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DETERMINATION OF THE AUTHORITY

A. The application for interim reinstatement is declined.
B. Costsarereserved.

Employment Relationship Problem

[1] On 27 March 2012 Mr Taggart applied to the Aarity for an order for
interim reinstatement to his former position as anfer and foreman with the
respondent. His application was accompanied bgreed undertaking from him as to
damages, in accordance with s. 127(2) of the Enmpéoy Relations Act 2000 (“the
Act”).

[2] The Applicant had been dismissed on 20 Marci22@ithout notice for

alleged serious misconduct. The dismissal followasu investigation by the
respondent, at the conclusion of which the respaindetermined that the applicant
had, in breach of the terms of his employment ageze and his duties of fidelity and
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trust and confidence, attempted to solicit emplsyakethe respondent to work for a

business that it believed he and his twin brothemewn the process of setting up.

The background facts

[3] Mr Taggart’'s employment agreement, which he Rghed, included the

following clauses:

3.4  The Employee agrees to perform their dutieadcordance with the
instructions of the Employer and to perform thetrgently and in a manner,
which will promote the interests of the Employer.

19.1 The three most valuable and essential assetfseoEmployer are its
Employee relationships, customer relationships angroprietary
information......... The Employee agrees to work withEtigloyer to protect,

preserve and grow these assets.

21.1 During the term of the Employdegc] employment by the Employer
and for a period of 3 months following the termiaatof such employment for
any reason whatsoever, the Employee will not, eidirectly or indirectly, on
the Employees$sic] behalf or on behalf of others, solicit, divert oird) or

attempt to solicit, divert or hire any person enyad by the Employer.

[4] The solicitation attempts carried out by Mr Dagt are alleged to have
occurred in a pub on 23 February 2012, a few dégs Br Taggart had expressed
dissatisfaction with his pay, as compared with heoforeman. It is undisputed that
Mr Taggart had also told the respondent shortlyoleef23 February that he was

thinking of starting his own business with his twirother.

[5] The respondent’s concerns with respect to Mggeait's alleged attempts to
solicit the respondent’s staff were first drawrhts attention in a meeting on 1 March
2012. Mr Taggart denied at the meeting that he ddeimpted to solicit his co-
workers for his own business. Mr Taggart allegest,tat the conclusion of the
meeting, he had been told that he could not beagteed any more work from then
on, and that he was being given two weeks’ notidach would be given to him in
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writing. Mr Taggart alleges that the respondetgrlaenied that he had been given
two weeks’ notice. The respondent denies thatad aver given him notice on 1
March, and that the comment relating to not guaeing him work was a reference to
not taking him back on if he chose to leave to wamkhis own, and then changed his

mind.

[6] The respondent followed up its concerns abbatdlleged solicitation by way

of a letter to Mr Taggart dated 7 March 2012. Tditer set out that Mr Taggart had
recently stated that he was going to resign butumiil he had set up his own

company; that he had been soliciting other staff trat the respondent’s concerns
were serious. The letter stated that Mr Taggam'gployment could be at risk, and
that disciplinary action, including dismissal, wasing considered. Mr Taggart was
directed to attend a disciplinary meeting on 9 Ma2012 and was told that he could

have a support person or representative with him.

[7] A disciplinary process ensued during which bp#rties were represented by
counsel throughout. Following the disciplinary rnieg, which actually took place on

13 March, the respondent’'s advocate wrote a léttévir Taggart’s counsel on the

same date which stated that the respondent hactbseveral views:

(@) that Mr Taggart had solicited and attempteditert the respondent’s
employees away from the respondent;

(b) that Mr Taggart had instructed the respondéat he had already
applied for or been registered with EQC to undertakrk for them;

(© Mr Taggart had instructed the respondent beatvas resigning and
would notify them of the date once he had foundfings job in competition with the

respondent;

(d) that the respondent had trust and confidessees in relation to Mr

Taggart’s behaviour.

[8] The respondent’s advocate also stated in thterlehat the respondent had
formed the preliminary view that Mr Taggart had aoted in good faith, that he had
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undermined the duty of trust and confidence andfaied to adhere to the provisions
of the employment agreement. The letter also ditdtat Mr Taggart had relied on
confidential information to determine what pay sate offer the employees in order
to entice them into an employment relationship whilm. The respondent was
therefore considering dismissing Mr Taggart butitet him to make written

comments first.

