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Employment Court: One Case 

Penalties sought due to late payment 

In July 2013 Ms Baker alleged she had been unjustifiably dismissed from her 
employment with Hauraki Rail Trail Ltd (Hauraki). She was successful in her claim and in 
August 2015, the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) ordered Hauraki to 
pay her compensation of $17,500 and a $1821.56 contribution towards her costs. 

Attempts to enforce the determination were unsuccessful because the company 
directors (the directors) had disposed of the company’s assets. Subsequently, in August 
2017, Ms Baker applied to the Authority to join the Hauraki directors as parties to the 
proceedings. She also requested that the Authority reopen its investigation and 
increase the level of compensation awarded. A determination in August 2018 ordered 
the investigation be reopened, but did not join the directors to the proceedings. 

Ms Baker challenged the part of the determination which decided it was not necessary 
to join the directors. This challenge was dismissed and the investigation proceeded. The 
Authority issued a determination on the matter in November 2019, along with a 
subsequent determination on costs in April 2020, that had also been challenged. 

Ms Baker reiterated to the Employment Court (the Court) her exhaustion and distress 
in endeavouring to recover the original awards from Hauraki, as the first defendant. 
She asked that the Court reconsider the compensation and increase the penalty 
awarded against the second defendant, Mr Maynard. She further asked the Court to 
review the finding that Mr Maynard as a director of the company was not in contempt 
of the Authority. She sought a review of the decision dismissing her claim for costs. 

The Court acknowledged the stress and difficulties Ms Baker faced. It agreed with the 
findings of the Authority that the original compensation was fair and reasonable. It was 
at the high end of awards made by the Authority at the time and took into account the 
humiliation and distress suffered by Ms Baker. 

However the Court acknowledged that under s123(1)(b) of the Act, reimbursement of 
wages lost by the employee as a result of a grievance is a primary remedy and ordered 
accordingly. 

On the other issues, the Court agreed with the Authority’s finding that Mr Maynard, by 
his behaviour, had delayed and obstructed the Authority’s investigation. In contrast to 
the Authority, it considered that the entire penalty of $5,000 imposed should be paid to 
Ms Baker. 
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The Court chose not to disturb the reasoning of the Authority that Mr Maynard lying was in perjury rather than contempt. 
An award of costs totalling $9,000 against the defendants was ordered, plus a further $1597 for expenses. Ms Baker was 
also entitled to interest for the original award from August 2015 until November 2019, when it was paid. 

As no actions of Ms Baker contributed towards the situation that gave rise to the personal grievances, remedies awarded 
in the judgment were not reduced.  

Baker v Hauraki Rail Trail Limited [[2020] NZEmpC 148; 17/09/2020; Judge Perkins] 

 

Employment Relations Authority: Five Cases 

Substantially and procedurally unjustified dismissal 

Mr Murphy claimed he was unjustifiable dismissed by MY Roofs Limited (MY Roofs) in September 2018 following a period 
of approved leave. He also claimed that he was owed unpaid wages and holiday pay. MY Roofs said Mr Murphy 
abandoned his employment and did not accept that he was dismissed, or that it acted in an unjustified manner to warrant 
any outstanding wages.  

The Authority considered whether there was a dismissal and outlined that employment can end in circumstances where it 
is concluded that an employee abandoned their position. Mr Murphy did not accept that he abandoned his employment. 
He said in his evidence that Mr Young, one of the company directors, was aware that he was taking a period of leave 
between 10 and 15 September 2018 and gave him permission to take the leave. He did not accept that he was told by Mr 
Young to apply for leave formally through Ms Robinson, the other director, and said that he had not been told to do so on 
two earlier separate occasions when he had taken leave.  

Mr Murphy considered he was on a period of approved leave and he intended to return to work at the end of the period. 
The Authority considered what efforts there were to contact Mr Murphy to clarify the reasons for his absence and his 
intentions about returning, as was required by the abandonment clause in the employment agreement. Mr Young said 
that he took reasonable steps to ascertain Mr Murphy’s whereabouts including going to his house, ringing him and leaving 
messages on his phone. Mr Murphy said that there was no attempt to contact him during the period that he was on leave.   

