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DETERMINATION OF THE AUTHORITY

Prohibition on publication

[1] At the commencement of the investigation meetirfggdrd a submission from
counsel for the respondent (My Pages) seekingdhilpit publication of the brief of

evidence of the applicant (Mr Hall). In essence, Rages contended that Mr Hall's
brief of evidence contained material about sensitemmercial matters which, if
published, could damage the proprietary interetslyp Pages in the marketplace.
While wishing the material to remain in the bridf @vidence to enable it to be
considered by the Authority as part of Mr Hall'aioh for personal grievance, counsel

for Mr Hall was prepared to acquiesce to the suggioe order being made.

[2] Pursuant to Schedule 2, clause 10(1) and (2) oEthployment Relations Act
2000, I now make an order that the brief of evigen€ the applicant, Mr Richard
Hall, shall not be published.



Employment relationship problem

[3] Mr Hall claims that he was unjustifiably dismissiedm his employment by

My Pages or in the alternative that he was constelg dismissed by My Pages. My
Pages resists Mr Hall's application, contendingt the resigned or abandoned his
employment and was not dismissed and a countemciai advanced based on

Mr Hall’s failure to give proper notice.

[4] An individual employment agreement was signed betwiy Pages and
Mr Hall on 15 December 2009 employing Mr Hall asmgal manager of My Pages.
Mr Hall’s first day of work was 4 January 2010.

[5] At the time of Mr Hall's recruitment and engagemégt My Pages, he had
another business interest. The essence of theogmeht relationship problem
between these two parties is how long Mr Hall wa®my to resolve his relationship

with that outside business interest and devotefifists entirely to My Pages.

[6] Mr Hall’'s maintained in his evidence that there wascompulsion on him to
remove himself entirely from his outside businesterest before he commenced
duties with My Pages, whereas My Pages says thaxjpectation was that Mr Hall
would devote his full attention to its businesgrirthe point at which he commenced

his duties.

[7] On 15 January 2010, My Pages discussed matters MitHall and in
particular My Pages’ contention that Mr Hall wagesging an inordinate amount of
time working on his own business when he shoulceHaaen working for My Pages

and that he was doing this in its paid time andfits premises.

[8] My Pages says it asked Mr Hall to decide whethewag going to commit to

My Pages or whether he wished to persevere witbwisbusiness affairs.

[9] On Saturday, 16 January 2010, the day after thaimgeleetween the parties,
Mr Hall attended at the workplace and found thatdesk had been moved out into
the reception area. The following day, Mr Hall tsére directors an email in which,
among other things, he indicated thé&tel it would be extremely difficult to continue

in the role of general manager and to function aygprately at this time
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[10] My Pages responded that same day, indicating thatish was that Mr Hall
chose whether he wanted to remain in My Pages’ eynmnt and commit to it on a
full time basis or pursue his own business interddy Pages’ email made clear that
the company view was that Mr Hall could not do botHowever, My Pages’ email
continued with the observatidnam assuming you are choosing to resign? ... We

would like you to advise us, without ambiguity, tWtur decision is please

[11] Mr Hall took no further steps save to say that il be in touch once he
had sought professional advice. He did not retarwork and he did not return My
Pages’ property. On 18 January 2010, My Pageshsdhg return of its property.
Mr Hall took it from the 18 January 2010 email that had been dismissed from his

employment.

[12] When the employer, My Pages, filed its statemerneply, that statement in
reply included a counterclaim amounting to threenths’ salary which, pursuant to
the individual employment agreement signed betwberparties, was to be forfeited
in the event that one month’s notice of terminati@as not given.

I ssues

[13] The Authority will need to consider the followingegtions:
(@) What happened when Mr Hall was hired,;
(b) What happened at the 15 January 2010 meeting; and
(c) What happened after that?

What happened when Mr Hall was hired?

[14] At the time that Mr Hall was engaged by My Pagés, ¢company had three
directors. One of those directors, Mr Gene Coop&s responsible for Mr Hall's
recruitment. Mr Hall and Mr Cooper were togethdrew the employment agreement
was signed. Mr Hall's evidence is that there waimes latitude agreed between the
parties to enable him to extract himself from hwnobusiness. He says it was
envisaged that he might sell the business or eng@geone to run it for him.

