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Employment Relations Authority: Five Cases 

Failure to consult for conduct and restructure led to unjustifiable dismissals  

Ms Hurst and Ms Craig both lodged applications against their former employer, 
Fonz Franchising Pty Ltd (Fonz Franchising). With consent, their matters were 
consolidated and investigated together. The circumstances that gave rise to Ms 
Hurst and Ms Craig’s claims were different, but they both alleged being unjustifiably 
dismissed by Fonz Franchising. 

Upon receiving notice of the personal grievances, Fonz Franchising advised Ms 
Hurst and Ms Craig’s representative that neither Ms Hurst nor Ms Craig had been 
employed by there. Fonz Franchising did not engage with Ms Hurst and Ms Craig or 
the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) in respect of the claims. Ms 
Hurst and Ms Craig both attended the Authority’s investigation and provided 
written and oral evidence to the Authority. Fonz Franchising did not attend. 

The issues for determination included whether Ms Hurst and Ms Craig were 
employed by Fonz Franchising and if so, was either dismissed by Fonz Franchising 
and were the dismissals justifiable.  

Prior to the material events, both Ms Craig and Ms Hurst were employed in 
leadership positions with a franchisee of Fonz Franchising. In early August 2019 the 
franchise agreement between Fonz Franchising and the franchisee was 
terminated, and Fonz Franchising took control of the business operated by the 
franchisee.  

The following day, Ms Stone, Fonz Franchising’s Operations Manager, met with Ms 
Hurst and Ms Craig alongside other employees of the franchisee. Both Ms Craig 
and Ms Hurst claimed they were verbally asked to continue in their roles as before, 
to which they both agreed. Fonz Franchising denied Ms Hurst or Ms Craig had been 
an employee and said neither attended training, or was given an employment 
agreement. The evidence did not support Fonz Franchising’s position. The 
Authority was satisfied Ms Hurst and Ms Craig were employed by Fonz Franchising. 

On the evidence provided, the Authority was satisfied Ms Hurst was dismissed 
from her employment with Fonz Franchising. Ms Hurst was approached by Ms 
Stone who relayed a conversation they had with the previous employer franchisee 
that Ms Hurst was “untrustworthy”. Ms Stone immediately stated Ms Hurst was 
“fired” and would be “trespassed” if she did not leave. Ms Craig claimed that on 21 
August 2019, Ms Stone informed her the business had closed and there was no 
discussion or consultation about the arena closing.  
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Ms Craig provided a copy of a message subsequently sent by Fonz Franchising to staff, advising them of the legal 
dispute between it and the franchisee, that equipment had been repossessed, and the arena was in an unfit state for 
the public, so it was forced to close the arena for the foreseeable future. The Authority found on the evidence that 
Ms Craig was dismissed from her employment.  

The onus was on Fonz Franchising to prove its actions in dismissing Ms Hurst and Ms Craig was justified. Its absence 
from the Authority’s investigation largely impeded the possibility of it doing so. The Authority stated that even if 
Fonz Franchising had attended the investigation it found it likely it would have struggled to argue that both 
dismissals were unjustified.   

Ms Hurst was not advised about her conduct or given an opportunity to respond to Fonz Franchising’s concerns. 
The Authority outlined that there could be no certainty as to whether there were reasonable grounds to dismiss an 
employee where an employer has not sought an account from the employee involved. Ms Hurst’s dismissal could 
not be justified in the circumstances. In relation to Ms Craig, the Authority was satisfied there was no consultation 
about the disestablishment of her position before her employment was terminated. Her dismissal was also not 
justified. 

Fonz Franchising was ordered to pay Mr Hurst $14,000 compensation, $1,209 gross in lost wages, $6,654.50 gross 
in lieu of notice and ordered to pay Ms Craig $13,000 compensation and $760 gross in lieu of notice. 

Hurst v Fonz Franchising Pty Ltd [[2021] NZERA 333; 28/07/2021; M Ryan] 

  

The Employment Relations Authority reversed MBIE’s decision regarding paid parental leave  

Ms Chalmers gave birth to her son on 6 September 2020. During the year prior to the birth, Ms Chalmers had worked 
13 weeks as an employee at a university, working an average of 35 to 40 hours per week and a further 16 weeks as a 
self-employed contractor for a clinical psychologist, working an average of 10 to 15 hours per week. Ms Chalmers 
made three telephone calls to the Inland Revenue Department (IRD) during this period with one in January 2020, one 
on 13 February 2020 and the other on 19 July 2020.  