Mr Murphy said that after he had completed his period of annual leave, he was unaware that there were any issues and 
he attempted several times, without success, to contact Mr Young to establish where he would be working. He said that 
he would normally be advised by telephone or Facebook message where the next job was. He then received a Facebook 
message from Mr Young, and amongst other matters, it referred to Mr Murphy breaching his contract multiple times. The 
message stated that Mr Murphy would get his final pay once MY Roofs’ property had been returned.  Attached to the 
statement in reply was a letter that Mr Young said was provided to Mr Murphy advising that they considered he had 
abandoned his employment. Mr Murphy said that he did not receive that letter and it was not addressed to his home 
address.  The Authority noted additionally that the subject of the letter included a reference to “dismissal without notice” 
which supported an element of confusion as to how the relationship ended. 

The Authority was not satisfied based on the evidence, that MY Roofs made reasonable efforts to contact Mr Murphy 
whilst he was absent from work, or that MY Roofs could reasonably conclude he had abandoned his employment. There 
had been some discussion about leave including dates of the leave. If reasonable efforts had been made then it would 
have been clear that Mr Murphy was away because he considered he had approval to take leave for the days in question. 

In conclusion, the abandonment clause could not be relied on and it followed that Mr Murphy was dismissed from his 
employment. The Authority considered whether the dismissal was justified. The minimum procedural fairness and good 
faith requirements were not complied with before dismissal. The defects were not minor and resulted in significant 
unfairness to Mr Murphy. Mr Murphy’s dismissal was substantively and procedurally unjustified. The Authority considered 
Mr Murphy’s other claims and MY Roofs were required to pay him holiday pay of $1,800.92 gross. MY Roofs were also 
ordered to pay Mr Murphy $7,365 gross being reimbursement of lost wages and $12,000 compensation. 

Murphy v MY Roofs Limited [[2020] NZERA 355; 01/09/2020; H Doyle] 
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Non-compliance to record of settlement 

On 20 June 2020 a record of settlement was entered into under section 149 of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the 
Act) between Mr Van Kemende and Pallet King Limited (Pallet King). The record of settlement was signed by Ms King the 
CEO of Pallet King and also counter-signed by a Mediator employed by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment (MBIE) on 17 June 2020.  

Mr Van Kemende claimed that Pallet King failed to comply to the terms agreed in the record of settlement. The timeframe 
for compliance were within five business days of the record of settlement. After discussions with Mr Van Kemende’s 
representative and counsel for Pallet King, it was agreed that clause 5 would be satisfied on 29 June and clause 4 and 7 by 
3 July 2020. Clause 6 was to be satisfied within the timeframes agreed.  

Clause 5 was satisfied within the timeframe, however a further extension was provided for clause 4 and 7 after the issue 
of failure to adhere to the agreed timeframe was raised with Pallet King. Clause 4 and 7 were completed by the further 
extended date of 6 July 2020, however clause 6 in relation to the provision of wage and annual leave information was not.  

Pallet King stated that the information agreed to be provided in clause 6 was prepared and provided by Crystal Payroll 
Limited for the period of 1 October 2019 to 5 July 2020. Mr Van Kemende stated that the information contained in the 
document was non-compliant to the record of settlement because it showed no dates, variable units and amounts.  

The record of settlement refers to clause 4,5,6 and 7 regarding the dates and payments to be made. Payments were 
supported by documentary evidence, however this was not by the dates set out in the record of settlement. Clause 6 
requires information, however the payslip provided did not provide the information required in wage and time records 
set out in section 130 of the Employment Relations Act (the Act). There are no details of when annual leave was taken or 
the amount of holiday pay. The payslip does not provide dates when payments were made. Pallet King offered to supply 
full detailed information provided they were given more time. 

The Authority found that on the evidence given, Pallet King failed to comply to the original dates agreed for payment in 
accordance to clause 4, 5 and 7 and the payment schedule provided was not fully compliant. 

Pallet King was to provide, no later than 14 days after the determination, accurate and detailed up to date wage and 
annual leave information for the period of 1 April 2019 to 11 June 2020 to Mr Van Kemende. 

A record of settlement encourages parties to resolve matters themselves. Failure to honour the terms of any resulting 
agreement is a serious matter. It is important for parties to have confidence in the enforceability of the terms of agreed 
settlements. 

