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Employment Relations Authority: Six Cases  

Failure to clarify situation deemed to be an unjustified dismissal   

Ms Stevenson-Wright was employed at the Hotel Chathams Limited (the Hotel) from 
June 2016 until November 2017. Ms Stevenson-Wright claimed that she was dismissed 
from her employment by Ms Croon, the sole Director and owner of the Hotel, during a 
meeting on 20 November 2017. The question for the Employment Relations Authority 
(the Authority) was whether Ms Stevenson-Wright was dismissed at that meeting.  

In October 2017, Ms Stevenson-Wright was advised that her father had unexpectedly 
passed away. Ms Stevenson-Wright was granted bereavement leave from 16 to 30 
October 2017. Her first day back at work was recorded on the leave form as 31 October 
2017. During Ms Stevenson-Wright’s leave, her family decided to have a celebration of 
life service on 5 November 2017, which would have been her father’s 70th birthday. 
After a series of Facebook messages, Ms Croon informed Ms Stevenson-Wright that she 
was unable to authorise the additional leave at short notice due to the Hotel being 
understaffed during their busy season.  

Ms Stevenson-Wright did not board the flight she had originally booked for 30 October 
2017 and informed Ms Croon that she would not be returning until 8 November 2017. 
She acknowledged that this could lead to disciplinary action and that Ms Croon may 
seek to dismiss her. She also suggested that she could be rostered on after her return if 
Ms Croon still wanted her to work at the Hotel. On 6 November 2017, Ms Stevenson-
Wright sent Ms Croon a message to check if she had received her email. The following 
day Ms Croon asked Ms Stevenson-Wright to see her when she was back and informed 
her that the roster would change to fit her in. 

On 8 November 2017, Ms Stevenson-Wright went to catch her flight and experienced 
dizziness and had a fainting spell. As a result, the flight attendant would not allow her 
to fly. Her flight was rescheduled for 10 November 2017. Ms Stevenson-Wright asked a 
friend to inform Ms Croon of what had happened and that she would be delayed. Ms 
Croon stated that she did not receive any communication about Ms Stevenson-Wright’s 
delay.  

Ms Croon assumed that Ms Stevenson-Wright did not intend to return to work as her 
room at the Hotel had also been cleared out. When Ms Stevenson-Wright returned to 
the Chatham Islands on 10 November 2017, she stopped by the Hotel to inform Ms 
Croon of her return. However, Ms Croon had already gone to bed. Ms Stevenson-
Wright claimed she had left a message with a staff member to pass along to her. 
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A meeting took place between Ms Croon and Ms Stevenson-Wright on 20 November 2017. The pair discussed why Ms 
Stevenson-Wright had moved her possessions out of her accommodation and what had occurred between 8 and 10 
November 2017.  

Ms Croon did not dispute that they discussed that new staff were brought in, as they were required to cover shifts. But 
she claimed that she made it clear Ms Stevenson-Wright would be put back onto the roster after 27 November 2017. Ms 
Stevenson-Wright sent a message to Ms Croon following the meeting to confirm the contents of their conversation. In 
that message, she referred to new staff being hired to replace her and that she believed that she had been terminated. 
Ms Croon did not respond to this message. 

On 18 February 2018, Ms Stevenson-Wright raised a personal grievance for unjustified dismissal. Ms Croon responded 
saying that she still had a job at the Hotel. The Authority looked at the fact that Ms Stevenson-Wright believed she had 
been dismissed and that she had not been corrected by Ms Croon. The Authority determined that Ms Croon would have 
understood from Ms Stevenson-Wright’s message that she thought she had been dismissed due to being replaced.  

The Authority noted that in the Employment Court case New Zealand Cards v Colin Ramsay, Judge Couch stated that 
where an employee believes they have been dismissed by misunderstanding communication from an employer, if the 
employer fails to correct the employee that employer must suffer the adverse effects of passively standing by and letting 
the employee think that a dismissal has taken place. Ms Croon’s failure to correct Ms Stevenson-Wright’s belief that she 
had been dismissed on 20 November 2017 therefore amounted to a dismissal.  