Ms Chalmers explained to IRD that she had been working as an employee and was about to become self-employed. 
She asked if that would affect her entitlements to paid parental leave under the Parental Leave and Employment 
Protection Act 1987 (the Act). IRD advised Ms Chalmers that she could combine the two periods of work as both 
employed and self-employed, to reach the parental leave payment threshold test.  

As a result of this advice, Ms Chalmers ceased her employment with the university and became a self-employed 
contractor for part of the 26 weeks immediately prior to her delivery date. Ms Chalmers claimed if she had been 
advised that this would not meet the test for the parental leave payment threshold, she would have continued in her 
employment at the university, which was ongoing.   

Ms Chalmers applied to the IRD for paid parental leave on 7 August 2020 in accordance with the Act. However, upon 
receipt of Ms Chalmers application the IRD wrote to her advising her that she did not qualify for paid parental leave 
because the test set out in the Act did not allow her to combine her work from employment with her work as a self-
employed contractor to meet the parental leave payment threshold test. The IRD apologised to Ms Chalmers for 
having provided her with the wrong advice in a letter dated 11 September 2020.  

Ms Chalmers subsequently applied to the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) requesting it to 
review the decision of the IRD. MBIE did so and took the view that Ms Chalmers did not meet the relevant test and 
was not able to grant her parental leave payments.  

On 24 November 2020 Ms Chalmers filed a Statement of Problem in the Employment Relations Authority (the 
Authority) seeking a formal review of the decision. To be entitled to parental leave payments, a person must be an 
eligible employee or an eligible self-employed person. As set out in section 71CA of the Act, an eligible employee is a 
person who is the primary carer of a child and meets the parental leave payment threshold test. There was no 
dispute that Ms Chalmers was the primary carer in respect of her son. However, she allegedly did not meet the 
parental leave payment threshold test because of the combination of employment and self-employment.  
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Section 2BA(4) of the Act sets out that an employee must meet the parental leave payment threshold test which 
requires the employee to be employed for at least an average of 26 out of the 52 weeks immediately preceding the 
expected date of delivery of the child. There is no provision in the Act allowing a person to combine time worked as 
an employee with time worked as a self-employed person in circumstances where they would not meet either the 
requirements of subsection (a) or subsection (b) of section 2BA(4) of the Act.  

MBIE accepted and agreed that Ms Chalmers did seek advice from IRD regarding the potential change in her 
employment status, and that she received incorrect advice. However, it had no statutory discretion to make 
payments to Ms Chalmers when she did not meet the threshold for payment as set out in the Act. The Authority 
does have statutory discretion to make orders, pursuant to s 71ZB(3) of the Act which gives the Authority the 
power to “modify or reverse” any decision of MBIE.  

Ms Chalmers relied on incorrect advice provided by a government department. The Authority considered that Ms 
Chalmers acted reasonably in relying on that advice. The Authority found it appropriate to exercise its’ discretion 
and to reverse the decision made by MBIE that Ms Chalmers did not qualify for paid parental leave. Following this 
decision, MBIE took the necessary steps to ensure Ms Chalmers received the parental leave payments due to her. 
Costs were reserved.  

Chalmers v Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment [[2021] NZERA 303; 21/06/21; E Robinson]  

 

Union challenged employer’s interpretation of “work period” for the purposes of employee rest and meal breaks 

This determination focused on a dispute over the interpretation of wording in the Land Transport Rule: Work Time 
in Large Passenger Service Vehicles 2019 (the Rule). The members of the New Zealand Tramways and Public 
Passenger Transport Employees Union (the Union) challenged the Rule’s application to employees such as Drivers, 
employed by Tranzurban Hutt Valley Limited (Tranzurban Hutt Valley). The matter was brought to the Employment 
Relations Authority (the Authority) to assess.  

The Union claimed that when new legislation came into force on 6 May 2019 governing rest breaks and meal breaks 
under the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act), it applied in addition to the Land Transport Work Time and 
Logbook Rule 2007.  