Pallet King failed to comply to the terms of the record of settlement and therefore had deprived Mr Van Kemende of the 
use of monies agreed. Further to this, Mr Van Kemende had to engage in representation to achieve compliance therefore 
incurring further costs. He was also not able to apply to IRD for working for families arrears due to the non-complaince by 
Pallet Kin. This may have disadvantaged him financially. 

Pallet King was to pay a penalty of $750 to the account of the Employment Relations Authority, 25 per cent to be 
forwarded to the MBIE trust account and 75 per cent to Mr Van Kemende. Payment was to be made within 14 days of the 
determination.  

Mr Van Kemende also applied for costs. Costs are at the discretion of the Authority. Current daily tariff amount is set at 
$4,500 for the first day of hearing. The Authority considered it appropriate on the base level of costs that Pallet King paid 
Mr Van Kemende the sum of $1,125 towards his legal costs and $71.56 for the filing fee. 

Mr Van Kemende v Pallet King Limited [[2020] ERA 377; 21/09/2020; E Robinson] 
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Compliance order sought for monies owed 

On 2 March 2020, Mr Kikani applied to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) for a compliance order to 
require Webcommunications NZ Limited (Webcommunications) to comply with a previous determination issued by the 
Authority. On 5 February 2020, the Authority ordered Webcommunications to pay Mr Kikani $5,766 in wage arrears, $461 
in outstanding holiday pay and $71.56 for the Authority’s filing fee.  

Mr Kikani claimed that Webcommunications had not paid any monies entitled under the determination. On 12 August 
2020, Webcommunications were served Mr Kikani’s Statement of Problem and a copy of the Authority’s determination of 
5 February 2020. Webcommunications failed to reply to the Statement of Problem. 

On 21 September, Webcommunications was served with a Notice of Investigation Meeting informing it that an 
investigation meeting via Zoom would take place on 13 October 2020. Webcommunications failed to appear at the 
investigation meeting. The Authority was satisfied that Webcommunications was aware of the investigation meeting and 
that it received notice of that meeting as well as other correspondence from the Authority. Mr Kikani appeared at the 
investigation meeting and answered questions from the Authority. Mr Kikani affirmed that his evidence was true and 
correct.  

Webcommunications had not been in communication with Mr Kikani and had failed to pay him monies owing to him 
under the Authority’s determination of 5 February 2020. Mr Kikani had tried previously to recover the monies from 
Webcommunications directly, but was not successful. The Authority was satisfied that Webcommunications had not 
complied with the terms of the Authority’s determination of 5 February 2020. 

The Authority ordered Webcommunications to pay Mr Kikani $6,299, which it was obligated to pay under the 
determination. The sum consisted of $5,766 in wage arrears, $461 in outstanding holiday pay and the Authority’s filing fee 
of $71.56. 

Mr Kikani occurred expenses of making the application to the Authority to have Webcommunications comply with the 
Authority’s determination of 5 February 2020. Mr Kikani was entitled to reimbursement of the filing fee of $71.56. 
Additionally, Mr Kikani sought to have the District Court enforce the Authority’s determination at a cost to him of $200. 
Mr Kikani provided evidence to the Authority with a copy of the receipt from the District Court. 

The Authority was satisfied with the evidence provided and further ordered Webcommunications to pay for those costs a 
total of $271. 

Kikani v Webcommunications (NZ) Limited [[2020] NZERA 420; 14/10/2020; A Fitzgibbon] 

 

Declined paid parental leave reversed  

ZDF’s application for Paid Parental Leave was declined after it was referred to the Ministry of Business Innovation and 
Employment (MBIE) to assess her eligibility. ZDF applied to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) and 
sought a review of the decision that she was not eligible for Paid Parental Leave. 

By consent, the Authority made an order prohibiting the publication of the names of the applicant, the child, the parents, 
and the other names and identifying details contained in the Statement of Problem and Statement of Reply. 

MBIE and ZDF both attended a case management conference, after which, both parties provided submissions for this 
determination. MBIE had considered that it had no option but to decline ZDF’s application to receive Paid Parental Leave. 
MBIE did not oppose the Authority in reversing its’ decision. The Authority noted that it acknowledged MBIE’s position. 

The Authority’s role is to resolve employment relationship problems. The Authority must consider the substantial merits 
of the case without regard to technicalities and must act in equity and good conscious as the Authority thinks fit. 

