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Introduction:
A Employer is regarded as an individual or organisation that hire people on wage or salary for particular work; while employee is the one who gets hired for providing the services. Elijah who was an employee unfold as a series of events, including on-the-job injuries and complications compounded by later clinical assessments. Elijah may have a negligence case against his employer for a significant injury at work. If the injury were to caused by the companys negligence due to failure to provide safe place at work, Elijah is able to get compensation. In addition, complications arising from clinical assessments lead Elijah’s condition to anxious detours (Barak, Leon and Maguire, 2020).When Elijah went to have his leg examined in the local hospital because the skin around his knee was discolouring and began to smell due to the injury in the work place he was advised it was nothing to worry about. Elijah returned to the hospital on few days later because of his concern, this time when they examined him again he was told he has a gangrene and they need to operate as soon as possible.  In this way, Elijah can file a substantive case against the responsible general surgeon who diagnosed and treated his condition. 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 seek compensation for additional medical costs, pain and suffering, and significantly increased disability. Investigating the complexity of this scenario requires a comprehensive evaluation of work safety protocols, clinical records, and schedules (Gulati et al., 2020). The claims against Elijahs employer and his general practitioner establish a causal link between their acts or omissions and the resulting injury and provide the basis for an award of damages.

1. Personal Liability: Elijah interest in justice should extend to investigating possible personal liability for interpersonal negligence in his work environment. In some cases, certain actions and decisions made by individuals can directly increase accidents and create personal liability. By looking at the leadership of a boss, manager, or co-worker, they can show examples of how their actions and decisions are part of running the job. If Elijah can quickly establish a connection between the negligence of some people and the harm he suffered, he can have a personal injury case against them (Sheptycki, 2020). This approach recognises that negligence can vary and include the actions of individuals within an organisation. Examining the actions and decisions of the protagonists, Elijah not only sees the potential personal responsibility of those who may be directly responsible for this incident but also meets the progressive duties of care, a comprehensive case can built.
Common Law Duty of  Care: The common law duty of care which particularly insists on the responsibility of the employer to maintain a safe workplace. This duty was recognised in cases such as Blyth v Birmingham Water Board (1856), which emphasised that negligence breached the duty of reasonable care (Llinares, 2020). Perhaps Elijahs employer should be held responsible for such a remote risk under this approved regime because he either forgot to provide a safe workplace or did not properly communicate the potential risks to his employees. The perspective expressed in Blyth v Birmingham Water Company suggests that a failure to meet this duty of care, such as a failure to take reasonable steps or to warn of work hazards, can lead to a finding of negligence. Elijah can raise a complaint with the ombudsman to prove that his short-term injury was the result of the company's failure to take care of the company and to hold the company responsibility for its outcome (Masse. 2020).
Statutory Duty of Care: Elijah employers provide the usual risk of carrying out the statutory duties outlined in the Health and Safety Regulations. Certain legal obligations are required for employers to maintain a safe workplace, provide safe work procedures, and arrange safe warnings. A failure to comply with these obligations can place an employer against a statutory duty, as demonstrated in Estate v Lee [2009]. This authentic perspective emphasises the key importance of compliance with legal obligations to protect the welfare of agents. In Elijah's case, a breach of these duties would provide an action against the employer because it would highlight a breach of common law duties as well as specific warranty obligations issued to protect employees.In the case of  House of Representatives v. Lee sets a legal precedent that emphasises the importance of remaining legally bound and aware of injuries due to an employer's alleged negligence in keeping the workplace safe. It is a persuasive reference to the material for Elijah's request for a reward (Setjo and Ma’ruf, 2020).

Contractual Duty: 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 employers 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 employer's responsibility to be placed in safety. Elijah can establish the contractual basis of his claim and strengthen his case against his employer (White and Fradella, 2020). 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.

2. Employers Liability: The Indirect Risks Directive imposes general legal liability on employers for the actions of their employees and makes employers liable for the negligence of their employees. In the case of Elijah, he may need this sign to sue his employers for negligence. The Employer Risk (Compulsory Insurance) Act of 1969 reinforces Elijah's position by requiring employers to carry liability insurance for claims from injuries sustained by their employees (Okhrimenko et al., 2020). Under this law, elijah would be able to claim compensation for injuries caused by the company's negligence and the company must hold liability to cover these claims. This legal structure ensures that workers like Elijah have compensation for work injuries and the employers can provide insurance to cover liability for it. Elijah potential lawsuit is based on these legal provisions and is expected to receive compensation for the loss suffered by the company (Phillips et al., 2020).

.

3. Vicarious Liability: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).
4. Applicable Defences: Elijah's employer could endeavour to invoke a contributory carelessness 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.
4. Medical Negligence: Elijah's 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 (Murray et al., 2021). This real standard underscores the significance of consensus inside the medical profession while choosing if a specific course of activity or diagnosis meets alright norms. If Elijah can demonstrate that concede in diagnosing gangrene deviated from the consensus inside the medical community he could have a compelling case for medical negligence. Bolam's standard establishes that the standard of care is not completely settled by what a single specialist would do however is instead influenced by the consensus of reasonable medical professionals. Elijah's claim against GP Surgery will likely focus on establishing a break of this standard, emphasising the significance of ideal and careful medical intervention in cases such as his (Sitompul and Hasibuan, 2021). 
In Roe v Minister of Prosperity (1954), a lawful perspective was set, a vowing that hospitals can be expected to get a sense of ownership with careless administrative practices resulting in mischief to patients (Brandariz, 2022). This case emphasised the significance of ensuring that administrative procedures inside healthcare institutions don't compromise patient safety. The decision underscored that hospitals must keep a duty of care in clinical matters as well as in administrative functions that influence patient prosperity. Goldsmith v Mid Staffordshire General Hospitals NHS Trust (2007) further solidified the duty of care owed by hospitals to patients. This case featured the commitment of hospitals to provide ideal and fitting medical care. The court held that careless conduct by hospital staff, including insufficient staffing levels and a lack of patient checking, could add up to a break of the duty of care. The case supported the lawful conclusion that hospitals must find all reasonable ways to ensure the prosperity of their patients, encompassing both clinical and administrative aspects of healthcare delivery (Hall, 2022).
 Uber BV v Aslam (2021):The new milestonein this  case  highlighted the essential component of assessing the reality of the working relationship while choosing work status. Elijah in evaluating his situation, should consider whether he qualifies as a representative or a worker considering this judgment (Curtis and Oxburgh, 2023). The case emphasised that the composed terms of a contract may not conclusively portray the business relationship, and the veritable working conditions and control applied by the employer are pivotal. For Elijah, breaking down the level of control exercised by his employer, the possibility of his work, and the level of independence he holds in finishing tasks can assist with ascertaining his business status (Mason, 2022). If the working blueprint aligns more with the characteristics of a representative or specialist, as illustrated in the Uber case, Elijah may be equipped for specific business rights and protections, potentially influencing his lawful position regarding the workplace event and any subsequent claims against his employer.

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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