Prior to 6 May 2019, various interested groups met to discuss the implications of the changes to the Act. This 
resulted in a memorandum of understanding between several parties including the Ministry of Transport, the 
Minister of Workplace Relations and representatives of the Wellington Regional Council, operators such as 
Tranzurban Hutt Valley and various unions. During this discussion, the parties agreed that there would be a 12-
month transition period commencing 6 May 2019, during which the parties would monitor the effect of the changes 
and “where required, work collaboratively to examine adjustments to scheduling, rostering and timetables”.  

The Union claimed that the Rule required Drivers to take 10-minute rest breaks whilst not in a moving vehicle, and at 
intervals throughout the work period. The Union defined a “work period” as the period beginning from when Drivers 
start work and finish work. It included all authorised breaks whether paid or unpaid to which the Driver was entitled. 
The Union claimed that this meant that in addition to rest breaks provided in accordance with the Land Transport 
Work Time & Log Book Rule 2007, Tranzurban Hutt Valley should have provided additional rest breaks. Tranzurban 
Hutt Valley claimed that it complied with all of its relevant obligations.  

The Union was of the view that Tranzurban Hutt Valley failed to properly apply the new requirements under the Act. 
In particular, it claimed that Tranzurban Hutt Valley failed to consider providing a third 10-minute rest break in work 
periods that included unpaid breaks occasioned by the use of a split shift. The Union claimed that each Driver’s duty 
was prescribed by a roster which covered a 24-hour period. Therefore, each work period could only have one start 
and one finish time. The intervening period during the split shift included all authorised breaks whether paid or not. 
The period between the two portions of the shift was therefore a long authorised but unpaid break.  

Tranzurban Hutt Valley submitted that “work period” defined the period where an employee actually performed 
work duties or was on an authorised break. That would either be an authorised rest or meal break. It argued that this 
did not include time between shifts and claimed that this was supported by both dictionary definitions and the Land 
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Transport Act 1998 (the Land Transport Act) itself. The Authority did note that under the Land Transport Act’s 
definition of “work time”, refers only to duties that constitutes the actual performance of work.  

Having considered the factual scenario, the principles of statutory interpretation and the submissions presented, 
the Authority concluded that the Union’s argument was far more persuasive. It held that the Union’s argument was 
simple and fit well with Tranzurban Hutt Valley’s practices. Over the complete period of a shift, Tranzurban Hutt 
Valley specified when work was to be performed. This included and authorised extended unpaid breaks. Costs were 
reserved.  

New Zealand Tramways and Public Passenger Transport Employees Union v Tranzurban Hutt Valley Limited [[2021] 
NZERA 341; 03/09/2021; M Loftus]  

 

Parental leave payments given following information provided which corrected inaccurate application 

Ms Priestly was denied paid parental leave by Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE). Ms Priestley 
applied to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) for a formal review of the decision. 

Ms Priestley applied for paid parental leave on 24 September 2020 in accordance with the Parental Leave and 
Employment Protection Act 1987 (the Act). The Inland Revenue Department (IRD) advised Ms Priestley on 28 
September 2020 that it was unable to process her application and referred the application to MBIE. On 12 October 
2020, MBIE advised Ms Priestley that she was not entitled to receive parental leave payments. While there is no 
dispute that Ms Priestley was the primary carer, Ms Priestley allegedly did not meet either the employed or self-
employed parental leave threshold rest set out in section 2BA(4) of the Act.  

Section 2BA of the Act states that an employee must meet the parental leave payment threshold test which 
requires the employee to be employed for at least an average of 26 out of the 52 weeks immediately preceding the 
expected date of delivery of the child. Ms Priestley indicated in her Statement of Problem that had a mixture of 
employment and self-employment in the relevant 52-week period. Ms Priestley claimed she was employed for 
seven weeks from 19 October 2019 to 9 December 2019, self-employed for ten weeks from January to March 2020, 
and employed by White Noise Workspace Limited (White Noise Workspace), which she was a Director and 
Shareholder of, for 18 weeks from 15 June 2020 to 19 October 2020 in a business. 

Ms Priestley claimed that her last employment was delayed due to the COVID-19 lockdown in March 2020. She 
argued that if the pandemic did not force her to postpone the opening of White Noise Workspace, she would have 
comfortably been within the 26 week employee threshold. 