The Authority made reference to Part 7A of the Parental Leave and Employment Protection Act 1987 (the Act). The 
purpose of Part 7A of the Act is to entitle certain persons who become the primary carer in respect of a child and who 
stop working or take a period of leave, to be eligible to Parental Leave Payments out of public money. An eligible 
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employee for the Parental Leave Payments is a person who meets the threshold test and who is the primary carer in 
respect of a child. 

Evidence was provided indicating that ZDF had been in fulltime employment for a considerable time immediately before 
the assumption of responsibility for the primary care of the child. On this basis, ZDF met the threshold for the Paid 
Parental Leave entitlement. 

ZDF had commenced a period of parental leave from her work on 1 April 2020, having made that arrangement by 
agreement with her employer. The child was born in November 2019. ZDF is not the child’s biological mother and the 
mother’s entitlement was not transferred to ZDF under the Act. Section 7(1)(c) of the Act states that a primary carer is a 
person who takes permanent primary responsibility for the care, development and upbringing of the child under six years 
of age. ZDF therefore qualified as a primary carer in this respect. To ZDF’s knowledge, no one else had received Paid 
Parental Leave in respect of the child. 

The Authority noted that the circumstances under which ZDF became the child’s permanent primary carer are complex 
and involved other agencies. The Authority noted that there was no need that they be set out in this determination. ZDF’s 
Paid Parental Leave application referred to the child’s date of birth as the date the child came into her primary care. The 
Authority noted that whilst ZDF initially started providing care for the child at that time, the situation at that stage 
evolving and subject to change. 

Having considered the uncertainties of the situation, the Authority held that the date on which ZDF commenced parental 
leave, being 1 April 2020, was to be the date on which ZDF could be reasonably regarded as the permanent primary carer 
of that child. That was when ZDF came to have sufficient certainty about continuous care arrangements to commence 
parental leave from her employment. The Authority held that ZDF from 1 April 2020 was an eligible employee who took 
parental leave from her employment, meeting the requirements to be entitled to Parental Leave Payments under the Act. 

Under section 71ZB of the Act, the Authority reversed MBIE’s decision set out in its letter dated 18 May 2020. ZDF was 
entitled to Paid Parental Leave commencing from 1 April 2020. 

There were no claim of costs. 

ZDF v Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment [[2020] NZERA 418; 13/10/2020; P Cheyne] 

 

Compliance order and penalties declined  

Ms Marshall worked for W Gartshore Limited (WGL) as its Contract Administrator and Health and Safety Officer until 
September 2018 when her position was disestablished, and her employment terminated. Ms Marshall raised some 
employment relationship problems with WGL regarding her employment and its ending and the parties entered into a 
Record of Settlement in March 2019.  

The settlement agreement was certified by a Mediator and included a provision which covered the parties agreement not 
to speak ill of, or make any disparaging comments about each other. Ms Marshall alleged WGL breached the terms of the 
settlement agreement when Mr Gartshore, a director of WGL, made disparaging comments about her during an interview 
with a Worksafe Inspector in April 2020 and she sought a compliance order and the imposition of a penalty.  

In September 2018, after Ms Marshall’s employment had ended, one of WGL’s contractors was injured onsite and 
received serious injuries. Worksafe commenced an investigation into the accident and WGL’s health and safety 
procedures. Mr Gartshore was requested by Worksafe to attend an interview and to provide a voluntary statement. Prior 
to attending, and at the interview, Mr Gartshore received legal advice as to which questions needed to be answered and 
the level of detail required when answering questions. Mr Gartshore understood that all questions were required to be 
fully answered unless the privilege against self-incrimination applied, and that the interview record was not publicly 
available unless applicable disclosure grounds existed under legislation.   

After Mr Gartshore’s interview Ms Marshall was approached by Worksafe to also attend an interview. During the course 
of her interview with the Inspector, Ms Marshall became very concerned about statements Mr Gartshore may have made 
to the Inspector about her performance, the ending of her employment and the authenticity of some documents he had 
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provided to the Inspector. The Authority said when considered in the context in which they arose, the remarks made by 
Mr Gartshore amounted to a breach of specific clause of the settlement agreement. Mr Gartshore was required to answer 
the Inspector’s questions and any failings in WGL’s systems needed to be investigated as part of Worksafe’s enquiries. Mr 
Gartshore was entitled to explain to the Inspector, the shortcomings in WGL’s systems. However, in the opinion of the 
Authority Mr Gartshore went further than was necessary. The statements made by Mr Gartshore about Ms Marshall’s 
performance and the associated implications about the ending of her employment were not relevant to the Inspector’s 
inquiry which was focussed on WGL’s actions.  

