
Progress Report and Discussion re NZ Bridge 

Proposed Restructure 

Dec 14, 6.30pm Wellington Bridge Club 

Meeting notes (Simon Louisson) 

Club President Brad Tattersfield outlined discussions to date since the open letter from 

former NZ Bridge Treasurer and board member Alan Turner raised the issue of the proposed 

restructure of NZB . 

Brad said the restructuring proposal was raised at the AGM and was discussed at a 

subsequent meeting of WBC Committee. The committee decided to send NZB a letter 

requesting a clear statement explaining what exactly the proposal was, why it was proposed 

and what the benefits would be. 

To date no satisfactory reply had come from NZB.  

Brad said WBC does not have a view on the restructuring (until it knows what the proposal 

is). What we want is transparency, which, as of today, we haven’t seen. NZB Chairman Arie 

Geursen issued a statement mainly critical of Alan Turner but not explaining the proposal. 

He insisted NZB had a mandate to make change. Brad said that that might be true, but clubs 

should be advised of the proposal be in a position to support it.  

Our strong view is that is the way NZB is going about things is completely wrong.  

He said that Auckland bridge player Allan Morris and WBC member Stephen Henry had 

proposed to mediate, which Allan said NZB had accepted. Brad had asked WBC member 

and NZB board member, now Treasurer, Allan Joseph to confirm that, and had received a 

tentative affirmative response. 

Brad noted that NZB had board elections coming up on March 31 with nominations closing 

on Feb 24. Arie, Allan Joseph and Phil Rutherford retire by rotation but may put themselves 

forward again. 

One serious concern is that NZB plough on with their plans before the elections, Brad said. 

He noted on Nov 17, NZB formed a Special Committee to implement their plans. 

WBC now plans to write to NZB, ccing all other clubs, to outline the club’s concerns, stating 

NZB has not addressed the issues WBC had previously raised and stating that unless these 

were addressed WBC would withhold affiliation fees.  

Kevin Walker: Said his concern, whether or not NZB attends mediation, is that at no point 

has NZB said it was not proceeding with its plans. 

Cathy Nijman: Said we need to make the point to NZB that they have a duty of care to their 

employees, who needed to know about the plan.  She expressed doubt whether the Allan 

Morris mediation proposal had been accepted. 

Kevin Walker: There is no suggestion that NZB is reconsidering its position even if it enters 

mediation. 



Tony Lenart: He said he had been in touch with NZB Secretary Alister Stuck who said he had 

not been informed about what is proposed. 

Cathy Nijman: Suggested WBC get in touch with as many clubs as possible and get them to sign 

an open letter. 

Tony Lenard; Even if we do it jointly they will probably ignore it. 

Bridget Wilcox: Said there may be timing issues but if we put something out, hopefully other 

clubs will follow suit. 

Nigel Kearney: Said he had no strong view on the restructure and had little confidence in the 

NZB chair, but he said the board were our elected representatives and it would look childish to 

withhold fees.  

Charles Cahn: Agreed with Nigel. The constitution does allow for a restructuring. They have been 

voted in, they have a mandate. I think withholding fees is outrageous. I understand the frustration 

though. 

Dean Sole: Disagreed. When you are talking about a major restructuring, you need to consult 

even when you have the constitutional power. Effectively the proposal has been sprung on us – 

they need a new mandate. 

David McDonald (voluntary auditor of NZB): He noted there was a considerable difference 

between normal operations and a strategic shift. You need to take the members with you if you 

plan a major change. The bottom line is they are looking to spend a huge amount of money, 

which at present they don’t have. They need to consult. NZB was a voluntary body, and the 

position taken by NZB that they are proceeding just because they can, is just wrong. You can’t 

do such things without taking people with you, 

Peter Barker (lawyer): Didn’t know if the proposal is good or bad but the process we have 

undertaken – to ask NZB to inform us about what it proposes is correct. That NZB has chosen 

not to inform us, says something. He noted the proposal involved fundamental changes. It was 

not childish to withhold levies. He said it was his belief that what NZB had proposed may beyond 

their legal right. 

If NZB was not going to listen then they had to be made to. It was possible to restrain NZB 

through the courts. 

He saw two options; 

i. Mount a “civil disobedience” campaign, which might involve dividing the club into 

affiliated members (who wish to represent NZ etc) and unaffiliated members, and 

withholding levies of the unaffiliated members 

ii. Seek a restraining order that would stop NZB going ahead with certain things. An 

injunction would be an easy enough thing to do. 

David McDonald: Noted that he had consulted with two life members of NZB, Tony Thompson, 

and John Evitt, who had vehemently opposed the new constitutions of NZB when it was 

introduced in 2006, fearing the power given to NZB was too great. 

Tony Lenart: Noted now it was really only possible to go through the Regional Committees, 

which are technically branches of the NZB. 



Toni Izzard: This situation is due to the board not responding to an avalanche of requests for 

information. They have behaved very arrogantly and withholding levies will hurt them in the 

pocket. 

Brad Tattersfield: Said Cathy’s proposal of bringing in other clubs on any action we take is well 

made but there may be practical considerations in terms of timing.  

He put a proposal to the meeting asking those in favour of sending a letter to NZB stating that 

unless they satisfactorily responded on our request for information we would withhold affiliation 

fees. 

Two people opposed the proposal, the rest were in favour  

Maureen Pratchett: Warned that going down the injunction path could be expensive and counter 

productive. 

Kevin Walker: To take a legal injunction is a very serious step and we would want to think 

carefully before doing so. 

Tony Lenart: In principle, he supports an injunction. 

Simon Louisson: Suggested an alternative path was to approach the media to do a story, but he 

warned (as a former journalist) that such a path may open a can of worms as we would be 

unable to control the path the story took and it could be damaging to bridge in NZ. 

Meeting Ended 7.05pm 

 

 