[9] A written response was provided by Mr Taggadisinsel on 19 March. In it
she took issue with certain aspects of the protesshad been followed by the
respondent. She referred to the respondent alledpedting told Mr Taggart that it
could not guarantee him work in two weeks’ timeShe stated that Mr Taggart
intended to be bound by his contractual obligatidng that he denied attempting to
solicit employees, and that what he had said tedliesagues in the pub had bearb
talk.

[10] Mr Taggart's counsel also advised the respatideadvocate that his brother
had not registered with EQC as Mr Taggart had bedteved, and that Mr Taggart
was prepared to make it clear to employees thdtakdeno intention of offering them
employment. She stated also that Mr Taggart wbelgrepared to accept a longer

period of post termination restraint if he were twbe dismissed.

[11] On 20 March 2012, the respondent’s advocgtbee to Mr Taggart’'s counsel
disagreeing with points made by her in her lettareiation to the process followed.

The letter also stated:

Our client is clear that your client has attemptednduce and encourage our

clients’ employees to breach an employment agreemen

Our client has instructed both you and your cli¢éihat finding alternative
employees in this current market is difficult arfdnbt impossible.[Sic]
Skilled employees are hard to come by and our cieurrently taking active

steps in attempting to recruit both within and adgsof New Zealand.
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Our client is now faced with the very real prospefcyour client continuing to
solicit and remove employees from the workplacer €ient has to make a
decision on the balance of probabilities as to wketboth employees who
provided statements were credible witnesses. ¥lmnt accepted that he had
met with the individuals, knew their hourly ratedaassumed that they were
dissatisfied in their current positions. Your alis behaviour cannot go

unnoticed.

It is your client’s obligation that while he is elaped by our client, to spend
his time and energy dedicating to the future groatid prosperity of our
clients business][Sic]. It is for these reasons that our client has deteedi

that your client has breached the essential elemehtirust and confidence

and good faith.

Accordingly, we confirm that the employment relaship is terminated.

The dismissal was without notice.

[12] Sworn affidavits were provided to the Authgrity the following people:

(@) Mr Taggart,

(b) Mr John Shivas, (a director of the respondent),

(c) Mr Grant Shivas (Manager of the respondent),

(d) Megan Duffy (a director of the respondent, @addministrator),

(e) Mr Jeffs (Operations Manager of the respondent)

) Mr Taitoko (a foreman, who is one of the emm@eg to whom it is
alleged Mr Taggart offered work, and more money28r-ebruary),

(9) Mr Schraa (a foreman, who is the other empldgeghom it is alleged
Mr Taggart offered work, and more money, on 23 E&aby) and

(h) Mr Wilson (a painter/general hand, who alsce@g#ls that he was
offered work and more money by Mr Taggart. A casadon
between Mr Wilson and Mr Taggart was surreptitigusicorded by

Mr Taggart a few days before the dismissal).
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[13] Mr Taggart’'s employment agreement with thepmslent was also supplied to
the Authority, together with copy correspondenceveen the parties, hand written
statements prepared by Mr Taitoko and Mr Schraaat@nscript of the recorded
conversation between Mr Taggart and Mr Wilson, dbeuracy of which is disputed

by the respondent.

Principles of interim reinstatement

[14] The correct approach to be adopted by the @uitthin determining an interim
reinstatement application is by applying the lalatreg to interim injunctions whilst
also having regard to the object of the Employnfealations Act 2000 (s. 127(4)).
This means, in practice, that Mr Taggart must festablish that he has both an
arguable case of personal grievance for unjustdischissal and an arguable case that
he would thereafter be reinstated in employmertierathan simply compensated

financially.

[15] Next, the Authority must apply an assessmémh® respective positions of the
parties until the investigation and determinatignttee Authority of the substantive
issues by considering the balance of conveniendevele®m the parties. This
assessment includes considering whether interinstaiement is necessary if other

remedies would be adequate.

[16] Finally, as the remedy is discretionary, thati#ority steps back to take a
global view and determines where the overall jesb€ the case lies until it can be
heard (which includes considering the respectixengths of each parties’ case as far

as they can be ascertained at this stage).