As no proper process was followed, the dismissal was unjustified. Ms Stevenson-Wright was awarded $9,012.80 lost 
wages and $12,000 compensation for hurt and humiliation. The original compensation ordered was $15,000 but a 20 
percent reduction was given for Ms Stevenson-Wright’s contribution to the situation. Namely, her failure to return when 
she was originally due and her lack of prompt communication with Ms Croon upon arrival at the Hotel. 

Stevenson-Wright v Hotel Chathams Limited [[2020] NZERA 213; 28/05/2020; H Doyle] 

 

No breach of settlement agreement found when employer moved employee’s belongings resulting in damage   

Mr Evenson and Gisborne Engineering Limited (Gisborne Engineering) signed a record of settlement under section 149 of 
the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). The record of settlement was signed by a mediator from the Ministry of 
Business Innovation and Employment on 11 December 2019 certifying a full and final settlement agreement. 

Mr Evenson claimed that Gisborne Engineering had breached clause 3 of the settlement agreement. Clause 3 allowed Mr 
Evenson and his partner, Ms Toon, to collect their belongings from the container at Gisborne Engineering’s premises 
within 48 hours of signing the settlement agreement. Mr Evenson claimed that Gisborne Engineering breached this clause 
by removing his items from the container and placing them by the gate. Mr Evenson argued that the clause required 
Gisborne Engineering to leave the items in the container so he could collect them from the container. Mr Evenson further 
claimed that his items were damaged by the actions of Gisborne Engineering and sought damages of $9,830.92. He also 
claimed costs to assess those damages of $1,500 plus GST.  

Mr Evenson claimed that when he arrived on 12 December 2019 to retrieve his items, he found them stacked on pallets at 
the front of the carpark. He stated that this was not what was agreed to in the settlement agreement. Mr Evenson alleged 
that these possessions had been damaged because of exposure to rain, mud and that they had also been gouged. Ms 
Toon also gave evidence that upon arriving at their home, the items were so damaged that many of them had to be 
dumped. Ms Toon claimed that they had either suffered water damage or had been broken. Photographic evidence to 
support these claims were submitted to the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority).  

Gisborne Engineering provided evidence through their Production Manager, Ms Carruthers, and their Workshop 
Supervisor, Project Manager and Site Health and Safety Representative, Mr Elvy. Ms Carruthers stated that on 12 
December 2019, the Gisborne Engineering yard was not able to allow access to outsiders. It was stated that this was due 
to a health and safety notice issued some days prior by WorkSafe NZ. A decision was made to remove the belongings from 
the container to the front gate to honour the settlement agreement. Ms Carruthers stated that the belongings were not 
damaged or soaked with water and that they were under tarpaulins and placed onto crates. Ms Carruthers pointed to 
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photographic evidence showing that the belongings were packed neatly on each crate without any signs of mud or 
damage. 

Mr Elvy also confirmed that Gisborne Engineering could not let outsiders into their yard until the issues identified by 
WorkSafe NZ were remedied. Gisborne Engineering claimed that the removal of the items was not in spite or bad faith 
and that reasonable steps were taken to ensure the safety of the items. It was also claimed that the rain was not enough 
to have drenched the items, even more so when they were covered by tarpaulins and were outside for a very short period 
of time.  

The Authority had the power to impose a penalty on Gisborne Engineering if a breach of the settlement agreement was 
found. The purpose of clause 3 was to allow Mr Evenson to collect his belongings. The Authority did not believe there was 
particular significance in collecting those belongings from a container, as opposed to from the gate. The Authority did not 
believe there had been a breach although it was “most unfortunate” if indeed the items were damaged. The Authority 
accepted the evidence of Gisborne Engineering that if there was a breach, it was unintentional. The Authority did not find 
compelling evidence to suggest deliberate damage. The Authority further noted that even if there was deliberate damage, 
it had no jurisdiction in respect of compensation for damages and loss. The Authority’s jurisdiction under section 149 of 
the Act is limited to enforcing provisions of settlement agreements and where appropriate, to award penalties.  