WGL said its statutory obligations under the Health and Safety at Work Act overrode the terms of the record of 
settlement. It relied on the witness immunity rule which, as a matter of public policy, protects disclosures made by 
witnesses in judicial proceedings. As noted by the Employment Court, the immunity from civil action relates to things said 
or done in the course of preparing evidence for judicial proceedings.  

The rule of immunity from civil action is absolute, regardless of the nature of the proceeding, and Mr Gartshore’s 
statements were covered by the immunity rule because at the time they were made judicial proceedings were in 
contemplation.  

Accordingly, Ms Marshall’s application for compliance orders and penalties was declined.   

Marshall v W Gartshore Limited [[2020] NZERRA 376: 21/09/2020; V Campbell] 

 

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

Abandonment 

Full and Final Settlements 

Holidays Act 

Parental Leave 

Health and Safety at Work 

 

Employer News 
 

Defence Force sentenced over diver fatality 

The Defence Force was sentenced at the Auckland District Court today for health and safety failings following the death of 
a trainee diver. 

In March 2019 a group of trainees was taking part in an 18 week advanced diving course. Following a full day of dive 
exercises, the trainees were undertaking a night dive when one of the trainees was identified as in trouble and pulled 
unresponsive from the water. The trainee later died as a result of a brain injury due to oxygen deprivation. 

A WorkSafe investigation found the exercise went against the Defence Force’s own training standards. It also found 
trainees were covertly switching their breathing apparatus from nitrox to oxygen mode, which ran the risk of leading to 
oxygen deprivation. This switching activity was known between trainees but not to their supervisors in the Defence Force. 

WorkSafe’s Head of Specialist Interventions Simon Humphries said while WorkSafe couldn’t find evidence to suggest the 
Defence Force’s actions had directly caused the victim’s death, health and safety failings were still evident. 

“To put it very simply there was a lack of supervision,” said Mr Humphries. 

https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Abandonment.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Full%20and%20Final%20Settlements.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Holidays%20Act.pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Parental%20Leave.pdf
file:///C:/Users/Michael.Briggs/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/76DLK2R7/Health%20and%20Safety%20at%20Work
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“There were no diver attendants, whose role was to observe the floats attached to the divers indicating their position in 
the water on the night of the incident. This was the divers only means of communicating to the surface should they be 
experiencing difficulty whilst underwater. 

“The Defence Force was not following guidance it had set out for itself. This guidance was put in place for the health and 
safety of these trainee divers and it is disappointing that it was ignored.” 

Mr Humphries said it was reasonably practicable to expect the Defence Force to have ensured divers were effectively 
supervised during training operations. 

“They should have ensured the correct number of supervisory staff were present. There was also a failure to ensure that 
all divers, including instructors, had Certificates of Competence for diving. 

“These health and safety failings exposed all the trainees to a risk of serious injury or death.” The New Zealand Defence 
Force was ordered to pay a fine of $288,750. 

Notes: 

• A fine of $288,750 was imposed. 

• New Zealand Defence Force was sentenced under sections 36(1)(a), 48(1) and 48(2)(c) of the Health and Safety at 
Work Act 2015. 

• Being a PCBU having a duty to ensure, so far as is reasonably practicable, the health and safety of workers who 
work for the PCBU, while the workers are at work in the business or undertaking, namely while undertaking dive 
training at the Devonport Navy Base, did fail to comply with that duty, and that failure exposed any individual, to 
a risk of serious injury or death.  

• S 48(2)(c) carries a maximum penalty of $1,500,000. 

 WorkSafe [16 October 2020]  

 

Pacific trade and development agreement a reality 

Pacific regional trade and development agreement PACER Plus will enter into force in 60 days now that the required eight 
countries have ratified it. 

Trade and Export Growth Minister David Parker welcomed the announcement that the Cook Islands is the eighth nation to 
ratify this landmark agreement. 

“The agreement represents a deepening of New Zealand’s relationship with the Pacific and reflects our enduring 
commitment to the region. 

