 
satisfied in the absence of evidence from Sharda that Mr Morris’s position was redundant. The Authority 
determined Mr Morris’s dismissal was unjustified and also concluded that Mr Morris was discriminated against in 
his employment on the grounds of his age.  

Mr Morris sought compensation for humiliation, loss of dignity and injury to feelings, but made it clear that he 
was not looking for a large amount. He described being annoyed by Sharda’s actions in taking him on, only to 
dismiss him a short time later. He found it humiliating that it was suggested that based on his age, he was not up 
to doing the work. He felt that Mr Sharda was messing him around and offering excuses, which did not always 
seem genuine. The Authority noted Sharda’s apology, both in the texts at the time of dismissal, and in its 
statement of reply email, indicating that it did not intend to disrespect or humiliate Mr Morris. 

The Authority ordered Sharda Transport Limited to pay Mr Morris $5,000 in compensation and $1,520 gross for 
the unpaid notice period. 

Morris v Sharda Transport Limited [[2020] NZERA 63; 14/02/2020; N Craig] 

  

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 

Company and director fined $14,440 for use of illegal migrant labour  

Ace Steel Beam Limited and its sole director, Linan Sun, have been charged and fined for breaches of the 
Immigration Act 2009 for illegal employment of migrant workers. 

Immigration New Zealand (INZ) General Manager Verification and Compliance, Stephen Vaughan, says the 
prosecution is the result of an investigation launched by INZ, after uncovering information about Auckland-based 
Ace Steel Beam Limited’s employment practices in October 2018.  

“Following an investigation and site visit, INZ discovered four people working illegally for the business. Two were 
on visitor visas, and the other two were unlawfully in the country. 

“Immigration laws are clear. People on visitor visas are not entitled to work in New Zealand, and people wanting 
to work here must hold a work visa. It is illegal for employers to breach these rules.” 

Ace Steel Beam Limited was fined $1,800 for six charges, $10,800 in total for allowing migrants to work illegally 
in New Zealand under s350(1)(a) of the Immigration Act 2009. The company’s sole director, Linan Sun, was 
convicted on four charges of Aiding and Abetting under s343(1)(d) of the Immigration Act 2009 and fined $900 
on each charge, totalling $3,600. 

During the sentencing, the Court commented that company directors involved in illegal actions should not 
escape liability. Mr Vaughan says the prosecution sends a clear message to employers about the risks of using 
illegal labour. 

“INZ takes this type of offending seriously and will not hesitate to prosecute employers, companies and its 
directors who flout the law.” 

INZ encourages anyone who is aware of the illegal use of migrant labour to contact the MBIE Service Centre 
0800 20 90 20. 

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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Alternatively, they can report an issue anonymously to Crimestoppers on 0800 555 111, or via an online 
Crimestoppers form. 

 Immigration New Zealand  [5 March 2020] 

 

Cabinet approves Business Continuity Package in response to COVID-19 

Cabinet today approved the development of a Business Continuity Package to help support the economy 
through the disruption caused by COVID-19. 

“New Zealand is well-placed to respond to COVID-19. We have been running surpluses and our net debt 
position at 19.5% of GDP is well below what we inherited, and well below other countries,” Finance Minister 
Grant Robertson says. 

“We’ve also got ahead of this, through the $12 billion New Zealand Upgrade Programme of road, rail, health and 
school infrastructure investment around the country. 

“Government Ministers have been in regular contact with businesses and industry groups as we work together 
to respond to the impacts of COVID-19. We have already taken action to support businesses and workers, and 
we are now in a position to announce the next steps in response to this rapidly changing situation.” 

The Business Continuity Package includes: 

 a targeted wage subsidy scheme for workers in the most adversely affected sectors. 

 training and re-deployment options for affected employees; and 

 working with banks on the potential for future working capital support for companies that face temporary 
credit constraints; 

As part of the package: 

 The Treasury and IRD have been directed to develop tax policy options in line with the goal of reducing 
the impact for affected businesses, to support businesses to maintain operational continuity. 