[17] Reinstatement is no longer a primary remedyrbmains one measure which
may be selected from the range of remedies provadexl23 of the Act to settle a

personal grievance, provided it igracticable and reasonable to do’so

[18] A recent case in which the Court of Appeal rexged practicability of
reinstatement wakewis v Howick College Board of Truste¢8010] NZCA 320.
The Court of Appeal reiterated the Court of Appeglidgment inNew Zealand

Educational Institute v Board of Trustees of AupkldNormal Intermediate School
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[2010] NZCA 320 NZEI) which had, in turn, affirmed the test appliedtbg Labour
Court in first instance in that case. The Employtr@ourt inNZEl said

[19]

Whether ... it would not be practicable to reinstfiiee employee] involves a
balancing of the interests of the parties and tisiges of their cases with regard not
only to the past but more particularly to the figur... Practicability is capability of
being carried out in action, feasibility or the patial for the reimposition of the
employment relationship to be done or carried augcessfully. Practicability cannot
be narrowly construed in the sense of being simpbgsible irrespective of

consequence.

The Employment Court i\ngus v Ports of Aucklan@011] NZEmpC 160

held, when considering the new requirement of nealsieness, as follows:

[65] Even although practicability so defined by ti@ourt of Appeal very
arguably includes elements of reasonableness, &adnt has now legislated for
these factors in addition to practicability. In #e circumstances, we consider
that Mr Mcllraith was correct when he submitted tththe requirement for
reasonableness invokes a broad inquiry into thetieguof the parties’ cases so

far as the prospective consideration of reinstateinneconcerned.

[66] In practice this will mean that not only mustgrievant claim the remedy
of reinstatement but, if this is opposed by theleyep, he or she will need to
provide the Court with evidence to support thatiroleor, in the case of the
Authority, will need to direct its attention to appriate areas for its

investigation. As now occurs, also, an employerosp reinstatement will need
to substantiate that opposition by evidence altoug both cases, evidence
considered when determining justification for thentissal or disadvantage may

also be relevant to the question of reinstatement.

[67] Reinstatement in employment may be a veryaiddu remedy for an
employee, especially in tight economic and laboarket times. The Authority
and the Court will need to continue to consideretally whether it will be both
practicable and reasonable to reinstate what haterofbeen a previously
dysfunctional employment relationship where there genuinely held, even if
erroneous, beliefs of loss of trust and confidence.
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[68] The reasonableness referred to in the statogans that the Court or the
Authority will need to consider the prospectiveeetl§ of an order, not only upon
the individual employer and employee in the casat &n other affected
employees of the same employer or perhaps evewone £ases, others, for

example affected health care patients in institgio

Arguable casefor unjustified dismissal?

[20] The relevant sections of the Employment Refai Act 2000 that the
Authority must have in mind when considering areiimh reinstatement application
include s103A and s125. Section 103A provideoHlss:

(1) For the purposes of section 103(1)(a) and tbg question of whether a
dismissal or an action was justifiable must be deieed, on an objective
basis, by applying the test in subsection (2).

(2) The test is whether the employer's actions, lam the employer acted,
were what a fair and reasonable employer could haeme in all the
circumstances at the time the dismissal or acticcuaed.

(3) In applying the test in subsection (2), the hduty or the court must
consider—

(a) whether, having regard to the resources avadab the employer, the
employer sufficiently investigated the allegaticamgainst the employee
before dismissing or taking action against the exyeé; and

(b) whether the employer raised the concerns thateamployer had with
the employee before dismissing or taking actionresjdhe employee; and

(c) whether the employer gave the employee a reds@ropportunity to
respond to the employer's concerns before disngseimtaking action
against the employee; and

(d) whether the employer genuinely considered thpl@yee's explanation
(if any) in relation to the allegations against themployee before
dismissing or taking action against the employee.

(4) In addition to the factors described in subs®ti3), the Authority or the
court may consider any other factors it thinks agprate.

(5) The Authority or the court must not determindismissal or an action to
be unjustifiable under this section solely becaakalefects in the process
followed by the employer if the defects were—

(@) minor; and
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(b) did not result in the employee being treatethily

[21] Section 125 provides as follows:

(1) This section applies if—
(@) it is determined that the employee has a pearsgrnevance; and

(b) the remedies sought by or on behalf of an eyagldn respect of a
personal grievance include reinstatement (as dbsdri in section
123(1)(a)).