The Authority did not find a breach of the settlement agreement by Gisborne Engineering and declined to award a 
penalty. Costs were reserved. 

Evenson v Gisborne Engineering Limited [[2020] NZERA 325; 18/08/2020; G O’Sullivan] 

 

Director ordered to pay monies owed to employee when employer failed to do so  

On 25 October 2019, the Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) made a determination in a matter between 
Heavy Transport Services Canterbury Limited (Heavy Transport) and Mr Adams. Heavy Transport was ordered to pay Mr 
Adams wage arrears of $46,550, holiday pay of $7,200, KiwiSaver contributions of $1,984.50, $23,000 in compensation for 
hurt and humiliation and $6,000 contribution towards costs. 

Heavy Transport had not made these payments and since gone into liquidation. Mr Radley was the sole Shareholder and 
Director of Heavy Transport. Mr Adams submitted that Mr Radley aided and abetted the breaches of the employment 
standards by Heavy Transport pursuant to section 142Z(3) of the Employment Relations Act 2000 (the Act). Further, that 
Mr Radley was a person involved in the breach within the meaning of sections 142W(1)(a)-(c) of the Act. Mr Adams 
claimed that Mr Radley, as sole Director, was directly and indirectly knowingly concerned in or was party to the breach. 

The Authority granted Mr Adams leave to proceed under section 142Y of the Act to seek to recover minimum 
entitlements from Mr Radley. Mr Radley defended the claim on the basis that Heavy Transport had no funds and that his 
personal situation, including illness and debt, meant his financial situation precluded payment. Mr Radley also claimed 
that he had not been in paid employment since December 2019. 

Section 142Y of the Act provides circumstances where an employee can recover wages or other money payable to the 
employee from a person who is not the employer. For this to occur, three requirements must be met. Firstly, whether 
there has been a default in the payment of wages or other money payable to the employee. Secondly, that the default is 
due to a breach of employment standards. Thirdly, that the person is a person involved in the breach within the meaning 
of section 142W of the Act. 

Both parties agreed that monies were due and payable to Mr Adams based on the previous determination. There was no 
dispute that the arrears were due to a breach of employment standards. Nor was there any dispute and it was held to be 
clear that Mr Radley, as the sole Director and Shareholder of Heavy Transport, was a person involved in the breach within 
the meaning of section 142W of the Act. The Authority found that all three requirements of section 142Y of the Act had 
been met. 
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The Authority ordered Mr Radley to pay Mr Adams wage arrears of $46,550, holiday pay of $7,200 and KiwiSaver 
contribution of $1,984.50. These payments were to be made within seven days of the date of the current determination. 
Heavy Transport were still liable in respect of other monies owing to Mr Adams, including costs and compensation for 
hurt and humiliation, due under the previous determination. Costs for this determination were reserved. 

Adam v Heavy Transport Services Canterbury Limited (in liquidation) [[2020] NZERA 328; 20/08/2020; G O’Sullivan] 

 

Services fell within the code of good faith for the public health sector  

St John and FIRST Union were bargaining for a collective agreement. St John was concerned about the potential impact on 
ambulance and related services of any industrial action which may be taken during bargaining.  

St John sought three declarations. Firstly, that the Code of Good Faith for the Public Health Sector (the Code) applied to St 
John as the employer of its ambulance services including but not limited to emergency services, patient transfer services, 
and functions which support those services, on the basis that they amount to “services provided to district health boards” 
pursuant to clause (1)(1)(d) of the Code. Secondly, that employees working within its ambulance services fell within the 
scope of the clause (1)(1)(e) of the Code in that they are “engaged in providing services to district health boards”. And 
thirdly, that the Life Preserving Services arrangements set out at clauses 11-13 of the Code apply to St John as the 
employer and the employees of St John in terms of its ambulance services.  

FIRST Union opposed the declarations sought and said any declaration made by the Employment Relations Authority (the 
Authority) must be in line with and reflect the language of the statute. FIRST Union said it accepted that the Code applied 
to St John to the extent that it provided services to DHBs. It also accepted that it applied to FIRST Union’s members to the 
extent they were engaged in providing such services so long as the services were provided by St John to the DHBs in its 
role as provider of those services.  

