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The employment relationship problem

[1]

[2]

[3]

In a statement of problem received on 1 March 2004 Darrell Craig says he was
unjustifiably dismissed from his job as an appm@ntand also says he was not paid correct
wages for his employment.

In an amended statement of problem received on &y B004, Mr Craig also claims the
Employment Relations Act has been breached asesgondent failed to provide a written
employment agreement. He claims that the failarnerovide an employment agreement gave
rise to unfair bargaining.

In its statement in reply received on 22 March 20@2&n Pritchard Builders (“DPB”) denies
Mr Craig was unjustifiably dismissed.

Background

[4]
[5]

[6]

Mr Craig is 19 years old.

In May 2003 Mr Craig approached Mr Dean Pritchardhwa view to obtaining an
apprenticeship with him as an apprentice carpenter.

Prior to employment at DPB, Mr Craig had undertaliet? month Certificate in Carpentry at
Manukau Institute of Technology. After that he Hekn employed by Muldoon Builders for
9 months as an apprentice carpenter and was ehiallthe apprenticeship scheme through
the ITAB.



[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

2

Mr Pritchard has worked in his own business fory@ars as a sole operator. Two years ago
he employed his first employee, followed in Jun®2@vith the employment of Mr Craig.
This bought the total number of employees to 2.

Mr Craig told me that before he left Muldoon Builddhe spoke to the Sales Representative
from ITAB about whether he could move his appresgitp from one builder to another. He
was told he could.

It was common ground at the investigation meetirag on 3 June 2003 Mr Craig commenced
employment on a one month trial. Mr Pritchard twld Mr Craig was employed initially as a
Labourer.

Mr Pritchard told me that during the trial period became concerned about Mr Craig’s lack
of skills and the number of mistakes he was makivg.Pritchard told me he had raised these
concerns informally with Mr Craig in one-on-one sess. Mr Pritchard was of the view that
Mr Craig should be let go at the end of the triadipd. However, after discussing Mr Craig’s
performance and his background with Mrs Pritchbedgecided to keep Mr Craig on.

While there was no dispute that the parties hadezhto a one month trial period it was, in
any event, not able to be relied upon as the p#iod was not specified in writing in an
employment agreement as required by section 67ecEtmployment Relations Act 2000.

On 27 June 2003 a discussion took place betwee@risig and Mr Pritchard. Mr Craig told
me Mr Pritchard had told him he was happy withw@k, although there were one or two
things which needed improvement such as his speg@ecuracy. Mr Pritchard confirmed to
me that they talked about Mr Craig’s work rate arglperformance. Mr Pritchard told me he
also advised Mr Craig he would need to improveta lo

Mr Craig told me Mr Pritchard offered him the pasit of apprentice carpenter. They
discussed hours of work being 7.30am to 5.00pnh twb breaks from 10.30am to 11.00am
and a lunch break from 1.30pm to 2.00pm.

Mr Craig told me he advised Mr Pritchard that hes\alieady registered with ITAB.
Mr Craig'’s rate of pay was $9.00 per hour.

Mr Pritchard told me that it was a term of employtngnat when the work was finished at the
end of the day or it was too wet to work, Mr Cramuld be sent home and no pay would be
attributable to the time.

Mr Craig told me that several days after the 27&Jueeting he dropped some gifts around for
Mr and Mrs Pritchard to express his appreciatiarttie apprenticeship.

Mr Pritchard told me that Mr Craig brought the giftround as part of his birthday shout and
not to thank them for his apprenticeship. Mrsdbaird says she recalls Mr Craig bringing the
gifts around and that the timing coincided withHeats Day weekend. Mr Craig’s birthday is
on 5 September. This supports Mr and Mrs Pritceargtmory of events.
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On 30 June 2003 Mr Craig applied for and was swfoks gaining enrolment at UNITEC
for a certificate in Applied Technology CarpentyABs year 1. Mr Craig was advised in
writing on 10 July 2003 that he had been successiile semester started on Monday, 21
July 2003.

The course required Mr Craig to attend UNITEC oag dach week for a period of 20 weeks
plus one week’s assessment at the end of eaclofygraming.

