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Employment Relations Authority: Five Cases
1
Unilateral changes made to employment agreements during COVID-19 lockdown
Eastern Bays Hospice Trust t/a Dove Trust (Dove) provides hospice services in East
6Auckland. An employment relationship problem arose after six employees (the
employees) challenged decisions made by Dove in response to the COVID-19 lockdown.
These decisions involved reductions to their wages or salaries and dismissal for
7redundancy.
On 23 March 2020, COVID-19 level 4 restrictions were implemented. That same day,
8
Dove applied for and received the Government Wage Subsidy (GWS). In making that
application, Dove signed a declaration stating that it would use its best endeavours to
8
retain the employees named in the application on at least 80 percent of their regular
income for the period of the subsidy. On 24 March 2020, Dove closed its retail stores
due to the level 4 restrictions. The employees did not perform work from that date
9
onwards.
On 25 March 2020, Dove sent a memorandum to all staff advising that normal salary or
10
wages would continue to be paid until 29 March 2020. From 30 March 2020 to 22 April
10
2020, they would be paid 80 percent of their salary or wages. The memorandum did
10
not state that the 20 percent reduction in pay was made in agreement with staff.
Between 30 March 2020 and 17 April 2020, the employees received letters from Dove
proposing a restructuring of their positions. Between 7 April 2020 to 1 May 2020, the
employees individually received letters which stated that their positions were to be
disestablished effective of the date of the letter. The employees were given eight
weeks’ notice of termination of employment, with the first four weeks to be paid at 80
per cent of their salary or wages and the second four weeks of notice to be paid at the
GWS rate of $585.80. They were not required to undertake any work for Dove during
the notice period. Dove extended the notice period in their employment agreement
from 4 weeks to 8 weeks as a way of acknowledging the impact of the redundancies on
the employees.
On 8 May 2020, the employees lodged a claim in the Employment Relations Authority
(the Authority) to challenge the justifiability of their dismissals. The employees said
they did not agree to be paid anything short of their normal wages and salary and that
Dove unlawfully made deductions in breach of the Wages Protection Act 1983 (the
Act). They also argued this breached their employment agreements and sought a
penalty.
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Dove argued that it had not breached the Act or their employment agreements as COVID-19 restrictions meant the
employees were not ready, willing and able to work and therefore, there was no breach. The deductions clause in the
employees’ employment agreements specified situations where Dove could make deductions. These included overpayments, outstanding debts or monies owed, value of unreturned property and failure to give agreed notice of
termination. None of those events included or could have been argued to include circumstances faced during COVID-19
restrictions.
Dove doubled the contractual notice of all but one of the employees. Dove did not seek the employees’ agreement to do
this and therefore it could not set a different remuneration rate to that agreed within the employment agreement. Dove
argued that the employees accepted the variation to their notice period by their acceptance of the extended notice. This
argument did not succeed because the extended notice period was not offered to the employees. Dove could have
consulted with the employees regarding changes to the notice period, but as it did not do this, it unilaterally varied the
notice period.
Dove argued that it was released from its obligations under the Act to pay normal wage or salary because the employees
did not perform services or work under their employment agreements. The definition of “wages” under the act means
“salary or wages; and includes time and piece wages, and overtime, bonus, or other special payments agreed to be paid to
a worker for the performance of service or work; and also includes any part of any wages”. The Authority held that Dove’s
interpretation of “wages” was too wide. If this interpretation of the Act were to operate as Dove argued, any nonperformance of service or work would release the employer from its contractual obligation to pay wages. The definition
provides that but for the intervening event of the COVID-19 restrictions and/or Dove’s decision to not require them
attend work during the notice period, they were able to fulfil their obligations under the employment agreements.
The Authority held that Dove had breached its obligations owed to the employees to pay contractual wages and salary
during their employment without deduction. The consideration of a penalty was warranted however the matter was
adjourned until the totality of the employees’ employment relationship problem had been investigated and determined.
Ragget v Eastern Bays Hospice Trust t/a Dove Hospice [[2020] NZERA 266; 30/06/2020; M Urlich]