[15] Mr Cooper’s evidence is otherwise. He was abshldear that Mr Hall had

no such latitude. He told mee [My Pages]made it clear that the two businesses
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could not coexist. We would not have offered hignemployment if he had not been
clear that he was to quit his involvement in hisxdwsiness. He had to get it sorted
before he started work for us

[16] Mr Cooper acknowledges that the issue was discubgethe two men at

length, but he is adamant that the arrangementheasvhile Mr Hall was engaged on
15 December 2009, he was to quit his own busineferdd he commenced
employment with My Pages. Mr Cooper notes thatetheno email traffic supporting
Mr Hall's view of the issue and Mr Cooper gave evide that helid everything by

email As he was the director of the company respoedidt the recruitment, his
evidence was that if there had been such an amageof the sort Mr Hall suggests,

it would have been recorded in writing via email.

[17] As if that is not enough, Mr Cooper also pointsthe clear terms of the
employment agreement between the parties. It isinoon ground that the
employment agreement was signed on 15 December 208 agreement contains a
provision which absolutely precludgsivate employmentwithout the prior written

approval of the employerOf course, there was no such approval.

[18] | am satisfied on the evidence before the Authotitgt the arrangement
Mr Hall speaks of where he was to have sdatiéude in quitting his other business
affairs, is more apparent than real. | preferredQdoper’s evidence that there was
no such arrangement and that Mr Hall was supposeduit his private business
affairs between the date the employment agreemasitsigned on 15 December 2009

and the date he commenced his employment on 4 Ja20&0.
What happened at the 15 January 2010 meeting?

[19] According to My Pages, the 15 January 2010 meetviag called by the
directors because they were unhappy about Mr Halbenmitment. Again, the
Authority had the benefit of Mr Cooper’'s evidencdde apparently chaired that
meeting and he told me that he indicated to Mr Huwlt the directors felt that Mr Hall
was notdischarging his duties In particular, Mr Cooper says that the meetiragw
especially focused on the fact that Mr Hall had stait down his private business or
in some other way quit his involvement with it atigt, ... with that in mind what

were Mr Hall's plans for resolving the issue of {hévate business because he could
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not have both Mr Cooper was clear that the essence of theages® Mr Hall was

whether he wanted to be part of My Pages or notlaaudt had to bene or the other

[20] Both Mr Cooper and Mr Gordon (another director atié continuing
director), gave evidence to the Authority that MalHwas greatly engaged in his
private affairs during the period from his startbdanuary 2010 down to the meeting
on 15 January 2010. Both Mr Cooper and Mr Gordefate absolutely Mr Hall’s
contention that the time that he took away from RBges was onlthree to four
hoursin total. In his evidence, Mr Gordon referred le fact that Mr Hall appeared
to be using two laptops and answering two cellpbafie effect, one each for each
business) and although Mr Gordon said he was rohganotes at the time, he
thought that a lot of time was involved with Mr Halother business. Mr Gordon
said that his feeling was that Mr Hall was mmitting his shoulder to the wheel

because he was running two businesses.

[21] Mr Gordon said that the focus of the 15 Januarytimgavas to try to get
Mr Hall to decide what he was going to do with bteer business. Mr Gordon said
that nobody discussed resignation with Mr Hall &mg Pages’ focus was on getting

Mr Hall to commit to its business rather than comtmihis own.

[22] Mr Hall complains about the 15 January meetingtenldasis that it was held
in a public area and there were other employeesepte He says the directors
complained about his work performance and his faita resolve his private business.

He says that he was told to make a decision oeewtdekend whether &iay or go

[23] Having already concluded that the better view @f ithtial recruitment was
that the understanding was that Mr Hall would doi$ private business before
commencing his employment with My Pages, it follothat it is not in the least
unreasonable for My Pages to be disgruntled abisutdntinuing to be involved in
the affairs of his private business. | have alst Imeen persuaded by Mr Hall's
evidence that he spent only a total of three ta foaurs on the private business;
neither Mr Cooper nor Mr Gordon in their evidene$doe me accepted that view and
both thought that the time Mr Hall took was sigraintly greater. | prefer their view
to Mr Hall’s.