Mr Pritchard says Mr Craig did not discuss his agpion with Mr Pritchard prior to
receiving the letter of acceptance. Mr Craig coudd recall when he first raised the course
with his employer. Mr Craig told me he thoughthaal discussed it with Mr Pritchard before
he made the application, however, the applicatidmdt have the supporting documentation
by Mr Craig’s employer as required

Based on the information gained through my enquifind it is more likely than not that Mr
Craig discussed the course with Mr Pritchard far filst time on Friday, 18 July 2003. Mr
Pritchard told me he was packing up on the Fridaysaid to Mr Craigsee you Monday It
was then, that Mr Craig advised Mr Pritchard of plisns to attend the UNITEC course the
following Monday.

Mr Pritchard was not happy for Mr Craig to attehd tourse. Mr Pritchard told Mr Craig he
was a small employer and he could not afford tceh@vwe of his employees away for one day
each week.

Mr Pritchard told Mr Craig that he would organiseblack course with the Building and
Construction Industry Training Organisation (BCITO) which he [Mr Pritchard] was a
member. The BCITO training courses could be cotedldy correspondence and modules
checked off against required standards by Mr Paitthvho was an approved assessor.

Mr Pritchard told me that on 27 July 2003 he reediinformation in the form of an employee
pack and an employer pack, from the BCITO. Mrdpard told me he passed the employee
pack onto Mr Craig and retained the employer packhimself. Mr Craig denies receiving a
copy of the employee pack. Mr Pritchard recallst the gave the pack to Mr Craig at the
same time as the kitchen was being put in the hthesewere working on.

Mr Pritchard waited for Mr Craig to come back tomhito discuss the apprenticeship
programme outlined in the employee pack, howevendweer did. Mr Craig says he didn't
come back to Mr Pritchard because he never recéineegack.

Mr Pritchard produced the employer pack at the dtigation Meeting. | am satisfied on
balance, that Mr Pritchard received two packs ass@d one onto Mr Craig.

Mr Pritchard told me Mr Craig made a lot of mistak&hile working for him. Mr Craig
accepts that he made mistakes with his work. He gae an example where he cut cedar
boards too short. Mr Craig wasn’t concerned alloistmistake as he felt the boards could be
used somewhere else on the house.

Mr Pritchard told me that on at least three ocaasite had discussed performance issues with
Mr Craig.
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Mr Pritchard says that in August 2003 he told MaiGrthat things weren’t working out, but
that he would keep him on until the house curreatiger construction had been completed.
At that time, the house building had been delayetiso Mr Pritchard had Mr Craig working
at his house to keep him in paid work.

On 12 September 2003 Mr Pritchard spoke with Mi@gaad advised him that there was only
finishing work left to be completed on the currguiv, that Mr Craig was costing him too
much money with the mistakes he was making and hbkashould finish at the end of the
month.

Mr Pritchard says he told Mr Craig he would try amtange work with builders he knew that
had bigger businesses than his and were |lookingt#bi:

Mr Craig immediately began looking for alternativeork. Mr Craig was subsequently
offered and accepted a position with Bunnings Waueh. Instead of finishing at the end of
the month, Mr Craig requested to be released orS@gtember 2003 to enable him to
commence at his new employment. This request waed to by Mr Pritchard.

At the investigation meeting, several times, Mri@r@ld me he provided Mr Pritchard two
weeks notice. During questions from Counsel Mri@racanted that evidence and told me he
was confused. | accept that Mr Craig did not pewnotice to his employer. Mr Craig did
become confused during the investigation meetingave put this down to his young age and
lack of experience in these types of matters.

Discussion and Deter mination

[35]

In determining this matter | have had regard to sbbmissions | have received from the
parties and the information gained from the pamiea result of my investigation.

Wages Claim

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

Mr Craig claims that he did not receive all the emgue to him. In his amended statement of
problem Mr Craig claims the amount of $189.00. Gfaig also complained that he received
his wages by crossed cheque and could not getsatwéss wages until the cheques had been
cleared by his bank.

In his brief of evidence Mr Craig changed his clafrunpaid wages to include an additional
two and a half hours each week. His claim is basedis assertion that he was actually
employed to work 9 hours per day. He says thatrbening break taken from 10.30am to
11.00am should have been a paid break. At thesiigation meeting Mr Pritchard
acknowledged that only one of the breaks was aaidrigeak.

It was common ground that Mr Craig raised the difies with the crossed cheques with Mr
Pritchard during his employment with the resulttthages were from then on paid by cash
cheque.