Injunction denied as balance of convenience outweighed arguable proprietary interests for restraint of trade
Sanguine (Nelson) Limited is an incorporated company that carries on a business in beauty and skin care treatments in
Nelson. It operates as a franchisor trading under ‘Caci Clinic’. Ms Fenwick was employed by Caci Clinic on a part-time basis
as a Registered Nurse/Cosmetic Injector from March 2019. She resigned from her employment giving four weeks’ notice
on 4 February 2020. Immediately after her last day with Caci Clinic, she commenced employment with EnhanceSkin
Limited (EnhanceSkin) in March 2020.
Caci Clinic applied to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) for an interim injunction. The application sought
to cease Ms Fenwick’s employment with EnhanceSkin immediately and an order that she should not engage in any
capacity regarding the business of EnhanceSkin until after February 2021. Caci Clinic also asked that Ms Fenwick be
ordered to take steps to be removed from EnhanceSkin’s advertising. The interim injunction also sought to enforce the
non-solicitation clause included in Ms Fenwick’s employment agreement with Caci Clinic for the six-month period
contained. Ms Fenwick stated that she had not breached any of the restraint of trade clauses in her employment
agreement as Caci Clinic had no propriety interest that it needed to protect. Ms Fenwick therefore claimed that the
clauses were unenforceable. Ms Fenwick further submitted that if the restraint of trade clauses were enforceable, they
were unreasonable and should be modified under section 83 of the Contracts and Commercial Law Act 2017 (the CCLA).
Ms Fenwick had a restraint of trade clause, a non-solicitation clause and confidentiality clause in her employment
agreement with Caci Clinic. The Authority needed to determine whether there was a proprietary interest to protect in
order to justify these restraint of trade clauses. While Ms Fenwick had some knowledge of Caci Clinic’s methods and
processes it was accepted that she had limited knowledge of marketing and strategic information. As a result, the
Authority found there was an arguable case for protecting trade secrets and client relationships. In respect of the
reasonableness of the restraint of trade clauses, the Authority determined that the length of these could be argued to be
unreasonable. The Authority held that a restraint of trade of more than three months may not be considered reasonable
therefore modification under section 83 of the CCLA should be applied.
2
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In order to determine whether an interim injunction should be granted, the Authority has to consider where the balance
of convenience lies. This requires looking at the relevant detriment or injury that each party will incur as a result of the
interim injunction being granted or not. The Authority is then required to stand back and ascertain where the overall
justice of the case lies until the substantive matter can be determined. The Authority then considers whether an interim
injunction should be granted. The Authority noted that if the restraint of trade period was deemed unreasonable it could
be modified to a three-month restraint of trade period. However, the Authority stated that in the time it may take for an
investigation meeting and determination in the Authority, Ms Fenwick would have been restrained from employment for
a period longer than the restraint of trade period. On the balance of convenience, the Authority favoured Ms Fenwick’s
argument.
Whilst there was an arguable case that a proprietary interest needed to be protected, the Authority was not able to
conclude that it was strongly arguable. The Authority concluded that any interim injunction granted, with a delay in an
investigation and substantive determination, could result in a restraint of trade period beyond that which is reasonable.
Therefore, the application for the interim injunction was declined.
Sanguine (Nelson) Limited v Fenwick [[2020] NZERA 189; 08/05/2020; H Doyle]