 The Treasury and MSD have been directed to develop policy options to support households to maintain 
incomes and labour market attachment. 

The detail of this package is now being worked through. It will be discussed again at the Cabinet COVID-19 
committee on Wednesday, and the Government expects to be in a position to make further detailed 
announcements next week. 

At all stages, the Government will be engaging with business groups and industry representatives, to make sure 
the Business Continuity Package meets their targeted needs. 

Grant Robertson will be making a speech on Thursday at a Wellington Chamber of Commerce event, expanding 
on the Government’s approach. 

Note to editors: 

 This comes on top of what the Government is already doing in partnership with industries and business 
groups. 

 To date, the Government has made a number of immediate interventions: 

 This includes support for the tourism and fisheries industries, an increase to regional business support 
funding, and directing government departments to cut payment times to businesses to 10 working days. 

https://www.immigration.govt.nz/about-us/media-centre/media-releases/company-and-director-fined-for-use-of-illegal-migrant-labour
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 IRD and MSD are supporting businesses and workers on issues like provisional tax readjustments, late 
payment and filing fees, wage instalment plans and income support. 

 MSD’s rapid response teams are already in place in regions like Tairawhiti. And removal of the MSD 
stand-down period. 

 NZ Government  [9 March 2020] 

 

Government unlocks $2 million drought relief for farmers, growers 

Agriculture Minister Damien O'Connor has today classified the drought in the North Island, parts of the South 
Island and the Chathams as a large-scale adverse event, unlocking up to $2 million in Government funding to 
support farmers and growers from now until June 2021. 

The last large-scale adverse event classification for drought was in 2013. 

"The intensity of the drought and its spread across multiple regions has affected many people and their 
livelihoods,” O’Connor said. 

The $2 million package includes: 

 drought coordinators and additional coordinators where needed; 

 a feed working group; 

 expanded psychosocial support, including $90,000 for Hawke’s Bay and Wairarapa; 

 animal welfare information and expertise; and 

 professional advice for recovery. 

“This new funding allows us to boost co-ordination efforts and activate some additional recovery measures, 
including for animal welfare and wider rural communities, while also ensuring there is funding to respond to 
future adverse events,” he said. 

The classification covers the entire North Island along with the top of the South Island (Tasman, Marlborough, 
Kaikoura), North Canterbury and the Chatham Islands. 

Drought relief has been extended to cover the Wairarapa and Hawke's Bay regions with $90,000 in funding 
available for local Rural Support Trusts to assist primary sector communities, provide farm management advice 
and animal welfare support. 

"Farmers and growers have shown that they are able to roll with the punches and most have been well-prepared 
for these types of events, but as the weeks go by without significant rain in many parts of the country, there is a 
cumulative impact," O'Connor said. 

"It’s getting very hard for people to keep planning for, and it puts pressure on rural communities." 

To read further, please see the link below.  

 NZ Government  [12 March 2020] 

Legislation 
 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/cabinet-approves-business-continuity-package-response-covid-19
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-unlocks-2-million-drought-relief-farmers-growers
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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: Eleven Bills 

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

International treaty examination of the Annex VI regulations for the prevention of air pollution from ships contained in the 
Protocol of 1997 to MARPOL (16 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) 

International treaty examination of the Amendment to the Rome Statute (the Starvation Amendment) together with the 
National Interest Statement (26 March 2020) 

Fair Trading Amendment Bill (27 March 2020)  

Greater Christchurch Regeneration Amendment Bill (27 March 2020)  

Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products (Vaping) Amendment Bill (01 April 2020) 

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

Inquiry into parliamentary scrutiny of confirmable instruments (03 April 2020) 

Screen Industry Workers Bill (03 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.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEN_SCF_ITE_93783/international-treaty-examination-of-the-annex-vi-regulations
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEN_SCF_ITE_93783/international-treaty-examination-of-the-annex-vi-regulations
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCSS_SCF_BILL_94841/residential-tenancies-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_93443/financial-markets-conduct-of-institutions-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_93550/financial-market-infrastructures-bill
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