Mr Craig told me he completed some timesheets bualh the time. Mr Pritchard produced
seven timesheets which had been completed by Mg CiMr Craig worked for Mr Pritchard
for a total of 15 weeks.
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Mr Pritchard produced the wages record for my seyut | discussed this record and its
entries with Mr Craig and compared them to his baegosit slips. He accepted that he had
been paid all the money the wages record and thestieets which had been completed,
indicated he worked.

Mr Craig is of the opinion that he should have bpaid a minimum of 45 hours per week for
each week of employment. Mr Pritchard told me thatindustry custom and practice is that
when it is too wet to work, or there is no worko® done employees are sent home and no pay
is due for the time not worked. In answer to mesjions, Mr Pritchard accepted he never
actually told Mr Craig about this practice.

On reviewing all of the evidence it appears to hm& fassumptions have been made by Mr
Pritchard. Mr Pritchard was under the misappreloenshat Mr Craig had three years
experience in the building industry. Mr Pritchassumed, on the basis of this information,
Mr Craig would know of the wet weather and job $imiarrangements. As became obvious at
the investigation meeting this is not correct. Rfitchard never discussed with Mr Craig the
wet weather provisions and how that would affestgay.

Having considered all the information, | find that Craig’s hours of work specified at the 27
June 2003 meeting were 9 hours per day. | hawhegbthis conclusion, notwithstanding the
timesheets completed by Mr Craig himself, whichveéd that when he worked from 7.30am
to 5.00pm he claimed a total of 8.5 hours per day.

The absence of a written agreement has becomeepnahit for Mr Pritchard. Had there been
a written document, the issues regarding the numbleours to be worked each day, together
with the wet weather and job finish arrangementddcbave been clearly established for both
Mr Craig and Mr Pritchard.

Given my findings above, Mr Craig has been shoid p&g wages both by ¥2 an hour each day
on the days he was paid for 8.5 hours. On thoss dénen he was required to leave work
early due to wet weather or because of lack of WwrkCraing has also been underpaid. By
my calculations, the shortfall between what Mr @rahould have received and what he
actually received is $330.00.

Mr Pritchard claimed he had overpaid Mr Craig $081® wages and $36.00 in Holiday Pay.
Given my findings above regarding the wages dueeémh week worked by Mr Craig, | find
that Mr Pritchard did not overpay wages to Mr Crai@Vith regard to the Holiday Pay,
unfortunately it appears Mr Pritchard has calcaldbe holiday pay due at termination on the
net wages figure and not the gross wages figure@sred under Holidays Act 1981 which
was the statute applicable at the time of Mr Csadjsmissal. Based on my calculations Mr
Craig has been underpaid holiday pay in the amol$19.65.

Dean Pritchard Buildersisordered to pay the amount of $330.00 grossto Mr Craig within 14
days of the date of this determination, together with an additional $19.80 gross which is
holiday pay equivalent to 6% on that amount. Dean Pritchard Buildersisordered to pay the
sum of $19.65 being holiday pay not paid at termination date.

The Dismissal

[47]

There is no dispute that Mr Craig was dismissed.Pkitchard dismissed Mr Craig as a result
of problems he had with Mr Craig’s’ performance.
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The Court inTrotter v Telecom Corporation of NZ L[#i993] 2 ERNZ 659 set out general
observations about justification in relation to afigmissal for alleged unsatisfactory work
performance. At page 679 of the decision the Cgave the following as the requirements
of fairness and reasonableness:

...... specific reasons for dissatisfaction are to bsecldsed to the employee; a reasonably specific and
measurable improvement demanded of him or her; amdasonable period of time for it to be establishe
whether the employee is able to achieve that ingr@ant, and at the end of that time a dispassionate
consideration given to the question whether enopgbgress has been made to avert dismissal.  This
consideration should also take into account theviones good record of the employee...... Even if themmaplis
unable to come up to the mark, consideration shbeldiven to possibilities of redeployment. ...... dhmust be

a fair trial of the employee’s work. This invedv providing the employee openly...... with measurable o
...... monitorable targets or goals which in turn imglithat they must be articulated to the employeagei
monitored and that they must be such as can laehbé subject of an objective decision on the duresthether
they have been attained or not.