“It recognises the unique challenges that some of our Pacific partners face in international trade caused by their relative 
size, distance from markets and high cost structures.” 

Australia, Cook Islands, Kiribati, Niue, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga and New Zealand have now ratified. 

The remaining signatories that are yet to ratify are Nauru, Tuvalu and Vanuatu. 

“PACER Plus will make trade easier for signatories to the agreement, which will grow jobs, boost sustainable economic 
growth and contribute to a safer and more prosperous Pacific,” David Parker said. 

“It will also provide greater certainty for New Zealand businesses trading with the Pacific. 

https://worksafe.govt.nz/about-us/news-and-media/defence-force-sentenced-over-diver-fatality/
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“The fact that four of our Pacific partners completed their ratification in the middle of the COVID-19 pandemic 
demonstrates the value they also see in this agreement. 

“PACER Plus is a further demonstration of our region’s commitment to open, rules-based trade that is crucial to help the 
region and the world recover from the economic impact of the pandemic,” David Parker said. 

A key part of the agreement is a commitment to help better position Pacific countries to engage in international trade. 

“The Development and Economic Cooperation package built into the agreement is designed to build the necessary 
resources and capability,” David Parker said. 

New Zealand commits to ensuring that 20 per cent of Overseas Development Aid (ODA) through the New Zealand Aid 
programme is allocated to Aid for Trade activities. New trade-related development opportunities will be developed in 
partnership with Pacific countries. 

 New Zealand Government [15 October 2020]  

 

Toroawhi pilot extended for forestry workers 

Forestry health, safety and wellbeing pilot, Toroawhi, has been given a six month extension following COVID-19 
restrictions. 

The joint pilot between WorkSafe and the Forest Industry Safety Council saw the appointment of two “roving reps” in the 
forestry sector to help increase worker representation in health and safety with an aim of ultimately reducing harm 
occurring in the sector. 

The extension takes the pilot phase for the programme from one year to 18 months. 

WorkSafe engagement lead for forestry Grant Duffy said the Toroawhi have proven success in the industry. 

“But when forestry workers were stood down in the early months of the pandemic and throughout lockdown this meant 
our two Toroawhi weren’t able to get out on site and have the biggest impact. 

“COVID-19 has resulted in many cancellations across the country – but for us it’s created an opportunity to continue this 
successful pilot. 

“The Toroawhi are inspiring real change and from their work we are seeing a shift in health and safety attitudes in the 
sector, as well as a real focus on worker’s well-being.” 

Duffy said throughout lockdown the Toroawhi continued to provide invaluable support through maintaining connections 
they’d established and supporting return to work planning. 

Since the programme’s inception the Toroawhi have engaged with 525 forestry workers in the central North Island and 
Gisborne/Tairawhiti regions. 

Toroawhi Richard Stringfellow has more than 30 years’ experience in the industry. Covering the Central North Island 
region, one of Richard’s focuses is engaging with workers around their mental health and wellbeing 

“I am stoked the pilot has been extended, not for me, but for the workers. Being a Toroawhi means I can get out there, 
get to the ground, and talk to these workers about their health, safety and well-being. 

“Over the last few months we have set up workers with counselling services, encouraged them to get fit and even helped 
link some with budgeting services. This is really rewarding work an extension shows this pilot has real value.” 

WorkSafe [15 October 2020] 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/pacific-trade-and-development-agreement-reality
https://worksafe.govt.nz/about-us/news-and-media/toroawhi-pilot-extended-for-forestry-workers/
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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) 

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)  

Arms (Firearms Prohibition Orders) Amendment Bill (No 2) (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 

https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_97807/overseas-investment-amendment-bill-no-3
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEW_SCF_BILL_99238/protected-disclosures-protection-of-whistleblowers-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_86509/rights-for-victims-of-insane-offenders-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEW_SCF_BILL_80226/education-strengthening-second-language-learning-in-primary
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCFE_SCF_BILL_80767/new-zealand-superannuation-and-retirement-income-fair
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCGA_SCF_BILL_93486/insurance-prompt-settlement-of-claims-for-uninhabitable
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCSS_SCF_BILL_95143/child-support-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_99174/district-court-protection-of-judgment-debtors-with-disabilities
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https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_99359/electoral-integrity-repeal-amendment-bill
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