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Under The Employment Law Act 1996 a employer is regarded as an individual or organization that hires people on wage or salary for particular work; while the employee is the one who gets hired for providing the services. (Ira.org.uk)  Elijah who was an employee unfolds as a series of events, including on-the-job injuries and complications compounded by later clinical assessments. On 19th August 2023, Elijah went into work when he fell over a pile of boxes onto a mirror, due to this Elijah suffered a serious of injuries in the workplace.Further more from the facts gathered :

Under the Common law duty of care it is the employers duty to take reasonable care of the health and safety of its employees. The Statutory Duty Of Care under the Health of Safety at Work Act 1974 it is the employers duty to maintain a safe workplace, provide safe work procedure.[cite]Therefore if the negligence was at the fault of the employer who failed to meet the reasonable ground of employers dutys and did not act accordingy a case of negligence can be formed, (legislation.gov.uk, 1974) for instance in elijahs work place if the warning signs weren’t placed appropriately or isn’t noticeable, failure to meet the required reasonable steps or to warn of work hazards, can lead to a finding of negligence because employer breached duty of care.                                                              

The Contractual Duty in Elijah's investigation of potential claims depends on a thorough investigation of the employment contract to ensure that it contains express clauses that extend the duty of care owed to employees by employers. Employment contracts often set out obligations relating to job security and occupational health (Siregar, Siregar and Lubis, 2020). Particular attention must be paid to the terms and provisions that specifically address the duty of care, safety procedures or the employers responsibility to be placed in safety. Elijah can establish the contractual basis of his claim and strengthen his case against his employer if the contract outlines the employer's commitments to keeping a safe workplace and Elijah can demonstrate a break of these contractual obligations, it would add a significant dimension to his lawful arguments and bolster his chances of securing compensation for the injuries and damages resulting from the workplace episode. (White and Fradella, 2020)

Vicarious Liability is a lawful decision that assigns responsibility to employers for the actions of their employees performed inside the scope of their business. The milestone case Arranged Mixed Concrete (South East) Ltd v Minister of Pensions (1968) established the control and dependence test as essential in choosing if an individual qualifies as a representative (Boon-Kuo et al., 2021). Elijah in pursuing a claim against his employer, could assert that his colleagues, whose carelessness provoked his injuries, were acting inside the scope of their business. By applying the control and dependence test, Elijah can contend that his colleagues were impaired and the orientation of the employer when the event occurred. This assertion strengthens the case for vicarious liability, emphasising the employer's responsibility for the actions of its employees. Elijah's lawful strategy could leverage this perspective to expect the employer vicariously to assume a sense of ownership with the consequences of his colleagues' careless acts throughout their work (Brayne and Christin, 2021).


Further more Elijah attended the local hospital to get his leg examined due to the skin around his knee was discoloring and began to smell he was advised by his local hospital it was nothing to worry about. Elijah returned to the hospital a few days later because of his concern, this time when they examined him again he was told he had a gangrene and they needed to operate as soon as possible. In Elijahs case the doctor has a duty of care to the patient, the doctor may have breached his duty by falling below the reasonable standard of care by misdiagnosis in the first incident.(Health and Safety Executive, 1974)In addition, if the delay in gangrene diagnosis is the result of clinical negligence or a failure to promptly treat a more serious health condition Elijah may be able to file a substantive case against his local hospital for being a victim of medical negligence. [CITE]
On the hand Elijah claim against the GP Surgery hinges on the grounds of potential medical negligence, especially the conceded diagnosis of gangrene, which could be viewed as a break of the duty of care owed by medical professionals. Bolam v Friern Hospital the Executives Committee (1957) sets a perspective by outlining the standard of care expected from medical professionals without special knowledge or skill (Murray et al., 2021). If Elijah can demonstrate that concede in diagnosing gangrene deviated from the consensus inside the medical community he could have a compelling case for negligence In  addition Elijah may be able to seek compensation for additional medical costs, pain and suffering, and significantly increased disability.[cite] Investigating the complexity of this scenario requires a comprehensive evaluation of work safety protocols, clinical records, and schedules (Gulati et al., 2020). 
Applicable Defences: Elijah's employer could endeavour to invoke a contributory negligence for partial defense, contending that Elijah's demonstration of perusing a text while strolling contributed to the workplace event. However, the employer's overarching duty to furnish a safe work environment could supersede such defences (Campeau, Levi and Foglesong, 2021). The standard here is that even if Elijah's actions assumed a section in the episode, the employer's essential responsibility is to ensure a secure workplace. Under the educating of comparative carelessness, Elijah's contributory actions, whenever proven, could relatively diminish any potential damages as opposed to by and large absolving the employer (Heise and Nance, 2021). Nonetheless, the employer's duty to provide a safe environment remains vital. If Elijah can establish that the employe's carelessness in keeping a safe workspace was a significant component, it could relieve the impact of contributory carelessness arguments. Eventually, the employers essential commitment to keep up with workplace safety could offset attempts to shift issues onto the representative.

Conclusion:In conclusion, Elijah's possible lawful claims against his employer encompass carelessness, break of statutory duty, and vicarious liability because of a working environment episode. To strengthen his case, Elijah must positively assemble significant proof. This includes documentation of the episode, clinical records, any communications associated with work environment safety, and details establishing the employer's duty of care. Photographs, witness statements, and very capable opinions could further bolster his evidence. For the medical negligence claim against the GP Surgery, Elijah should compile medical records, report the schedule of events, and seek master medical opinions to establish a break of the duty of care owed to him. Consulting with genuine professionals experienced in personal injury and clinical carelessness law is significant. They can give courses on the feasibility of his claims, likely lawful strategies, and the specific elements expected to substantiate each case. Timing is essential in pursuing lawful movement. Elijah should speedily start the bona fide process to satisfy any statutory time constraints and ensure an intensive investigation while the proof is fresh. Early action also demonstrates the seriousness of his claims. By consolidating a comprehensive proof social occasion approach with lawful counsel, Elijah can refresh the feasibility of his case and seek fitting compensation for the injuries and damages suffered.
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