As to the process to be adopted by an employempieémenting any disciplinary action
including the possibility of dismissal it is welstablished that in arriving at its decision an
employer must approach the issues in questiorfair and reasonable manner. That leads to a
consideration of process or procedural fairness. Chief Judge of the Employment Court in
Petersen v Board of Trustees of Buller High Schaoakreported, CC 7/02) has provided a
useful summary of the standards expected:

An example of the Court’s approach to the mattehésearly but often cited decision of the Laboouf in NZ
Food Processing IUOW v Unilever NZ Ltd [1990] 1 NRI35, (1990) ERNZ Sel Cas 582. This is a judgmient
the Labour Court that | delivered but which | da hesitate to cite because | was assisted in thae by panel
members who concurred in the decision, and bectheseéecision has frequently been cited by the Eynpémt
Tribunal. That case can be said to stand for tileWwing propositions:

(a) Procedural fairness as a concept is a fundaalergquirement and characteristic of the employment
relationship which depends on mutual trust and ictamfce.

(b) A dismissal which may appear to be substantijedtified will be vitiated if, in the processgtminimum
standards of fair and reasonable dealing are igmboe in question.

(c) In an employment relationship which providgsracedure or code which is to be followed in thera of
disciplinary action, it is a term or condition di¢ employment that the employee will not be disdiggthout
the established procedure being first followed, argbod and conscientious employer will follow it.

Where there is no agreed procedure the law implitsthe employment relationship a requirementoitofv a
procedure which is fair and reasonable.

(d) What that procedure should be in a particulaise is a question of fact and degree dependindhen t
circumstances of the case, the kind and length@gtnployment, its history, and the nature of tlegation of
misconduct relied on, including the gravity of temsequences which may flow from it if established.

The minimum requirements can be said to be —
@ notice to the employee of the specific allegratdf misconduct and of the likely consequendueif t
allegation is established;
(il  areal as opposed to a nominal opportunity foe employee to attempt to refute the allegation o
explain or mitigate his or her conduct; and
(i) an unbiased consideration of the employeeiplanation, free from predetermination and
uninfluenced by irrelevant considerations.

Failure to observe these requirements will rendier disciplinary action unjustified.

The employer’s conduct of the disciplinary processot to be put under a microscope or
subjected to pedantic scrutiny nor are unreasonstiblygent procedural requirements to be
imposed:
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Slight or immaterial deviations from the ideal aret to be visited with consequences for the eneplegnolly
out of proportion to the gravity, viewed in reatrtes, of the departure from procedural perfectiowhat is
looked at is substantial fairness and substantsonableness according to the standards of anfidided but
not over-indulgent person: Unilevat p46 (NZILR) and 595 (Sel Cas).

Mr Pritchard became dissatisfied with Mr Craig’®rformance during the first month of
employment. Notwithstanding those concerns heicogrfl the employment relationship and
continued to employ Mr Craig.

Mr Pritchard says he raised concerns about Mr G'gigrformance with Mr Craig on at least
three occasions. He told me the issues raisedidadl exposed posts, expensive cedar
weatherboards cut incorrectly, incorrect diggingfadgtings and spilling cement on a newly
laid concrete driveway. With the exception of thst matter Mr Craig accepts these issues
were raised with him.

Mr Pritchard relies on his telling Mr Craig thathié didn’t improve he would have to let him
go, to support his contention that the dismissad yustified. Mr Pritchard relies on these
discussions as warnings that Mr Craig’s’ employnmveas in jeopardy.

| accept that Mr Pritchard discussed his conceiitis Mr Craig in the manner described. The
discussions however, fall short of meeting the gailon to identify measurable or
monitorable targets or godls This in turn means Mr Pritchard did not make abjective
assessment as to whether they were attained or not.

With regard to procedural fairness, none of thenelats of procedural fairness were present in
the process used by Mr Pritchard when he madedtisidn to dismiss Mr Craig.

| am satisfied the dismissal of Mr Craig was batbstantively and procedurally unjustified.
Mr Craig therefore has a personal grievance foctvinemedies are available.

