
Employment Law Update

10 March 2022

Darren Newman

https://darrennewman.org/



Sexual Harassment

• July 2021 - Results of a consultation closed in October 
2019

• Government will introduce legislation ‘when 
Parliamentary time allows’

• Three reforms
• a duty requiring employers to take reasonable steps to prevent 

sexual harassment (but only actionable when an incident has 
occurred)

• Explicit protections from third-party harassment (not clear 
whether this will cover only repeat instances)

• ‘look closely’ at extending the time limit for discrimination claims 
from 3 to 6 months



Carer’s leave 

• Consultation launched March 2020 – response in 
September 2021

• Proposes one week of (unpaid) carer’s leave per year for 
all employees – no qualifying period

• Employee would give two weeks plus one day’s notice of 
intention to take one week’s leave (three days for one 
day)

• No timetable – primary legislation needed



Consultation: ‘Making Flexible Working 
the Default’
• Closed on 1st December 2021

• Proposes removal of 26 week qualifying period for flexible 
working requests

• Asks whether current 8 reasons for refusal ‘remain valid’

• Proposes some requirement on employer to consider alternatives 
rather than just refuse request

• Asks whether current admin of requests (one per year, and 
resolution in 3 months) should be changed

• None of that will make flexible working the ‘default’



Reluctant returners

• Contract will usually specify a place of work

• Employer must ensure that place is safe

• Reasonable adjustments where disability requires home 
working

• Justification in flexible working requests

• Otherwise refusing to return is a refusal to obey 
reasonable instructions – dismissal for gross misconduct?



Vaccine hesitancy 

• Dismissals based on a legal requirement to ensure 
vaccination should be fair – subject to reasonable 
procedure

• With that requirement being repealed (from 15 March 
2022), issue is whether vaccine requirement is reasonable

• ET held it was in Allette v Scarsdale Nursing Home – but 
based on position of a care home in January 2021

• Blanket requirement unlikely to be justified – perhaps 
different for particular settings

• Key question will be advice from UKHSA (formerly PHE)



Independent Workers Union of Great Britain v 
CAC & Deliveroo
(Court of Appeal, 24 June 2021)

• Trade Union recognition claim – depends on Deliveroo 
riders being ‘workers’

• Central Arbitration Committee rules that a ‘substitution 
clause’ means that they can’t be

• Union argues that is incompatible with Art 11 European 
Convention on Human Rights

• Court of Appeal says ‘no’ – requirement of personal 
service consistent with international labour standards

• But would Uber case have changed that? 



Smith v Pimlico Plumbers Ltd
(Court of Appeal, 1 February 2022)

• Smith established he was a ‘worker’ in the Supreme Court 
back in 2018 - this is his claim for unpaid holiday pay

• EAT held his claim was out of time because it was brought 
more than three months after the last failure to pay him

• He argued that King v Sash Windows meant that he could 
claim for a continuing failure to pay him for the leave he took

• EAT said no – but Court of Appeal overturned that. 
• If employer denies that worker qualifies for holiday pay then 

the worker can bring a cumulative claim for any unpaid leave 
over the duration of employment

• Note: two year back pay limit will not apply – this is a claim 
under the Working Time Regulations, not unlawful deductions 
from wages



Holiday Pay in the Supreme Court

• Harpur Trust v Brazel –heard on 9 November 2021
• Whether a casual & term time only music teacher should have 

her holiday entitlement pro-rated to reflect the fact that she 
didn’t work through the whole year

• East of England Ambulance Service v Flowers & others
• Calculation of holiday pay and the inclusion of voluntary overtime

• Currently taken out of the list ‘following communications from 
parties’

• PSNI v Agnew – backdating of holiday pay claims – also 
taken off the list but not actually settled



Kostal UK v Dunkley
(Supreme Court, 27 October 2021)

• Employer makes pay offer direct to employees when 
negotiations with union hit stalemate

• Supreme Court holds that to be an unlawful inducement

• Employer cannot bypass collective bargaining process where 
there is a ‘real possibility’ of reaching an agreement

• Here the collective agreement set out a disputes process, 
which had not been exhausted

• As a result, the employer must pay £3,800 to each employee 
for each offer made (there were two) – total bill in excess of 
£400K



Kocur v Anguard Staffing Solutions
(Court of Appeal, 17 February 2022)

• Agency Workers have a right under the 2010 Regulations 
to be informed of any vacancies with the end user

• Does that mean they have a right to apply for those 
vacancies and be considered on an equal basis?