[24] The more difficult question is how My Pages frantleel challenge to Mr Hall
in the 15 January meeting. Did it say, as Mr Gardaid explicitly in his oral
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evidencewe wanted him to make a decision about what hegea®y to do with his

business. Resignation was not an option we plitt3

[25] In the alternative, was it framed more as a chgbetostay or goas Mr Hall
himself claims and as the statement in reply indbeard? When Mr Cooper gave
his evidence, he said very clearly that he pub it Hall that he had not shut down
the private business and My Pages wanted to knoat Win Hall's plans were in that
regard, addingou can’t have both Do you want to be part of My Pages or not? Its

got to be one or the other

[26] Mr Hall urges on me the proposition that whatevexcsely My Pages said, it
was sufficient to create in him a genuine and nealle anxiety that his position was
in jeopardy. Against that, | have Mr Gordon’s ende which clearly says that at no
stage did My Pages refer to the prospect of Mr Haligning and that its whole focus
was on getting him to dump the private businessheacould concentrate on its
business. Certainly, there was nothing in the eswi@ which would lead me to
conclude that My Pages was not anything but coredhitb retaining Mr Hall's

services and that it regarded him as a major fileb would make a significant

contribution to its business, but only if he foatism it.

[27] | am satisfied on the evidence before the Authotitgt the meeting on

15 January was a proper exercise of an employghs to raise performance matters
with a senior employee. | am not greatly exercisgdhe claim by Mr Hall that the

meeting was held in inappropriate circumstanceswhole office was open plan and
a complaint about the venue and the prospect ofrrtbeting being overheard by
others is, | think, unreasonable in the circumstanc The evidence before the
Authority is that there were no other staff who ineard the meeting. | also accept
My Pages’ evidence that the focus of its commensihe meeting was designed to
get Mr Hall to remove the impediment to his devgtail of his professional resources

to My Pages’ work.

[28] Looked at with a lawyer's eye, the meeting could de&n simply as an
example of an employer seeking to remind a semapl@yee of his obligations in
terms of his employment agreement. | am not satighat the 15 January meeting
could be construed in any sinister way as beingappropriate exercise of control by
the employer and/or as being part of a processismhidsal, actual or constructive.

My Pages simply wanted Mr Hall to rid himself oEHiusiness entanglements so that
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he could focus on its work. Even on Mr Hall's exide, that is what he promised to
do; the only dispute between the parties is howg Idfr Hall had to resolve his

personal business issues.
What happened after that?

[29] The following day was a Saturday. Mr Hall's evidens that he called at the
office to uplift a piece of personal property. féeind that his desk had been moved
out into the reception area. In his brief of evide, he said took this to be a very
clear indication that the directors had made upitttecision that they did not want
me to return to My PagesHowever, when | asked him about that observaticie
investigation meeting, he readily conceded thantlging of the desk was not in fact
significant at all. My Pages’ evidence on the point was tihare had been an
agreement the previous week to reorganise theeoffithe only time that could be
done was at a weekend. Mr Hall acknowledged tfegeament because he knew of it,
but told me that he simply did not expebe move so quickly So | discount the
moving of the desk as in any way significant; loatBscount My Pages’ reliance on
Mr Hall having removed a personal item from thdagffas evidence of his intention.
| am satisfied from the evidence before the Autlydhat Mr Hall called at the office
entirely innocently to uplift his laptop and thaetremoval of the laptop was not in
any sense a signal of Mr Hall's intention nor woaldair and reasonable employer

have reached that conclusion.

[30] That brings us to the first of a succession of é&nahich are relevant to the
matter in hand. The first of those emails was &gnvir Hall to the directors of My
Pages on Sunday, 17 January 2010. That email extaemely long one and, as a
consequence, arguably, capable of being misintemgbreimply because its various
messages are overlaid the one on the other. MisHalidence is that he had been
left confused, upset and uncertain abfius] future and that he felt that hiole as
general manager had been undermined by the directbr those circumstances, he

went on:

. | feel it would be extremely difficult to congnin the role of
general manager and to function appropriately as time.

[31] As I noted above, Mr Hall’'s email is lengthy andstdifficult to distil the
essence of his message from such a lengthy comatiomc However, | am satisfied
that it was appropriate for My Pages to take frdrat temail the intelligence that
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Mr Hall did not want to continue working in his eoht that time until the matters in

contention between the parties could be resolved.