There was no dispute that the Code applied to St John and FIRST Union because they were parties to an employment 
relationship in the public health sector. St John provides services to DHBs and FIRST Union’s members are employed in 
services St John provides to District Health Boards (DHBs). The question for the Authority was, given the breadth of 
services offered by St John, what services provided to DHBs, in which FIRST Union members are employed by St John, fell 
within the ambit of the Code.  

The starting point was what the parties had agreed. In the relevant collective employment agreements, the parties 
acknowledged the provision of ambulance services and their related activities as integral components of the public health 
sector. The relevant clauses of the employment agreements included “ambulance services and their related activities”. 
That was the context in which the parties agreed to engage with each other guided by the Code. It therefore followed that 
those were qualifying services. 

The Authority was satisfied that St John provided ambulance services within the meaning of the Code to DHBs. This 
included but was not limited to emergency services, patient transfer services and functions which supported those 
services within the meaning of the Code. The Authority was satisfied that the Code applied to FIRST Union to the extent 
that its members employed by St John were employed to provide ambulance services to DHBs, including but not limited 
to emergency services, patient transfer services, and functions which support those services within the meaning of the 
Code. The declarations were granted as sought by St John.  

The Priority in New Zealand of the Most Vulnerable Order of the Hospital of St John of Jerusalem New Zealand v First 
Union Inc [[2020] NZERA 313; 11/08/2020; M Urlich] 

 

Unauthorised withholding of wages due to suspected connection to theft  

Mr Sammeta was employed by Call-A-Tech (2016) Limited (Call-A-Tech) between March 2018 and February 2019. His 
terms of employment were contained in a written employment agreement. The employment agreement did not make 
reference to the payment of wages or have a clause facilitating deductions from wages. Mr Sammeta claimed he was not 
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paid for his final week of employment and did not receive holiday pay. He said he requested payment from Call-A-Tech on 
more than one occasion and attached communications evidencing this. Additionally, he sought reimbursement of his 
certification fee of $800. Call-A-Tech accepted that the money had not been paid but claimed there were valid reasons for 
this. 

Call-A-Tech performs work for Chorus NZ which requires technicians to hold various certifications to undertake certain 
work. The fee was payment for that certification, which Mr Sammeta claimed Call-A-Tech agreed it would reimburse.  

Mr Vankadari, a representative of Call-A-Tech, advised that Mr Sammeta and other employees were guilty of various 
misdemeanours which lead to Call-A-Tech losing the contract for which they were employed. Mr Vankadari accepted that 
Mr Sammeta had not been paid but claimed that he was not owed payment because of his connection to the 
misdemeanours. An employee had stolen banking details and illegally withdrew approximately $11,000. Mr Sammeta was 
in direct contact with the employee who had stolen the money. He also had access to other company items, including a 
van which had been stolen.   

Mr Vankadari did not suggest that Mr Sammeta was the person who stole from him and caused loss. He claimed that Mr 
Sammeta knew who stole the money and other items and would not make final payment until he came forward with the 
information. The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) did not agree with this argument. An employer cannot 
hold an employee’s pay to ransom in exchange for information about wrongdoing where there has been no suggestion 
that they were the guilty party. Under the Wages Protection Act 1983, when wages are due and payable, no deduction is 
permissible without written authority from the employee. Call-A-Tech could not produce evidence of any such authority 
being given by Mr Sammeta.   

Call-A-Tech was required to pay Mr Sammeta $3,733 in unpaid wages, $800 reimbursement of the certification fee and a 
further $71.56 reimbursement of the Authority’s filing fee. The Authority further stated that if payment was not made, 
there could be liability on Mr Vankadari in his personal capacity pursuant to sections 142W and 142Y of the Employment 
Relations Act 2000.  