Assault and verbal abuse of employer disadvantaged employee
Ms McGrath claimed she was constructively dismissed from her role as the day-to-day Manager of a café operated by
Earlawn Limited (Earlawn) and she sought $30,000 compensation. Mr Soal and Mrs Soal, the Directors and Shareholders
of Earlawn, operated the café under a franchise agreement. On 10 June 2018, there was an incident at the café between
Ms McGrath and Mr Soal. Ms McGrath left work, sought advice from a family friend and also spoke to Mrs Soal by phone.
Ms McGrath took some sick leave and later returned to work before going on a period of pre-arranged annual leave,
followed by parental leave. Ms McGrath contacted the franchisor Regional Manager to report the incident and laid an
assault complaint with Police. Later, a lawyer representing Earlawn emailed Ms McGrath correspondence about a
restructuring proposal to disestablish the managerial role and invited her to a meeting. However, Ms McGrath raised a
personal grievance by a letter dated 14 August 2018. Ms McGrath claimed that on 10 June 2018 Mr Soal verbally abused
her in front of other staff and customers and then assaulted her. Ms McGrath argued that this resulted in her feeling that
she could not return to work. The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) found that employment had ended on
14 August 2018 as any reasonable reading of the letter showed that Ms McGrath considered her employment was at an
end.
Mr Soal was charged with common assault and the charge was resolved with Police diversion on 11 September 2018. The
Police summary of facts alleged that Mr Soal approached Ms McGrath in a manic state and accused her of ruining his
business, before going to his office. Ms McGrath went to the office intending to ask why he had acted that way towards
her. Mr Soal got up abruptly and pushed his chest into Ms McGrath, knocking her backwards. Mr Soal then continued his
earlier accusation about Ms McGrath ruining the business. In his evidence, Mr Soal said he pleaded guilty to the charge as
part of the diversion. Police diversion involves an acceptance of the charge.
Ms McGrath’s claim was one of constructive dismissal. The Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act) permits the
Authority to find a personal grievance of a type other than that claimed. An employee has a personal grievance if their
employment was affected to their disadvantage by an unjustified action of the employer. The Authority found that by
assaulting and verbally abusing Ms McGrath, Mr Soal affected her employment to her disadvantage and the assault and
abuse were unjustified actions. Additionally, Ms McGrath felt unsafe to continue working, exposed to the risk that she
might be abused or assaulted again by Mr Soal. As one of the principals of the business, Mr Soal had a right to attend the
premises but Earlawn had obligations to manage the effect on Ms McGrath when Mr Soal did attend the premises. Mr
Soal’s evidence, that he avoided Ms McGrath when he was in the café, did not manage Ms McGrath’s reasonable fears,
leaving her concerned that he was there “specifically to have a go” at her. That exacerbated Ms McGrath’s grievance. The
Authority said that while the events might also sustain a constructive dismissal claim, it considered Ms McGrath’s concern
was better addressed as an unjustified disadvantage grievance. This is because it more directly focused on the 10 June
2018 incident and the absence of effective steps to mitigate or manage the effects for Ms McGrath.
The Authority found that Ms McGrath’s employment was affected to her disadvantage by unjustifiable actions of her
employer, giving rise to a personal grievance. There was no claim for lost remuneration and no blameworthy contribution
3

Employer Bulletin
Friday, 21 August 2020

by Ms McGrath to the situation that gave rise to the grievance. Earlawn were ordered to pay Ms McGrath compensation
of $15,000 and $2,250 in costs.
McGrath v Earlawn Limited t/a Robert Harris Timaru [[2020] NZERA 251; 25/06/2020; P Cheyne]