[32] The directors responded promptly (and the same wddty) a much shorter
email suggesting that Mr Hall’'s email was batisleading and longwindedThen it

continues:

We made it clear to you we wanted you to make &idacabout
which employment you choaed that running both could not be an
option. That is not an unreasonable request ANEagt do not try
and construe this into us forcing you to stay or. gdhey are
unrelated. From the abovfthe above email, namely Mr Hall's
email], | am assuming you are choosing to resign? ... Weldvo
suggest you arrange a meeting with us in persoresolve where
both parties are at.

[33] That email concludes with the suggestion that tinectbrs were happy to
meet on a without prejudice basis or to involveepresentative and that they were

very relaxedabout discussing Mr Hall's concerns.

[34] Mr Cooper’'s email on behalf of My Pages suggestt the employer has

concluded from Mr Hall's earlier email that he lasigned and it seeks confirmation
of that fact. | do not think that Mr Hall's emaian properly be construed as an
indication of an intention to resign; as | indichtbove, | think a proper construction
of Mr Hall's admittedly lengthy email (equivalerd some three A4 pages) is that he
wished to have som&éme outwhile the issues in contention were being adddesse
The words that he uses do not, in my opinion, irh@ory intention to bring his

employment to an end in a definitive sense.

[35] That view of Mr Hall's position is confirmed by higery short response to
Mr Cooper’s email:

Thank you for your very quick response. As | dtétemy email to
you, once | have had professional advice | willrbeouch.

[36] Clearly then, the employment relationship has re@nbbrought to an end but
there is an employment relationship problem on Wwihtr Hall is seeking advice. It
follows that by the end of Sunday night, 17 Janu@G10, the employment

relationship between the parties was still intact.
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[37] What happened next is relied upon by Mr Hall aslence for the conviction
that the employer had brought the employment teelmth. On Monday morning,
Mr Gordon sent an email to Mr Hall in the followitgrms:

Thanks for the response and we await your contiatthe meantime
please can you return any property you have of igeR today.

Mobile phone office key USB stick with companyrinédion on any
confidential paperwork business cards.

[38] Mr Hall says that email amounted to a dismissato Inot agree. First, it is
clear that Mr Gordon is acknowledging Mr Hall's pesse of the previous night (a
response to Mr Cooper), and notes that(My Pages) are awaitingour contact
Clearly, if Mr Gordon was unhappy with the propotedt Mr Hall would get back to
them once he had taken professional advice, hednvoale said so. He did not.
Mr Gordon’s email continues with the phrasghe meantimereferring to the return
of My Pages’ property. Again, the employer is segla return of its property while
it awaits Mr Hall’'s further contact. That may seenlittle odd and, no doubt on
reflection, Mr Gordon may have written the emaiffatently, but at the time his
evidence was that he was concerned about the cgfspamque intellectual property
which was held by Mr Hall (or at least copies ofvére) and he wanted to ensure that
that information was in the company’s possessiotessnand until Mr Hall had
recommitted to My Pages. After all, it was Mr Faltlecision, conveyed in his first
lengthy email, that he did not wish to perform e trole of general manager until
these issues have been resolved, which | hope welaan a timely manner That
suggests that there will be an interregnum of seo, during which the issues
between the parties can be addressed, but in thatme Mr Hall was being clear
that he was not going to be performing his dutiesthose circumstances, a request
from the employer that property (particularly caefintial material and information)
be returned, until employment relationship issuesehbeen resolved, is a not
unreasonable request and cannot, in my opinionnteepreted as evidence that the

employer wishes to terminate the employment retatdp.

[39] Then, there is a further email from Mr Hall to Mgades asking if he had been
dismissed. That email had not been responded tM¥ypyages when Mr Hall's
solicitors’ letter raising the personal grievancaswreceived by the employer.
However, in responding to that personal grievamteed, Mr Cooper for My Pages
makes clear there has been no dismissal and iedithat Mr Hallremains absent
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from his role without our conser#nd that that amounted to abandonment of his

employment.
What consequences follow?