Unfair bargaining

[57]

Section 68 of the Employment Relations Act 200@esta

Unfair bargaining for individual employment agreems
Q) Bargaining for an individual employment agresrhis unfair if

(@ 1 or more of paragraphs (a) to (d) of subsettfd) apply to a party to the agreemepéron A);
and

(b) the other party to the agreemepér(son B) or another person who is acting on person B'salifeh

(i) knows of the circumstances described in theageaph or paragraphs that apply to person A;
or

(i) ought to know of the circumstances in the mgegph or paragraphs that apply to person A
because person B or the other person is awareat$ far other circumstances from which it can be
reasonably inferred that the paragraph or paragrampply to person A.

(2) The circumstances are that person A, at the tifrbargaining for or entering into the agreement,
(@) is unable to understand adequately the prowsior implications of the agreement by reason of
diminished capacity due (for example) to—

® age; or
(i) sickness; or
(iii) mental or educational disability; or
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(iv) a disability relating to communication; or
(v) emotional distress; or

(b) reasonably relies on the skill, care, or advidgerson B or a person acting on person B's febal
(c) is induced to enter into the agreement by oggive@ means, undue influence, or duress; or

(d) where section 64 applied, did not have thermftion or the opportunity to seek advice as regdir
by that section.

(3) In this section, individual employment agreetrienludes a term or condition of an individual dmpnent
agreement.

(4) Except as provided in this section, a partyatoindividual employment agreement must not chgéeor
guestion the agreement on the ground that it isiniok unconscionable.

Section 64 of the Employment Relations Act requia@semployer to give a prospective
employee a copy of the intended individual employimagreement and a reasonable
opportunity to seek independent advice.

Mr Craig says that as he was not provided withegithe information or the opportunity to
seek advice as required by section 64 of the Ennpéoy Relations Act and therefore DPB
has unfairly bargained with him in respect of sat$8(2)(d).

Mr Pritchard acknowledged that he did not providerdten employment agreement. He told
me he was a relatively new employer and had ongr employed one other person. Mr
Pritchard told me he had primarily been in busirfesand by himself alone.

Mr Wagg submitted on behalf of the applicant that@®daig was a young person and as such
he should have received a written agreement inatpéitraining agreement dealing with the
Apprenticeship issues. Further that Mr Craig oughhave been advised of his right to seek
independent advice before entering into the empénelationship. Mr Wagg submitted
that if the Act had been complied with the problerusrently before the Authority may not
have arisen.

| have already mentioned in this determination thatlack of a written document has become
problematic for Mr Pritchard. This employment telaship problem can be traced directly
back to the failure on the part of the respondenmeet its clear obligations under the Act.
Mr Craig has been put into a position where hdydw®d no option but to take his complaints
through this process. Itis my view, that if thisd been a written document and if Mr Craig
had been provided the opportunity to seek advicer dhat document, the issues being
addressed in this determination in relation to amgeof wages and the apprenticeship
opportunities would have been dealt with and ifiledllihood resolved.

| am satisfied that there has been an element fairumargaining as contemplated by section
68(2)(d) of the Act and a remedy is available to®daig under section 69 of the Act.

Loss of Benefit

[64]

[65]

Mr Craig is claiming compensation for loss of a énpursuant to section 123(c)(ii) of the
Act. The lost benefit relied on is the loss ofagaprenticeship for the applicant.

The benefits covered by section 123(c)(ii) are w@mitual benefits that an employee can
expect from the employment agreemévietharry v Guardall Alarms NZ LtflL991] 3 ERNZ
305).
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Mr Wagg submitted on behalf of the applicant that®daig has lost benefits associated with
an apprenticeship agreement. Mr Wagg submittetl dhalndustry Training Agreement
would have placed obligations on the responderke&p the apprentice engaged for 8000
hours to complete the qualification. Mr Wagg sufbedi further, that if the employer was
unable to keep the apprentice engaged for 8000shiven the employer would have been
obligated to transfer the apprentice to anothetifigchand willing employer. On Mr Craig’s
behalf he seeks compensation under this head tpexwsate for the expectation of continued
employment and apprenticeship arrangements fol8@@® hours required to complete the
apprenticeship program.

Ms Thorpe submitted on behalf of the respondent titaloss has been suffered by the
Applicant.

Mr Pritchard knew Mr Craig wanted to continue wiils apprenticeship. When Mr Craig
informed Mr Pritchard that he was going to atteimel ETAB training course at UNITEC Mr
Pritchard took steps to get information about t&TBD training program of which he is a
member and an approved assessor. | am satishattiie Employee pack Mr Pritchard
obtained from the BCITO was passed onto Mr Craiylr Pritchard told me at the
investigation meeting that after he gave Mr Créig information pack he didn’'t do anything
further, as he was waiting for Mr Craig to readbtigh all the information and come back to
him to discuss what would happen next. Mr Pritditatd me Mr Craig did not come back to
him at all.