Sammeta v Call-A-Tech (2016) Limited [[2020 NZERA 315; 12/08/2020; M Loftus] 

 

Compliance order granted 

Ms Yang and Diane Electronics Limited (Diane Electronics) entered into a record of settlement on 21 February 2020. The 
settlement agreement required Diane Electronics to make various payments to Ms Yang. Ms Yang alleged that Diane 
Electronics had breached the settlement agreement by failing to make the agreed payments as it had only made one 
payment of $300. Ms Yang applied for a compliance order pursuant to sections 137 and 151 of the Employment Relations 
Act 2000 (the Act).  

A notice of investigation was served to Diane Electronics. The Employment Relations Authority (the Authority) did not 
receive a Statement in Reply from Diane Electronics. If an application for leave was filed, this must explain why there was 
a delay in filing the Statement in Reply on time. No application for leave or Statement in Reply was received by the 
Authority from Diane Electronics. 

Mr Mochalkin, Diane Electronics’ accountant, made an appearance at the Authority’s investigation meeting. Leave was 
granted to Mr Mochalkin to provide evidence on behalf of Diane Electronics.  

The settlement agreement complied with the requirements of section 149 of the Act. The terms of the settlement were 
that Diane Electronics would pay Ms Yang outstanding wages of $1,323.68 less PAYE for the period between 30 October 
2019 and 12 November 2019 within seven days of the agreement. Diane Electronics did not admit liability so was also 
required to pay the sum of $200 under s 123 (1)(c)(i) of the Act into Ms Yang’s bank account.  

Diane Electronics made one payment of $300 on or about 23 March 2020. There were still outstanding amounts owing to 
Ms Yang. The Authority found it appropriate and necessary to issue a compliance order to prevent further non-observance 
or non-compliance with the settlement agreement. There was insufficient evidence to support the claim that Diane 
Electronics’ financial position required payments by instalments.  
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If Diane Electronics failed to comply with the compliance order issued by the Authority, it would provide a basis for Ms 
Yang to make an application to the Employment Court for enforcement. The Court can order other remedies including a 
term of imprisonment not exceeding three months and/or a fine not exceeding $40,000 and/or seizure of property for the 
proceeds of sale to be distributed to the person enforcing the Authority’s order. 

The Authority concluded that Diane Electronics breached the settlement agreement dated 21 February 2020. Diane 
Electronics was ordered to comply with the terms of the settlement agreement and pay Ms Yang the sum of $1223.68, 
less PAYE, within 14 days of the date of this determination. The Authority also ordered Diane Electronics to pay Ms Yang’s 
filing fee within 14 days of the date of this determination. Ms Yang was self-represented and did not incur legal costs, 
therefore no costs were awarded.  

Yang v Diane Electronics Limited [[2020 NZERA 217; 02/06/2020; J Trotman] 

 

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

Bargaining  

Deductions (Wages Protection) 

Employment Relations Act 2000 

Full and Final Settlements  

 

Employer News 

Govt supporting businesses and protecting jobs 

The Government’s support for businesses and jobs continues to roll out at pace, with payments of the new wage subsidy 
already in nearly 50,000 business bank accounts. 

Finance Minister Grant Robertson said the Government is standing beside businesses and households to cushion the blow 
of the 1-in-100 year shock caused by the global COVID-19 pandemic. 

“We know from experience in New Zealand that the best economic response to COVID-19 is a strong public health 
response. Economic activity in June and July was higher than the same months last year, which shows how important it is 
to go hard and early against this virus, stamp it out and then safely re-open the economy,” Grant Robertson said. 

“Moves to keep New Zealanders safe from the virus do have an impact on business. That’s why we’ve moved early to 
support businesses and households by getting payments into bank accounts quickly to boost cashflow, manage costs and 
pay wages.” 

The Government’s new wage subsidy to support businesses under the latest Level 3 restrictions opened for applications 
last Friday. It is already getting support into the economy, with $167.5 million paid to 46,920 businesses, protecting 
156,741 jobs. 

Social Development Minister Carmel Sepuloni said MSD continues to support business confidence and cash flow by 
processing applications at pace. 

She said the existing extended wage subsidy has also seen an increase in applications, with more than 24,366 businesses 
being approved since August 12 as they became eligible for this eight week payment. 