[40] | have concluded on the evidence before the Authtat when Mr Hall was
hired by My Pages, the understanding that was szhalas that Mr Hall would cease
engagement with his own business as a matter @haggand in any event before he
commenced his employment with My Pages. To fatdithese arrangements, the
parties signed the employment agreement on 15 De=ef009 but Mr Hall did not
commence duties until 4 January 2010. It was batwibose two dates that | am
satisfied the parties’ intention was that Mr Halhsmo quit active engagement in his
business. How he did that was a matter for hirhatTconclusion is fostered by the
evidence of the director of My Pages, James Goraloa by the former director, Gene
Cooper. Their testimony on the issue is suppobigdhe email traffic and more
particularly by the employment agreement signedhey parties which specifically
precludes private employment without the expresstemr consent of the employer
(which was not sought or obtained). | found Mrliatvidence on this aspect of the
case inherently implausible, running counter atogs to the employment agreement
he himself signed and the very clear and explestimony of My Pages’ witnesses

who seem to me more credible.

[41] Furthermore, | am not satisfied that the 15 Jan0$0 meeting was an
improper exercise of the employer’s rights. To toatrary, | think it was fair and
reasonable for My Pages to raise with Mr Hall isagpointment that he had failed to
honour his obligations by getting rid of his invehaent in his own business as | am
satisfied he promised he would do. Again, for #widance of doubt, | was not
persuaded by Mr Hall's evidence that he workedafaotal of three to four hours on
his own business affairs during the short periodhid employment. | prefer the
evidence of My Pages’ witnesses which suggest hismatcommitment to his own
business took far greater time. One of the reasaesch this conclusion (apart
simply from the plausibility of the evidence aseiy, was the relative unlikelihood of
an employer complaining so soon into an employmelationship about time spent
on other affairs if, in truth, only three to fouodrs was involved. | am satisfied that
that meeting concluded on the footing that Mr Hedis to decide what he wanted to

do and what he wanted to focus on. | accept froynRdges’ evidence that the very
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clear message from the then directors of the cognpas that they wanted Mr Hall to

focus on their business.

[42] Then we come to the events at the weekend. | Amgady made clear that |
think it unreasonable both of Mr Hall and My Pagesread into the events of
Saturday that which they choose to derive froméhmgents. First, | think Mr Hall is
wrong to conclude (as he apparently did at the }tithat the fact that his desk was
moved over the weekend out into the reception ar@s evidence that his position
was under threat. He quite properly accepted smohal evidence before me that his
view on that matter was mistaken. Similarly, Irlut think anything sinister can be
read into Mr Hall's collection of his own laptop ¢ine Saturday; it was his property
and he was entitled to have it and to have usé of he fact that he chose to come
and collect it on that day might well have had katrenship to the meeting on the
Friday when he was told by the company to makedad@sion about which direction
he wanted to take. As | understood the evidene®,phvate laptop contained
information pertinent to his own business and swas perfectly reasonable and

understandable that he would want to have accass to

[43] Then on the Sunday, of course, there were thredeexahanged between the
parties followed by a further email on the Mondeyni My Pages to Mr Hall. The
first of these emails is Mr Hall's lengthy email @unday, 17 January 2010 setting
out his complaints about the way he was treatedcandluding with the message that
he could not be expected to continue in the roté omatters had been resolved. That
was responded to by Mr Cooper, on the same dayngskhether Mr Hall was
resigning. As | have already made clear, | ansfatl that Mr Hall’'s initial lengthy
email cannot be seen as a resignation but it ig, sense, aithdrawal of labourin
that he is unilaterally demanding time off whileetlssues in contention are being

addressed.

[44] While it is understandable that, in its responsey Fages would seek
clarification about whether Mr Hall had in fact iggsed, | am satisfied that a fair and
reasonable employer would not regard Mr Hall's énai Sunday night as a
resignation although it is clear that it firmly di an employment relationship
problem. Mr Cooper’'s response on behalf of My Rageaite properly suggests
discussion, including with a representative, anshtioes in particular the possibility

of without prejudicediscussions, all of which is a sensible and meabapproach
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from the employer. The response from Mr Hall m@ly to indicate that he will be in

touch again once he has obtained professional @advic

[45] Then, on the Monday morning, Mr Gordon wrote hisagreeeking a return of

the company property. As | have already indicaledm satisfied that a proper
construction of this email, while accepting it istrelegantly written, is not that this
was to terminate the employment relationship, loaply that this was the employer
seeking to protect itself while there was a prdagdcabsence of its chief executive
from the workplace. In particular, | am satisfidtht there was no way that
Mr Gordon’s email can be construed as evidence obrestructive dismissal or an
actual dismissal; plainly, if there is any initisdi taken by either party to bring the
employment relationship to an end, it is the it of Mr Hall who, in his long

email of 17 January 2010, effectively unilateraliythdraws his services until the
matters that are in contention are resolved. BE¥at email, as | have indicated
above, cannot in my view be seen as a resignati@vidence of Mr Hall turning his

back definitively and permanently on the employnrefdationship continuing.