Mr Pritchard offered to attribute the time workddDd’B towards Mr Craig’s apprenticeship.
Mr Craig has never actioned that offer.

Mr Pritchard told me that when he dismissed Mr @rhe offered to locate alternative
building work for him, however Mr Craig was noten¢sted.

It is common ground that no training agreementdas been entered into by the parties to
this employment relationship problem.

| do no accept Mr Wagg’'s submission that DPB woddde had an obligation to keep Mr
Craig in employment for the entire 8000 hours. vitled procedures are fair and reasonable,
employers are not required to continue employirgff sivtho do not meet their required
standards where opportunities for improvement heeen offered and assessed. There is also
no guarantee that an apprentice will meet the wstandards required to achieve the
gualification. In this case, Mr Craig acceptedtitha made mistakes and that his work rate
was slow.

| have read the employer pack received by Mr Partdhand can find nothing in the pack
which requires an employer to transfer an empldgesnother qualified and willing employer
where the employer can not keep the apprenticegexigior 8000 hours. In any event, Mr
Pritchard offered to find alternative employmenthabuilders who Mr Pritchard knew were
bigger than his and had vacancies for staff. Maigcdecided not to take up this offer.

| am satisfied that Mr Craig has suffered no losbenefit arising from an employment or
training agreement compensable under the Act.
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Remedies

Unjustified dismissal

[75]

[76]

[77]

[78]

[79]

| have found that Mr Craig has a personal grievarde is therefore entitled to remedies for
that grievance.

Mr Craig claims $5,000 compensation for hurt anchifiation.

Mr Craig told me how upset he was when he recenattte from Mr Pritchard. Mr Craig’s
father also told me Mr Craig was very upset. Bgeagent, Craig left his employment 2 days
before he completed the notice period. This waaltav Mr Craig to commence employment
at a new job.

| am satisfied that Mr Craig was upset when he ivece notice of dismissal from his
employer. Mr Craig’s employment was of short dunatiand he secured further employment
immediately. However, the manner of his dismisga$ unfair. Having regard to the nature
of the personal grievance and the circumstanceslbvan appropriate remedy is $1,500.00
under this head.

As required by section 124 of the Act | have gigensideration as to whether it could be said
that there was contributory conduct which wouldues the remedies. | am satisfied that
there was none.

Dean Pritchard Buildersis ordered to pay to Mr Craig $1,500 net under section 123(c)(i) of
the Employment Relations Act 2000.

Unfair Bargaining

[80]

[81]

[82]

Section 69 of the Act allows the Authority to graemedies if a party is found to have
bargained unfairly. The Authority is able to ordee party to pay compensation; make an
order cancelling or varying the agreement; and nslah other order as it thinks fit in the
circumstances.

| have found that DPB bargained unfairly when teatered into the employment relationship
with Mr Craig as a result of its failure to providecopy of the intended agreement and a
reasonable opportunity for Mr Craig to seek indejgent advice. Mr Craig claims
compensation of $3,000 under this head.

There have been very few awards made by the Adyhonder this head. | have considered

all the information provided by the parties andl & award at the lower end of the scale is
appropriate in this case. The award is to comgeridaCraig for the fact that he did not have

access to his full entittement of wages duringdmgployment, and the fact that he has had to
take the time and effort to recoup that which oughhave been provided to him in the first

instance. As stated earlier, had there been @ewrdagreement from the outset, it is highly

likely these issues would have been resolved.

Dean Pritchard Buildersisordered to pay to Mr Craig $1,000 net under section 69(1)(a) of the
Employment Relations Act 2000.
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Costs

[83] Mr Craig and Mr Pritchard are invited to attemptrésolve the question of costs between
them. If they are unable to do so Mr Craig shdidda memorandum of costs within 28 days
of the date of this determination. Mr Pritchard l@afurther 14 days from date of receiving
Mr Craig’s memorandum in which to file a memorandumresponse. Mr Craig should file
anything in reply within 7 days of receipt.

Vicki Campbell
Member of Employment Relations Authority