(2) The Authority may, whether or not it providesdny of the other remedies
specified in section 123, provide for reinstatemiént is practicable and
reasonable to do so.

[22] In reviewing the employer’s decision, the Aotity must be satisfied that the
evidence in support of conclusions reached by thpl@yer is as convincing in its
nature as the alleged serious misconduct was gralenda NZ v NZ Shipwrights
Union ERNZ Sel Cas 855 at 858 (CA).

[23] An arguable case means a case with some sewouarguable, but not
necessarily certain prospects of succe$s.v Y Ltd and the New Zealand Stock
Exchangg1992] 1 ERNZ 863.

[24] It is my view that the applicant does haveaaguable case that he will prove
his case of a personal grievance of unjustifiechdisal. My reasons for reaching this

view are as follows.

No opportunity given to Mr Taggart and his courtsetjuestion the two key witnesses
[25] Mr Schraa and Mr Taitoko had provided writtestatements for the

respondent’s investigation which had only been neadslable to Mr Taggart on the
morning of the disciplinary meeting held on 13 Mar2012. The wording of

statements, which were both written on the sameepié paper, was as follows:

To whom it may concern
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On the 23th Feb Shane asked me if | wood go and#t Yeorhim instead of
C.D.F | turned down his offer moor mongsic].

Kane Taitoko

| also on the 28 Feb asked if | would come and work for him whemybes
out on his own, he also said he would pay more tihaat | was on nowjsic]

William Schraa

[26] Mr Taggart and his representative were notvjgled with the opportunity to
question these two witnesses, whose evidence wasluadly critical to the
allegations being levelled at him. Although thep@ndent’s representative states that
Mr Taggart and his representative did not requeshterview them, this does not
excuse the respondent from the obligation of priogdMr Taggart with that
opportunity. It is a fundamental principle of naujustice that someone facing
summary dismissal for serious misconduct, baseelysol largely on the allegations
of third parties, should be afforded the opportumit question those third parties as
part of a fair disciplinary or investigatory proses

[27] This opportunity was important in this caserethough Mr Taggart states that
he had told the two men that he and his brotheewenking about starting their own
business, that he might be looking for some stiagioane stage in the future, and that
he may have said that he would offer more pay thhat they were on now. Mr
Taggart's affidavit evidence was that he had bemalking about a possibility only
because he had not got his own business at that, g would have had to have
consulted with his brother before offering anyorjetaand he did not have any work

that the men could do.

[28] Mr Taggart’'s counsel submits that his commemése taken out of context,
were not to be taken seriously, and wpub talkandbravada Mr Taggart and his
representative should have been allowed to haveessield and questioned the two
men in order to ascertain their reaction so thatdécision makers in the respondent
could gauge whose evidence was more credible.r@3pmondent claims that it did ask
the two men about the context in which Mr Taggad made his statements, and that
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the two men had confirmed that they had understbad Mr Taggart had been
making a serious offer, and had not made a throawyagomment. Mr Taggart’s
counsel asserts that the respondent most likelyndtdput this question to the two
men as claimed as no affidavit evidence statedith@itl. | am unable to reach a
conclusion on that particular assertion at thigestdbut am convinced that the failure
to afford an opportunity to Mr Taggart and his ceelno question Mr Schraa and Mr
Taitoko amounts to a fundamental breach of thecppies of fairness which gives Mr

Taggart a strongly arguable case of proceduraliuness.

Predetermination

[29] Mr Taggart's counsel also asserts that theisttat to dismiss him was
predetermined, relying on various matters, inclgdime statements allegedly made to
him on 1 March about having been given notice astdgnaranteeing him work. On
the affidavit evidence before me, | prefer the emce of Mr Taggart that he was told
that there would be no guarantee of work and tleatvhas told he was being given
notice. This therefore does raise the spectreedgiermination. For this reason as

well, therefore, | believe there is an arguableecas

Follow up investigatory checks not done?

[30] The affidavit evidence from the respondent’stnesses does not detail
whether follow up enquiries were made to check webr not Mr Taggart and his
brother really were registered with EQC after Mig@art's counsel had stated that
they were not in her pre dismissal letter of 19 ¢har It appears from the affidavit
evidence that the respondent merely believed tieyt tvere registered because Mr
Taggart had told the respondent that he was wafoindis first job. A failure to
follow up this new piece of evidence from Mr Tagacounsel, that Mr Taggart had
been mistaken in saying his brother had registevéd EQC, would also have

constituted a procedural failing.