[46] Then, Mr Hall sends a further email seeking to knetether he has been
dismissed by Mr Gordon’s Monday morning email, betore My Pages can respond
to that request, it receives an email from Mr Halfolicitors raising a personal
grievance and apparently relying on Mr Gordon’s ie@s the point of dismissal. In
response to that missive, My Pages responds toadHiskolicitors by indicating that
Mr Hall has not been dismissed but he is abseni ftbe workplace without

authorisation and that it wants him back.

[47] It seems to me on the evidence before the Authtney the only reasonable
conclusion that one can draw is that My Pages ditl cismiss Mr Hall, either
constructively or actually, and that the employmesationship came to an end by
abandonment, Mr Hall having unilaterally refusecttmtinue serving and despite the
parties’ efforts to resolve matters following thatcluding through counsel, the
employment relationship was never restarted altar ¢mail exchange. For reasons
which | have made clear already, | am satisfied MaGordon’s Monday morning
email seeking the employer’'s property back canmaisonably be construed as a
dismissal; it is simply a response to Mr Hall’'s olsehaviour in refusing to continue
performing services while ongoing employment relaship problems were being

addressed. It is hardly unique for employmentti@tahip problems to occur in
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ongoing employment relationship context, and thaditsein this case is that it was
Mr Hall's precipitate decision to withdraw his sees rather than any decision or
communication of the employer which brought thatiehship eventually to an end.

[48] It follows from that analysis that Mr Hall simpleft the workplace, gave no

notice and just terminated the engagement by theage of time. While | accept that
this is a case that could conceivably be analysea purported resignation, | do not
think the facts support that that was Mr Hall’semtion. [ think he genuinely wanted

to resolve matters but was hurt by his perceptmrofieously in my view) that he had
been unreasonably treated by My Pages. | think ihia case where, correctly
analysed, Mr Hall simply abandoned his role havimgde a unilateral announcement
that he was not intending to continue until mattead been dealt with, and that even
at the point at which Mr Hall's solicitor becamevatved and the prospect of those
issues actually being able to be addressed, thasestill no indication from Mr Hall,

either of his own motion or through counsel, thawould return to duty.
Deter mination

[49] Mr Hall has not satisfied me that he has been eitingustifiably dismissed
from his employment or constructively dismissednfrdhat employment; | am
satisfied that the correct analysis of the factostrix discloses that Mr Hall
abandoned his employment.

[50] My Pages, via counterclaim, allege it is due thmemnths’ salary in lieu of
notice. This claim is in reliance on clause 7(&he employment agreement. In
essence, one month’'s notice of resignation is redquor three months’ salary is

payable in lieu of that notice. Clearly, in thegent case, there was no notice.

[51] I decline to grant the counterclaim. | am satsfoe general principles that a
three month penalty is out of all proportion to #ikeged loss when only a month’s
notice is required. Furthermore, it would not Ipprapriate for My Pages to be seen
to have profited in circumstances where its owrattrent of Mr Hall after the

employment had come to an end, was lacking in daitill It was some months after
the employment came to an end that Mr Hall's baalary for the two week period he

was employed, was paid. That is unacceptable ateba breach of good faith.

[52] In the circumstances, | am not prepared to counmn#he counterclaim but

nor am | prepared to levy a penalty against My Bdge its breach of good faith,
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although its performance in respect of Mr Hall'sntseration after the employment

came to an end was less than would be expectedadcand fair employer.

[53] One final matter requires comment. The employnagméement between the
parties provided that Mr Hall was to be remunerabgdsalary and by a sales
commission which was expressed to be rated at.3%f all sales of all subsidiaries

achieved whilst in employment

[54] If Mr Hall has not been paid commission for theipeérof the employment, |
direct that Mr Hall is to be paid by My Pages asalommission at 3% of all sales of
all subsidiaries achieved whilst in employment. ake is reserved for counsel to

revert to the Authority if required.
Costs

[55] Costs are reserved.

James Crichton
Member of the Employment Relations Authority