Contradictory terms deemed unconscionable to the finality of a settlement agreement
Ms Fay worked as a Pilot for Commercial Helicopters Limited (Commercial Helicopters), trading as Fly My Sky, from 30
October 2017 to 21 September 2018. Ms Fay and Commercial Helicopters reached a settlement agreement on 28 June
2019. The settlement agreement was a full and final settlement of all matters between the parties. Ms Fay claimed that
she was entitled to wages and holiday pay as another term in the settlement agreement stated, “parties confirm that
neither has agreed to forego minimum entitlements”.
The issue before the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority), was the interrelationship between sections of the
Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). Section 149(3) of the Act states that settlements are full and final. However,
sections 148A(2) and (3) of the Act prohibit Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment (MBIE) mediators certifying
any terms “in which a party agrees to forgo” all or part of their minimum wage and holiday entitlements.
Three months after signing the settlement agreement, Ms Fay sought orders requiring Commercial Helicopters to pay her
$4,204.85. Ms Fay claimed this sum was due to her working overtime which resulted in her salary being below minimum
wage. She also claimed public holiday payments, alternative holiday pay and annual leave as well as a deduction made
without written agreement. Commercial Helicopters disputed any alleged shortfalls and argued that even if there were,
any such claims were resolved by the full and final settlement agreement reached in mediation.
It is recognised in law that in some instances a party may not be held to terms of a settlement agreement or is not
prevented from bringing those terms to the Authority. Some instances include concerns of mental capacity, agreement
under duress, or unconscionability of how the outcome was reached. These instances were not of any issue in this case.
Nor was there a suggestion that the mediator had failed to carry out the required process of explaining to the parties the
effect certification would have on the terms of their settlement agreement. This meant that there were no grounds to
challenge or call into question the agreed terms under the exception allowed under section 152(2) of the Act.
Ms Fay’s argument was based on the interpretation of relevant sections of the Act, particularly of the phrase “agrees to
forgo”. The Authority stated that was not sustained on a plain reading of the text and purpose of the statute. Section
148A(2), regarding prohibiting forgoing minimum entitlements refers to entitlements, which are rights that are known and
capable of being quantified. The section does not require the mediator to investigate and determine whether such
entitlements may or may not exist. The inquiry concerns the content of “agreed terms of settlement”. The mediator’s
assessment is of what is apparent on the wording of the terms and what is known from their involvement in the
discussions that led to the agreement.
The certification required of mediators has two steps to confirm the statutory obligations regarding minimum
entitlements have been complied with. Firstly, that the parties have agreed to that effect. Secondly, the mediator’s
certificate states that the parties have confirmed to the mediator that neither party has agreed to forgo such
entitlements. The Authority is entitled to rely on both the terms of the parties’ agreement, as evidenced by their
signatures, and the mediator’s declaration as to what the parties have advised them.
There was no evidence that the term agreed was not as it was written in the agreement Ms Fay had signed or that the
mediator had failed to carry out the certification process described in their certificate. The Authority held that Ms Fay’s
assertion that she had, either in fact or as a matter of law, reserved some right to pursue minimum entitlements could not
stand in the absence of such evidence. The Authority further noted that to conclude otherwise would sit uncomfortably
with the certainty and finality of the certification process under section 149 of the Act. It would have been contrary to the
other agreed term that the agreement was full and final settlement of all matters between the parties arising out of their
employment relationship.
The Authority noted as a matter of common sense, it was unlikely Commercial Helicopters would have agreed to a
settlement with a term of finality as well as a term allowing for future claims of an unknown or indeterminate nature.
4
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There was no evidence in this case of real concerns regarding mental capacity, knowledge, unconscionable conduct,
criminal behaviour or duress at the time the parties signed their settlement agreement. The Authority concluded that the
agreed term of finality could not be set aside so one party who might wish they had gone about things differently and
been more careful or insistent, got a “second bite of the cherry”.
Ms Fay was prohibited from proceeding with her application to the Authority by the terms agreed to and section 149(3) of
the Act. There was no order for costs as both parties represented themselves.
Fay v Commercial Helicopters Limited t/a Fly My Sky [[2020] NZERA 287; 24/07/2020; R Arthur]

Employer pre-determined decision and failed to investigate explanations given at disciplinary meeting
Mr Komene was employed by Guardian Farms Limited (Guardian Farms) in July 2018 in the position of second in charge.
Mr Komene was provided two weeks’ notice of his dismissal on 2 November 2018. Mr Komene alleged that his dismissal
was unjustified and claimed lost wages and compensation under section 123(1)(c)(i) of the Employment Relations Act (the
Act).
On 29 October 2018, Mr Komene discovered that the power was off at the farm and the water pump was not working. Mr
Holland, Guardian Farm’s sole Director, went to the paddock to investigate. Upon returning to the milk shed Mr Holland
advised Mr Komene that a power pole was down in the field, a Linesman was on their way and that there was a nick two
metres up the pole. Mr Holland then accused Mr Komene of hitting the power pole the day before when he was using a
B18 roller to carry out work on the paddock.
Mr Komene said to Mr Holland that he was not aware of hitting the pole. He stated that had he hit the pole, the speed he
was using the tractor at would have pushed the pole over and he would have been electrocuted. He stated it was
impossible for him to have hit the pole without realising. Mr Holland told Mr Komene that this was a serious matter and
that he was suspended on full pay while the event was investigated. Mr Komene’s request to view the damage to the pole
was declined.
A meeting was held on 1 November 2018 to hear Mr Komene’s version of events. Prior to the meeting, Mr Komene’s
request to have the meeting later in the day so that he could have a support person present was declined. Mr Komene
was told that the purpose of the meeting was just to discuss the events and that a support person was not necessary, and
no further action would be taken. Mr Komene took the last comment to mean that there would be no disciplinary
outcome.
At the meeting Mr Komene was given detail of the allegation that he hit the power pole while rolling the B18 tractor and
failed to report the incident which left the paddock in a dangerous position for livestock and staff. Mr Komene was told
that this was a serious matter that could be serious misconduct and result in dismissal. Komene was unprepared for the
gravity of the allegations but put forward several explanations.
Mr Komene repeated his explanation given on 29 October 2018, he referred to the fact that the farm still had power after
he worked in the paddock, and that if he had hit the pole the power would have turned off. Mr Komene also added that
Mr Holland and his father had been working in the paddock in the days leading up to Mr Komene working there and they
could have caused the damage. Mr Komene also pointed to the age of the pole and to research he had undertaken that
showed power poles should be replaced every 20 years. Mr Komene further noted that there had been a substantial and
severe storm the night of 28 October that could have caused the damage.
Mr Komene said that his explanations were dismissed outright. Mr Komene requested to be provided with a copy of the
alleged damage and the Linesman’s report, but this was never provided. Mr Komene was given notice of his dismissal on 2
November and that he would be paid two weeks’ wages in lieu of notice. That evening Mr Komene received a text
confirming this decision and a letter detailing the reasons for this decision was subsequently provided.
The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) determined that Guardian Farm’s decision to terminate did not fall
within the range of what a fair and reasonable employer could have done in all the circumstances at the time. The
Authority made that determination based on evidence that Mr Komene was invited to a disciplinary meeting on 1
5
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November without forewarning that it was going to be a disciplinary meeting and without notice of allegations. Further,
that Mr Komene was denied an adjournment of the disciplinary meeting to have a support person present. Mr Komene
was not provided with access to information to enable him to fully and fairly respond, such as access to view the pole or
photos of the pole.
The Authority also mentioned that there was no evidence to suggest Guardian Farms undertook any investigation in
relation to Mr Komene’s explanations before deciding to dismiss. The Authority noted that had Guardian Farms
investigated and genuinely considered Mr Komene’s explanations, instead of approaching with a pre-determined view, the
outcome may well have been different.
Mr Komene was able to find work following his dismissal and so the Authority did not grant an entire three months’ lost
remuneration, rather, a sum of $3,169.22 for lost wages was ordered. Guardian Farms was also ordered to pay
compensation of $10,000 and costs of $1,196.56.
Komene v Guardian Farms Limited [[2020] NZERA 212; 27/05/2020; J Trotman]