On 13 May 2021, it was submitted by Mr Mark Richards of Causeway Accounting Limited on behalf of Ms Priestley, 
that she received income from White Noise Workspace from her activities on behalf of it from 18 September 2019 
until the arrival of her child. On that basis it was submitted that the income from self-employment therefore met 
the parental leave payment threshold test in that Ms Priestley worked for 10 hours or more on her business 
activities during the 26 weeks prior to the delivery date. The Authority noted that this submission was different to 
the information provided by Ms Priestley in the Statement of Problem that she commenced working for White Noise 
Workspace from to 15 June 2020.  

Mr Upperton, on behalf of MBIE, submitted that following the submission from Ms Priestley, MBIE made an 
information request to IRD to ascertain the start date of Ms Priestley’s employment with White Noise Workspace. 
IRD responded on 26 May 2021 advising that White Noise Workspace was registered as an employer on 5 June 2020, 
with a start date of 8 June 2020, and that Ms Priestley was registered as an employee on 15 June 2020.  

MBIE stated that on that basis, its understanding of the facts was that Ms Priestley commenced her employment 
with White Noise Workspace on 15 June 2020 and not earlier. It would not have been possible for Ms Priestley to be 
employed by White Noise Workspace earlier than 5 June 2020 because it was not registered as an employer until 5 
June 2020.  

In respect of Ms Priestley’s submission that she received income from White Noise Workspace from the 
incorporation date of 18 September 2019, Mr Upperton submitted that the 26-week test under section 2BA of the 
Act concerns employment or self-employment, not income. 
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Ms Priestley counterargued that she undertook duties for White Noise Workspace as a salaried Shareholder 
employee receiving income by way of source deducted income, and additionally a Director/Shareholder employee, 
receiving income by way of Shareholder salary. The Authority noted that both are forms of employment  recognised 
by IRD and Ms Priestley was employed in both capacities by White Noise Workspace since the incorporation of 
White Noise Limited, being 18 September 2019. 

Ms Priestley argued that she met the 26-week threshold by her involvement with White Noise Workspace and that 
she worked in excess of 20 hours per week since forming White Noise Workspace. To support this argument, Ms 
Priestley provided a copy of her employment agreement with White Noise which recorded her commencement date 
as 5 June 2020, and Instagram posts screenshots dated 8 June 2020 and 10 June 2020 as evidence of her marketing 
work on behalf of White Noise Workspace. Upon Ms Priestley’s further submissions, MBIE advised that they did not 
oppose Ms Priestley’s review. 

As acknowledged by MBIE, had this information been provided in her initial application, Ms Priestley’s application for 
paid parental leave would have been approved. On that basis, the Authority considered it appropriate to exercise its’ 
discretion and to reverse the decision made by MBIE that Ms Priestley did not qualify for paid parental leave. 

The Authority directed MBIE to take the necessary steps to ensure Ms Priestley received the parental leave 
payments due to her. Costs are reserved. The Authority noted that given the circumstances regarding the 
inaccuracy of the information initially supplied to both MBIE and the Authority by Ms Priestley, the Authority 
considered that costs should lie where they fall. 

Priestley v Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment [[2021] NZERA 360; 12/08/2021; E Robinson] 

 

Compliance order declined due to the company solvency problem  

In a determination dated 16 February 2021, the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) ordered NRS 
Refrigeration Limited (NRS Refrigeration) to pay Mr Barrett a total of $27,740 under section 123(1)(c)(i) and section 
123(1)(b) of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). On 15 April 2021, NRS Refrigeration was ordered to pay 
$4,571.56 in costs. On 4 March 2021, Mr Barrett lodged an application for a compliance order to require NRS 
Refrigeration to comply with the 16 February 2021 determination by paying $27,740. In reply, NRS Refrigeration 
claimed it was not in a financial position to pay what was sought.  

Under section 137 of the Act, if a person has not complied with a determination of the Authority, the Authority on 
application may order the person to do any specified thing for the purpose of preventing further non-compliance. 
Where a person fails to comply with the Authority’s order under section 137 of the Act, the Employment Court (the 
Court) on application may exercise powers under section 140(6) of the Act. The Court’s powers include ordering 
that the person be sentenced to imprisonment for a term not exceeding three months, fining them a sum not 
exceeding $40,000 and ordering that their property be sequestered. Imprisonment would not be at risk in this case 
because the respondent is a company. The Court can, at its discretion, decline a compliance order when satisfied 
that compliance would be an impossibility due to a company’s financial circumstances. 