Isthere an arguable case on substantial fairness?

[31] A separate issue to be considered is whetheas substantively fair to have

dismissed the applicant, putting aside the pro@dailing already identified. It is,
however, impossible to reach a firm conclusion lus tssue at this stage when it is
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not possible to ascertain whether the conversatitin Messrs Schraa and Taitoko in
the pub on 23 February was a serious attempt foitstlem, or mere braggadocio
commonly heard in pubs throughout the land. Witiebas may become evident, and
would be relevant to contribution, at the substantiearing of this matter. Suffice it
to say at this stage that if, following a full dignary investigation by the respondent
in which the two men had been available to haven lgeestioned by Mr Taggart and
by his counsel, it had been reasonable for theoresgmt to have concluded that Mr
Taggart had made serious attempts to solicit the, ties would have been likely, in
my view, to have constituted a sufficiently seriobseach of his employment
agreement so that dismissal would have been wliialr @and reasonable employer
could have done in all the circumstances at the time dismissal occurred, in order to

have protected it from loss of staff through inenpoaching.

[32] In summary, taking into account all these eésul am persuaded that the
applicant does have an arguable case that he pasanal grievance for unjustified

dismissal.

Balance of convenience

[33] The Authority must now weigh the relative imm@nience — in the sense of
detriment or injury — to the respondent of haviogbiear the burden of an order
reinstating the applicant until his substantiveecssheard, against the inconvenience
to the applicant who may have a just case, of lgatm bear the detriment of
unjustifiable action until his case is heard.v Y Limited1992] 1 ERNZ 863, 872-3
(CA).

Mr Taggart’'s arguments

[34] Mr Taggart refers in his second affidavit ke tfinancial hardship he will suffer if
he has to wait for a substantive investigation mgetnd the subsequent determination.
At present, his personal grievance could be ingatgd by the Authority in a substantial
investigation meeting in July 2012 and, all thidgsng equal, he would have a written
determination from me within four weeks of the nmegt He is therefore currently likely

to be facing a further four months before his daseéetermined.
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[35] Whilst | have no reason to doubt the assestimade by Mr Taggart in relation to
the financial hardship occasioned by his dismissa,not uncommon for an applicant to
suffer financial hardship following a dismissal atidht, in itself, is not sufficient to

persuade the Authority to order interim reinstatetne

[36] The reference ingus v Ports of Aucklandted above tdight economic and
labour market timeds also a commonly but validly pleaded argumentapyplicants
seeking reinstatement. However, in this caseetlgean unusual aspect of the prevailing
job market which I cannot ignore. Due to the unfpate, devastating earthquake that
occurred in February 2011, Christchurch is curgefating an unprecedented demand for
tradesmen, including painters. | drew to the atenof the parties at the interim
injunction hearing a statement made on 10 April2b¢ the head of Trade Me Jobs that
Canterburyshowed explosive growth with the number of jobagadvertised up 81 per
cent compared with a year ago.. As building sites emerge and redevelopment plaas ar
drawn up, the market is especially hot for site agmrs, labourers, machine operators,
and painters and decorators(Canterbury job market jumps on rebuil8tuff.co.nz,
Business Day section, 10/4/2012). It is undisptited the job market in Christchurch for

tradesmen is very buoyant at present.

[37] Counsel for Mr Taggart stated that he will mat able to take advantage of this
buoyant market however because his reputatioketylto have been damaged by reports
of his dismissal having been spread in the indusjnthe respondent which will have

damaged his prospects. In addition, she stateéchtheeference had been offered by the

respondent.

[38] The allegations regarding the respondent sfingareports of the dismissal are
purely speculative, and so cannot be taken seyidysime without cogent proof having
been provided. With respect to the non provisiba teference, at the interim injunction
hearing the respondent’s advocate stated thatetgondent is prepared to provide a
reference for Mr Taggart in relation to his worktut, and that he is willing to liaise
with Mr Taggart’s counsel to facilitate a mutuatigreeable text. | am heartened to hear
that, and record that commitment in this deternmomain the expectation that the parties
and their representatives will, without delay, seelgree the text of that reference so as
to enable Mr Taggart to find alternative work asrs@s possible, so he can mitigate his

losses, as is his duty.
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[39] A further consideration to take into accoustthe fact that Mr Taggart has now
started advertising on Facebook the business legredf to setting up with his twin
brother. It is called Twin Effects. This evidensas disclosed to the Authority by the
respondent very shortly before the interim reirestegnt hearing, and Mr Taggart did not
have time to responded to it, so | do not infenfrid that Mr Taggart now has a fully
functioning business. However, it is a factor & in mind, in that work may start to

flow in from his advertisement in the near future.