For further information about the issues raised in this week’s cases, please refer to the following resources:
Deductions
Restraints of Trade
Full and Final Settlements
Discipline
Restructuring and Redundancy

Employer News
Remote working: looking after the mental wellbeing of your team
Whether it’s the ease of working in your dressing gown or cutting out your commute, remote working has definitely got
its perks.
But, there are some downsides to remote working. Not having to commute to work each day can be a plus, but some
workers struggle with missing interaction with teammates, or switching their laptop off at night. Remote working comes
with its own challenges to consider.
There’s an important distinction between remote working and working from home (flexible working). In short, while
working from home is a temporary change, remote working is instead either semi-permanent or permanent. Staying at
home for the day because you don’t have any meetings? That’s working from home. Businesses and employees having to
adapt so they can work away from the office on a semi-permanent basis? That’s remote working.
Here are four tips for supporting and empowering your remote team:
1. Communicate
Just because a person is working remotely, it doesn’t necessarily mean they’re working on their own. You might not be
able to see your team, but they’re still there, and it’s important you maintain that communication. Make sure you
maintain regular contact via video calls using the likes of Microsoft Teams or Zoom, chatting via apps such as Slack, or
simply talking over the phone.
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If it’s appropriate, encourage your team to organise virtual coffees – it’s a great way for them to stay connected with their
teammates.
2. Create a defined workplace
You don’t have to transform your home, but having a space at home that is specifically for work helps to create separation
between work time and the other parts of a person’s life.
Encourage your team to put away the laptop, turn off the phone, and physically move away from their workspace once
the day’s work is done. Whether they decide to go as far as having a separate office or they simply rearrange some of
their furniture to define a clear office space, check in with your team and ensure they have separated their work from
non-work life.
3. Cut out distractions
Whether it’s turning off your notifications or promising yourself you won’t touch the laundry until after work, reducing
distractions is the key to being efficient while working remotely. Be aware that we get used to the familiar distractions in
the workplace and develop strategies for dealing with these. But, the distractions at home can be different and we may
find them more difficult to resist.
If you’re the manager, you might be tempted to continually check in with your team. But, put yourself into their shoes.
You don’t want to bombard them with messages and put them under unnecessary pressure. When it comes to remote
working, a little trust goes a long way.
Finally, keep work chat within work time. If you really must send that email outside of work hours, ensure your team
know that they do not need to respond to it until the next working day, unless there is a different understanding about
working ‘out of hours’.
4. Set realistic goals
Remote working doesn’t mean you should suddenly expect your team to become distraction-free workhorses. Give
yourself and your workmates goals they can achieve, and credit them when they get smaller tasks done. Encourage them
to also do this themselves, as they are effectively now in charge of managing their time.
Essentially, be careful not to treat your team differently just because they’re remote working. Don’t dishearten them with
crushing volumes of work, make sure they know you’re available if they ever need anything, and reward them regularly
for good work.
Remote working can be great, but be wary about your team working more intensely. It’s down to you to manage their
workloads and instead guide them towards efficient working.
WorkSafe New Zealand [18 August 2020]