“The latest two-week wage subsidy brings the total time covered by the wage subsidies to 22 weeks. A business that was 
eligible for the full 22 weeks will have received total cash grants of $12,887.60 per full time worker, meaning payments 

https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ema.co.nz%2Fevents%2Fcalendar%2FPages%2FDealing-with-Unions-and-Collective-Bargaining.aspx&data=02%7C01%7CAshley.Gruebner%40EMA.CO.NZ%7C1a2f9234f3ac409095c608d84d3a7e65%7C4824163e13df44b48b3458a3b19195e4%7C1%7C0%7C637344260911195634&sdata=ni%2BEiMKnx4SgcwZbzG7EJt6aOERp%2FyBwWTUpN%2BgBP4U%3D&reserved=0
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Deductions%20(Wages%20Protection).pdf
https://www.ema.co.nz/resources/EMA%20Guides%20and%20Templates/Advice%20Documents/AZGuides/Employment%20Relations%20Act%202000.pdf
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ema.co.nz%2Fresources%2FEMA%2520Guides%2520and%2520Templates%2FAdvice%2520Documents%2FAZGuides%2FFull%2520and%2520Final%2520Settlements.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CAshley.Gruebner%40EMA.CO.NZ%7C6cc133240cd64feb986b08d823baec16%7C4824163e13df44b48b3458a3b19195e4%7C1%7C0%7C637298633015926117&sdata=kpdcco%2FETU1pD%2BkbL4bnCukIihe9UK72Icl%2B%2B9bco4Y%3D&reserved=0
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worth more than $128,000 for a business with 10 full time workers, payments over $322,000 for a business with 25 staff 
and over $515,000 for a business with 40 staff.” 

New Zealand has been at Alert Levels 3 and 4 for seven weeks of that 22 week period, with Auckland at just over nine 
weeks. In total, the wage subsidies and leave support schemes have paid out more than $13.6 billion to businesses to 
support them for nearly half a year. 

“Before COVID when we were reducing debt below 20% of GDP, people were calling on us to spend more. But we stood 
by our plan of making sure the books were in a strong position because in New Zealand we don’t know what might be 
around the corner for the global economy, or the natural disaster risk we face.” 

Grant Robertson said the Government is mindful of concerns that New Zealanders and business leaders have about the 
levels of debt required to make these significant payments, while also making sure public services like health are properly 
funded during the pandemic. 

“People know that every request for extra support represents another dollar that has to be borrowed. My focus on 
keeping debt under control is why we analyse each request for the Government to increase borrowing extremely 
carefully.” 

The Government’s support for businesses through the tax system is also rolling out, with the Small Business Cashflow 
Loan Scheme now supporting nearly 100,000 SMEs, Revenue and Small Business Minister Stuart Nash said. 

“These loans are interest-free for a year and are a cheap source of working capital for firms who find themselves in a tight 
spot. They have proven to be a popular and fast way to access finance. Many businesses have also started repaying their 
loans as the economy opens up, with 3,585 SMEs repaying $15.6 million so far. 

“A second initiative to get cash out the door to businesses through tax refunds has also now passed the 2,000 recipient 
mark, with $110.8 million of tax refunded under the tax loss carry back scheme.” 

About 92% of these businesses have fewer than 20 staff, but very large firms with more than 200 staff, have also taken 
advantage of the refunds, Stuart Nash said. 

“The Government’s decision to allow IRD to waive interest on late tax filings has also helped 44,698 businesses. About 
$4.3 million of interest has been written off to allow for late payments, giving business owners the space and time to deal 
with the effects COVID-19 has had on them running their business and managing the books.” 

To read a breakdown of the amount given under each wage subsidy type by region and sector, please click the link below.   
 

 New Zealand Government [28 August 2020] 

 

Mid-winter fall in job numbers 

Job numbers fell in July, largely reflecting seasonal rather than COVID-19 related effects, Stats NZ said today. 

Filled jobs were down by 7,418 in July compared with June 2020, to 2.2 million. This follows rises in May and June as 
COVID-19 restrictions were lifted. 