Compliance is a discretionary remedy. The Authority turned to consider whether it would bring about a resolution of 
the current problem. There was a statement and other indications in the material that NRS Refrigeration did not 
accept the outcome of the dispute between it and Mr Barrett, despite the earlier determinations. If inflexibility was 
the reason for noncompliance with the Authority’s determinations, a compliance order is likely to be an effective 
remedy, given the serious risks the Mr Barrett faced if they persisted with not complying. However, the Authority 
was persuaded that NRS Refrigeration was unable to meet the orders made against it in Mr Barrett’s favour.  

NRS Refrigeration had a substantial debt to IRD, significantly larger than the default in payments due to Mr Barrett. 
NRS Refrigeration’s audited accounts for March 2020 showed a significant net loss for the year. The  balance sheet 
recorded negative equity. Substantial non-current liabilities were shown, mostly accompanied by security interests 
held by the lenders over company assets. The depreciation schedule also indicated no real prospects for the debt to 
Mr Barrett being met from asset sales. The balance sheet showed a positive balance for the Shareholders current 
account as a company asset. However, that did not establish that the amount recorded was available to NRS 
Refrigeration to use in satisfaction of its debt to Mr Barrett.  
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A statement from May 2021 reported a reasonably large sum of the current accounts as receivable. A statement of 
accounts payable had not been included. This indicated that continued trading might have allowed NRS 
Refrigeration to reduce in indebtedness, if allowed time to do so by creditors. It did not establish that NRS 
Refrigeration could have met its liability to Mr Barrett in the short or medium term.  

If a compliance order relates to the payment of money to an employee, the Authority may order payment by 
instalments, but only if the financial position of the employer requires it. The Authority was satisfied that the 
financial position of NRS Refrigeration meant it was unable to pay its debt to Mr Barrett in a lump sum. While there 
was scope to think that NRS Refrigeration might be able to meet a small amount regularly, it would have had to be at 
a very low amount.  

NRS Refrigeration would have been unable to pay the debt if it was ordered to do so in a lump sum. NRS 
Refrigeration would have been unable to comply with an order to pay by instalments, if instalments were set 
anywhere near the level that Mr Barrett had indicated would be acceptable. NRS Refrigeration would have defaulted 
if the Authority ordered it to comply with the judgment amounts in Mr Barrett’s favour. Mr Barrett would have been 
left to seek sanctions for that non-compliance. There would be further powers available to the Court in response to 
that prospective non-compliance, but sanctions appear unlikely to deal with what is fundamentally a company 
solvency problem.   

Mr Barrett could rely on section 141 of the Act to access the enforcement processes available in the District Court. 
Other options were also available to him as a creditor of NRS Refrigeration. Not succeeding on this application for a 
compliance order, did not deprive Mr Barrett of these options.  

The Authority declined the application for a compliance order. Mr Barrett was not entitled to costs, given the 
outcome. NRS Refrigeration was not legally represented, so was not entitled to costs. 

Barrett v NRS Refrigeration Limited [[2021] NZERA 344; 03/08/2021; P Cheyne]  

 

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

Restructuring and Redundancy  

Performance Management  

Parental Leave  

Personal Grievances 

Full and Final Settlements  

 

Employer News 
 

More financial support for businesses 

Today’s decision to keep Auckland in a higher COVID Alert Level triggers a third round of the Wage Subsidy Scheme 
which will open for applications at 9am this Friday. 

“The revenue test period for this payment will be the 14th to the 27th of September. A reminder that this is available 
for those in Auckland, but also those around the country who can establish that their revenue loss is a result of Alert 
Level 3 or 4 in Auckland,” Grant Robertson said. 

https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=RAR-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=PG-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=PM-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=RAR-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
https://www.ema.co.nz/ResourceDetail?iProductCode=PL-AZ&Category=A%20-%20Z%20GUIDE
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Friday is also when eligible businesses can apply for another Resurgence Support Payment (RSP) to help them pay 
their rent and other fixed costs. This is available to all businesses that can show a 30 percent drop in revenue while 
anywhere in the country is at Alert Level 2. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government [13 September 2021] 

 

Government investment in farmer-led catchment groups sweeps past 150 mark 

Government investment in on-the-ground efforts by farmers to improve land management practices has passed a 
milestone, with more than 170 catchment groups nationwide now receiving support, Agriculture Minister Damien 
O’Connor says. 