Effects of COVID-19 on trade: 1 February–12 August 2020 (provisional)
Effects of COVID-19 on trade is a weekly update on New Zealand’s daily goods trade with the world from 1 February 2020.
Comparing the values with previous years shows the potential impacts of COVID-19.
The data is provisional and should be regarded as an early, indicative estimate of intentions to trade only, subject to
revision.

We advise caution in making decisions based on this data.
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Note: The large increase in the total import value on 26 June 2020 was due to the arrival of a new vessel for the Royal
New Zealand Navy.
To read further, click here.
Statistics New Zealand [19 August 2020]

Business price indexes: June 2020 quarter
Business price indexes includes the producers price index (PPI), capital goods price index (CGPI), and farm expenses price
index (FEPI).
To read further, click here.
Statistics New Zealand [19 August 2020]

Government backing Auckland jobs with big construction project
The Government will invest up to $200 million in a large construction project in central Auckland, that will create up to
750 jobs and provide confidence to the sector, Finance Minister Grant Robertson and Infrastructure Minister Shane Jones
announced today.
Financial support for the University of Auckland’s Faculty of Education and Social Work construction project will mean the
project can get under way this year instead of being delayed as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Funding for the project is coming from the $3 billion set aside for infrastructure in the COVID-19 Response and Recovery
Fund
“It is projects such as this that the Coalition Government has sought to bring forward to provide economic certainty,
confidence in the construction sector and employment,” Shane Jones said.
“The design is complete and a tender process to appoint a contractor for early involvement will occur in the next month
or so, with enabling works expected to start before Christmas and onsite construction to follow early in the new year.”
“This project will provide significant employment opportunities through to 2025 with up to 750 construction jobs
expected at its peak. It will also allow the university to complete the balance of its building programme in this area,
bringing the total construction value to $336 million,” Grant Robertson said.
“Several tertiary universities made applications to the Infrastructure Reference Group but this project stood out because
it was so close to going ahead, the large job creation and retention of the sector’s skill base.
“We expect this news will be welcomed by the commercial building sector as well as Auckland’s civic leaders. It further
demonstrates our commitment to getting our economy back on track in the wake of an unprecedented health crisis that
continues to disrupt economies worldwide,” Grant Robertson said.
Today’s announcement brings the total investment in Auckland from the infrastructure fund to $685 million.
New Zealand Government [17 August 2020]
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Legislation
Note: Bills go through several stages before becoming an Act of Parliament: Introduction; First reading; Referral to
select committee; Select committee report, Consideration of report; Committee stage; Second reading; Third reading;
and Royal assent.

Bills open for submissions: 13 Bills
13 Bills are currently open for public submissions to select committees.
Overseas Investment Amendment Bill (No 3) (N/A)
Protected Disclosures (Protection of Whistleblowers) Bill (N/A)
Rights for Victims of Insane Offenders Bill (N/A)
Education (Strengthening Second Language Learning in Primary and Intermediate Schools) Amendment Bill (N/A)
New Zealand Superannuation and Retirement Income (Fair Residency) Amendment Bill (N/A)
Insurance (Prompt Settlement of Claims for Uninhabitable Residential Property) Bill (N/A)
Child Support Amendment Bill (N/A)
District Court (Protection of Judgment Debtors with Disabilities) Amendment Bill (N/A)
Arms (Firearms Prohibition Orders) Amendment Bill (no 2) (N/A)
Oranga Tamariki (Youth Justice Demerit Points) Amendment Bill (N/A)
Crown Pastoral Land Reform Bill (N/A)
Electoral (Integrity Repeal) Amendment Bill (N/A)
Land Transport (Drug Driving) Amendment Bill (N/A)
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
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