• No says the Court of Appeal – if the Directive / Regs had 
intended that they would have said so explicitly

• So Royal Mail had to tell agency workers about the 
vacancies, but could also tell them they were not eligible 
to apply



Gwynedd Council v Barratt and others
(Court of Appeal 2 September 2021)

• Local authority closes one school and opens another

• Staff who were unsuccessful in applying for posts at new 
school were made redundant

• They were not given the right to appeal to the Governing body 
– did that make the dismissals unfair?

• Court of Appeal say absence of an appeal does not 
automatically make dismissals unfair

• But in this case, Tribunal was entitled to find the dismissal was 
unfair where employees were made to effectively apply for 
their own jobs with no ability to challenge if they were 
unsuccessful



London Borough of Hammersmith and 
Fulham v Keable (EAT, 26 October 2021)
• Employee dismissed for making offensive comments at an anti-semitism

protest

• Tribunal finds dismissal unfair:

• The interpretation placed on the comments by the employer was not put 
to him in the disciplinary

• Also outside band of reasonable responses:
• comments made outside the workplace in his private capacity 
• He did not himself publish the comments;
• Comments were not found by the Respondent to be anti-Semitic, or racist;
• not alleged to be unlawful or criminal or libellous;
• not alleged to have been expressed in an abusive threatening, personally insulting, 

or obscene manner;
• Employee had the right to attend demonstrations in his own time and express his 

own opinions;

• EAT upholds finding of unfair dismissal



L v K 
(Court of Session, July 2021)

• Teacher dismissed when indecent images of children 
found on a laptop in his house

• Charged but not prosecuted (yet)

• Tribunal finds dismissal fair

• EAT says unfair – no reasonable belief in guilt 

• Court of Session says Tribunal was right. Risk of his guilt 
was sufficient to amount to ‘some other substantial 
reason’ for dismissal



Burn v Alder Hey Children’s NHS Trust
(Court of Appeal 30/11/21)

• Dispute over provision of documents in an MHPS 
(Maintaining High Performance Standards) investigation

• Neurosurgeon sought injunction preventing investigation 
from concluding

• High Court refuse – disciplinary policy required disclosure 
of relevant correspondence but not all documentation

• Court of Appeal agrees

• In doing so judges indicate that there may be an implied 
term that a disciplinary process will be conducted in a 
reasonable way – a duty of procedural fairness



Royal Mail Group Ltd v Efobi
(Supreme Court, 23 July 2021)

• Internal applicant for more than 30 jobs claims race 
discrimination over his lack of success

• At hearing employer does not call managers who made 
the decision in each case – and neither does he

• Claims that he was not obliged to prove anything – it was 
for the employer to prove there was no discrimination

• Supreme Court rejects that. Claimant must prove matters 
from which discrimination could be inferred 

• Tribunal entitled not to draw adverse inference from 
absence of decision makers



Walsh v Network Rail Infrastructure
(EAT, 21 September 2021)

• When flexible working request is made, decision (including 
appeal) must be made within 3 months unless agreed 
otherwise

• Here the request was made in February and rejected in 
March. But there were problems arranging an appeal meeting. 

• Agreed that appeal would take place on 1 July, but employee 
made ET application in June

• ET rejected it as premature

• EAT overturns – agreement to attend late appeal was not an 
agreement to extend decision period.

• Goes back to ET to determine the claim





Sullivan v Bury Street Capital Ltd
(Court of Appeal, 16 November 2021)

• Employee has a persistent delusion that he is being 
followed by a Russian gang

• He is dismissed for poor performance, which he attributes 
to the effects of that delusion

• Tribunal finds that although the delusion is persistent it 
has not usually had a ‘substantial adverse effect’

• Where it has had that effect it has not lasted for a year or 
more – so not disabled

• Court of Appeal upholds finding. The fact that it had 
happened twice did not make it ‘likely to recur’



Gray v University of Portsmouth
(EAT 24 November 2021)

• Employee off sick with combination of autism / stress

• Extensive efforts aimed at supporting a return to work –
employee not always cooperative

• Employer eventually decides – after two years’ of absence - to 
dismiss

• Tribunal finds no breach of S.15 – it was clear that dismissal 
was a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim

• EAT sends back – Tribunal needed to show it had made a 
proper assessment. What was the impact? Why did the 
employer decide it had reached the end of the line?



Gender reassignment v Religion and 
Belief
• Forstater v CGD Europe returns to Tribunal this week – was she 

excluded because of her gender critical beliefs? 

• Mackereth v Department for Work and Pensions in the EAT this 
month – Doctor’s refusal to use benefit claimants’ preferred 
pronouns

• Higgs v Formor’s School also in EAT – teacher dismissed for sharing 
offensive Facebook content

• Key issue in all three is the difference between the belief (which is 
protected) and the expression of that belief (which might not be) 