“When it comes to freshwater, we have a job to do as an industry and that’s to restore our rivers within a 
generation,” Damien O’Connor said. 

 “Today I announced $2.1 million to support 31 farmer-led catchment groups in the Manawatū, Rangitīkei, and 
Wairarapa which are helping farmers and growers transition to more sustainable land use. 

 “Nationally, these groups that we are backing provide on-the-ground support to more than 5,000 farmers, helping 
them access expertise and tools to improve their environmental and economic sustainability, not to mention 
wellbeing. 

“In the past 18 months, almost $29 million has been invested in catchment groups, through the Ministry for Primary 
Industries’ (MPI) extension services and Jobs for Nature programmes.” 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government [14 September 2021] 

Pay parity pathway for early learning teachers confirmed 

Pay parity conditions and higher funding rates for education and care services will come into force on 1 January, 
2022, Minister of Education Chris Hipkins confirmed today. 

The Government signalled this work in Budget 2021. 

“From 1 January, 2022, centres opting into the scheme will receive government funding and be required to pay 
equivalent certificated teachers at the same level as those on the first five steps on the kindergarten teachers’ 
collective agreement,” Chris Hipkins said. 

“It’s a significant step in the Government’s long-term strategy to lift pay, starting with those at or near the bottom 
end of the pay scale, and repair long-standing pay inequities. 

“Teachers who meet the requirements for pay step six and work in services that have opted into the higher rates will 
also need to be paid at that rate from 1 January 2023. Those at higher steps will be progressed in future Budget 
rounds, as previously indicated. 

To read further, please click the link below.  

 New Zealand Government [15 September 2021] 

 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/more-financial-support-businesses
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-investment-farmer-led-catchment-groups-sweeps-past-150-mark
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/pay-parity-pathway-early-learning-teachers-confirmed
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Meat pushes food prices to fifth consecutive rise  

Food prices rose 0.3 percent in August 2021 compared with July 2021, mainly influenced by higher prices for meat, 
poultry, and fish, and restaurant meals and ready-to-eat food, Stats NZ said today 

To read further, please click the link below. 
 

 Statistics New Zealand [13 September2021] 

 

Strong export growth narrows current account deficit to $3.0 billion  

The seasonally adjusted current account deficit narrowed to $3.0 billion in the June 2021 quarter, Stats NZ said 
today. 

 
To read further, please click the link below.  

 

 Statistics New Zealand [15 September 2021] 

GDP rises in the June 2021 quarter  

Gross domestic product (GDP) rose by 2.8 percent in the June 2021 quarter, following a 1.4 percent increase in the 
March 2021 quarter, Stats NZ said today. 

To read further, please click the link below.  
 

 Statistics New Zealand [16 September 2021] 

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: At 8 September 2021 (provisional)  

To read, please click the link below.  
 

 Statistics New Zealand [15 September 2021] 

A message from Mike Tully on Te Wiki o te Reo Māori  

 
Our data tells us Māori are more likely to sustain a life-changing injury but are less likely to make a claim with us than 
non-Māori. It’s a worrying trend and one we must look to turn around. 
 
Te Wiki o te Reo Māori provides an opportunity to celebrate and encourage people to learn and we’re doing this in 
many different ways at ACC this week. 
To read further, please click the link below.  

 

 ACC New Zealand [16 September 2021] 



 

 

 

Employer Bulletin  

Friday, 17 September 2021 

 

 

    9 
 

  

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: Four Bills 

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

Inquiry into the future of the workforce needs in the primary industries of New Zealand (23 September 2021) 

Inquiry into school attendance (30 September 2021) 

Inquiry into illegal, unregulated, and unreported fishing (1 October 2021) 

Hazardous Substances and New Organisms (Hazardous Substances Assessments) Amendment Bill (3 October 2021)  

 

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/  

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  
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