[40] Taking these factors into account, | do ndidwe that the balance of convenience
strongly favours Mr Taggart, as he has signifiagpportunities to positively address his

financial difficulties in a very real way beforeetBubstantive investigation meeting.

The respondent’s arguments

[41] Turning to the effect upon the respondent @hstating Mr Taggart, it relies
heavily on a stated loss of trust and confidenckinm Trust and confidence is an issue
that | must consider when weighing in the balante @rejudice that would be suffered
by the respondent if | were to grant reinstatemdnts possible that, if Mr Taggart had
been able to have questioned Messrs Schraa andkdaih the presence of the
respondent’s decision makers, the latter may haen lzonvinced that Mr Taggart had
not been seriously soliciting his colleagues, amdrgst and confidence may have been
preserved. However, | can only rely at this stagen the affidavit evidence that has
been adduced by the respondent, including affidasitorn by Messrs Wilson, Schraa
and Taitoko, and on the basis of those affidavityd is a credible argument that Mr
Taggart had attempted to solicit his colleaguessuich a case, it would be reasonable for

the respondent to have lost trust and confidendédrimaggart.

[42] | am also mindful that Mr Taggart has now clgastarted advertising his new
business and have sympathy for the respondentsecos that, if Mr Taggart were to be

reinstated, he would have access to staff whaig\yes he solicited for the new business.

[43] Another issue to bear in mind is that Mr Tagdeas given an undertaking which |
have concerns he may not be able to honour wer® lbe reinstated and he were to
solicit staff away from the respondent, causingoitlose business as a subsequent
consequence of a shortage of skilled painterssulth a circumstance, the respondent
may wish to call upon the undertaking. However,hi; own evidence, Mr Taggart's
financial means are limited and he has financialdse~xhich could exhaust the assets he

deposes he has available to him to cover the waided.
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[44] A final objection from the respondent is tlsaff have intimated to it that they
will refuse to work with him if Mr Taggart were tbe reinstated, because of their
objections to him covertly recording a conversatrath Mr Wilson and because of his
alleged solicitation attempts. There was littleedi evidence presented to the Authority
of these concerns from staff, however, and so | iaolined to discount them as

unsubstantiated.

[45] Weighing up the potential prejudice to Mr Taggof not reinstating him against

the potential prejudice to the respondent of d@ogl am clear that the balance favours
not reinstating him, for the reasons set out abdvés for these reasons that | am also
content to conclude that monetary compensationealoould be an adequate remedy

for Mr Taggart were he to succeed at substantagest

Overall Justice

[46] In its exercise of the discretion to grantemimn reinstatement the Authority
must consider where the overall justice of the di@seuntil it can be heard, including
particularly the respective strengths of the partieases so far as they can be
ascertained at this stag€liff v Air New Zealand2005] ERNZ 1 at [18] (EC). This

requires me to stand back and take a global view.

[47] Whilst it currently appears likely that the thority will find at a substantive
investigation meeting that there was a non minawfin the disciplinary process
followed by the respondent which could result inwmustified dismissal finding,
there is also a chance on current evidence thatAtiteority will find that Mr
Taggart’'s conversations in the pub on 23 Febru@d22vere such as to lead to a
significant reduction in remedies by way of coniitibn pursuant to s 124 of the Act.

[48] In addition, the mischief that could be dohé&r Taggart were to attempt to
solicit staff away from the respondent after ratestent could be significant and the
risk is not one that the respondent would be insitn to easily prevent.

[49] In these circumstances, and taking into actthumfactors articulated above, |

believe that the overall justice of the case daddavour reinstatement.
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[50] Finally, I strongly encourage the parties ttempt to resolve their differences
by way of mediation, which has hitherto not bedemapted due to the interim nature
of the application.

Costs

[51] Costs are reserved.

David Appleton
Member of the Employment Relations Authority.