“Filled job numbers typically fall in July, as some seasonal jobs, such as fruit packing reduce their activity,” economic 
statistics manager Sue Chapman said. 

Administrative and support services, the industry that includes fruit packing and employment placement services, had a 
fall of 5,907 filled jobs in July 2020 compared with June. The same industry fell by 5,055 jobs in July 2019. 

The average fall in filled jobs between June and July over the last five years is 7,176 jobs. 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/govt-supporting-businesses-and-protecting-jobs
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“A sharp drop in filled jobs occurred in April, when the full COVID-19 lockdown was in place and we had seen a slight 
recovery in job numbers since then,” Ms Chapman said. 

“July was the first full month without COVID restrictions in place, but it was also the first month where many employers 
operated without the COVID-19 wage subsidy.” 

Filled job numbers are over 30,000 lower in July than they were in March 2020, before COVID restrictions began. July 
filled job numbers are typically lower than those in March – the average fall between March and July over the previous 
five years has been 10,310 jobs. 

Following COVID restrictions the number of filled jobs in retail, accommodation, and food services fell by 4,762. In the 
same period, March to July 2020, filled jobs in government and health-related industries rose by 5,405 jobs. 

We calculate filled jobs by averaging weekly jobs paid throughout the month, based on tax data. Filled jobs include jobs 
paid by employers who are being subsidised by the COVID-19 wage subsidy scheme. 

Gross earnings so far in 2020 were up 1.9 percent on earnings for the same period in 2019. Earnings have typically risen 
by 5 or 6 percent each year over recent years. Gross earnings for January to July 2020 were $77.9 billion, compared with 
$76.5 billion in 2019. Earnings includes salaries and wages paid where employers are being subsidised by the COVID-19 
wage subsidy scheme. 

By 31 July, the Government had paid out $13.1 billion in COVID-19 wage subsidies, since March 2020. 

 Statistics New Zealand [28 August 2020] 

 

Export prices hit new high  

The export price index rose 2.4 percent in the June 2020 quarter compared with a 0.2 percent fall in the March 2020 
quarter. Import prices fell slightly (down 0.1 percent), boosting the merchandise terms of trade to a new high of 2.5 
percent. 

“Most dairy products increased in price over the quarter with global dairy trade auction prices recovering from a slump 
earlier in the year,” business prices manager Bryan Downes said. 

Dairy export prices rose 4.1 percent in the June quarter. 

“Export prices have been supported by favourable exchange rates after the New Zealand dollar fell as the COVID-19 
pandemic spread around the world,” Mr Downes said. 

Forestry products export prices rose 11 percent in the June 2020 quarter, following a 3.3 percent fall last quarter. Forestry 
products export volumes fell 20 percent in the quarter, after forest logging stopped in April as logging was considered a 
non-essential business during the COVID-19 lockdown. 

“The domestic supply of logs for export was affected by efforts to stop the spread of COVID-19 in New Zealand while 
global supply constraints saw a spike in export prices over the same period,” Mr Downes said. 

Imports prices fall led by crude oil price drop - Prices for imports fell 0.1 percent in the June 2020 quarter, reflecting a 
significant fall in imported fuel prices, partly offset by higher prices for cellphones, televisions, and laptops as well as 
animal fodder such as palm kernel. Petroleum products import prices fell 35 percent in the quarter, the largest drop since 
the March 2009 quarter during the global financial crisis when prices fell 36 percent. Petroleum products volumes fell 42 
percent in the June 2020 quarter. 

To read further, please click the link below. 

 Statistics NZ [2 September 2020] 

https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/mid-winter-fall-in-job-numbers
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/export-prices-hit-new-high
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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 

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
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_94802/arms-firearms-prohibition-orders-amendment-bill-no-2
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCSS_SCF_BILL_96165/oranga-tamariki-youth-justice-demerit-points-amendment
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCEN_SCF_BILL_99486/crown-pastoral-land-reform-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCJU_SCF_BILL_99359/electoral-integrity-repeal-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/52SCTI_SCF_BILL_99686/land-transport-drug-driving-amendment-bill
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/
http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills
mailto:advice@ema.co.nz
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