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Undoubtedly, it is understandable over here that rather than directly significant improving staff experience significant part of employee's working period is set through tasks made by regulatory principles. Regardless of the preceding fact, the working hours are compulsory to be followed as protecting employees, ensuring fairness and supporting consistent decision-making within associations are enlisted as clear aims and objectives within employment regulations (Uhde et al., 2020).
Remarkably, employment protection and fairness are recognized as key aims of employment regulation. Under the British law, the Sections ranging from 94 to 98 of the Employment Rights Act 1996 enable employees with the legal protection against their unlawful dismissal from jobs and also helps them receive clear written terms and conditions in the form of documents (sections 1-4). Moreover, the Equality Act 2010, requiring employers for reasonable adjustments for disabled employees (McGaughey, 2026). Admirably, the provisional liabilities exemplify that how much time is formally spent by workers on various executions such as recruitment checks, grievance handling and equality assessments. Likewise, the preceding legal procedures assist in preventing individual conflicts and building trust among staff members and management as indicated in Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service (Mills et al., 2025). In NHS establishment this regulatory policy in employment protection is necessarily important because in this organization staff well-being directly or indirectly affects patient care. 
Furthermore, another fundamental objective behind employment protection is accountability, consistency and risk reduction. Normally, following fair procedures against every decision and requiring employees to act reasonably are regulated under the Employment law by employers. However, If employers are unable to enforce this they can present claims to Employment Tribunals in England Wales and Scotland, that are having access to implement the jurisdictions including individual discrimination, wage disputes and unfair dismissal (QUELLE, 2018). Additionally, under the ACAS code of Practice the tribunal compensation by up to 25% can be enhanced if disciplinary and grievance procedures are not followed, which elucidates that why careful compliance is mandatory. Despite this, the Public Sector Equality Duty requires NHS organizations to progressively consider equality in decisions according to the section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 (Pepple and Adeleye, 2021). According to the British administration, legal disputes are reduced through compliance that led to avoided higher costs. According to the research demonstration by Chartered Institute of Personnel Development, it was illustrated that employee management and retention have become improved by fair and lawful practices in employment regulation. Globally, it has been manifested by International Labor Organization that throughout the conduction of labor management according to employment law encourages both worker protection and organizational performance (Snyman, 2021).

In the end, it is finally concluded that regulatory work is not separated from improving employment experience even though it may feel time-consuming. Rather, it enables employees with legal and ethical basis, ensuring fairness, reducing risk and encouraging a positive and stable working environment within the organization.
Email 2 (AC 1.2)
Before 2020, the status of European Court of Justice, which is now regarded as Court of Justice for European Union, is that the decisions by the Court is mainly governed by European Union Withdrawal Act 2018. Domestically the Section 2 and 3 are still retained in EU Law but the Section 6 evaluates that the cases registered before the exit from EU will remain under EU jurisdictional frameworks (Hameed, 2022). This elucidates that unless changed by parliament the judgments made before Brexit still form part of UK law. Consequently, this maintains legal continuity but restricts immediate legal independence because UK courts are still have to use interpretations that were first created within the EU legal system. To provide consistency and legal certainty, lower courts including Employment Tribunals are typically required to adhere to retain EU case law. The Courts and Tribunals Judiciary supports this strategy by stating that unless legislation or higher judicial authority appropriately modifies it, retained EU case law must continue to be used (de Vaate, 2017).

Regardless of their liability and credibility, the judgements by ECJ are not absolutely fixed even after the Brexit deal. In limited circumstances the Court of Appeal and the British Supreme Court has the power to depart from retained EU case law, while implementing a strict test in association with overruling its own precedent. In this context, a balanced approach is identified between continuity and legal evolution is identified (Fauzi, Hi and Irawan, 2024). As many employment rights in the UK, such as working hours, holiday pay and discrimination protections are still based on EU-derived regulations therefore, the courts are cautious in departing from established EU principles. Employers are nevertheless required to adhere to these principles in order to prevent legal risk and guarantee equitable treatment in practice, according to ACAS guidelines (Niall O'Connor, 2023). One glaring example is the ongoing use of ECJ reasoning in instances pertaining to annual leave entitlements, such King v. Sash Window Workshop, where UK tribunal rulings continue to be influenced by EU principles. Despite Brexit, pre-Brexit ECJ rulings continue to have a big influence on UK employment law because they are generally still good law, binding on subordinate courts, and can only be deviated from in certain situations Urška Šadl (2024).

Email 3 (AC 2.1)
Firstly it's a legitimate thing there is asked about occupational requirements however, it may be considered legal to recognize that either the role is being played by man or women within corporation. Under British law, the recruitment and selection in general rules is required to be neutral. In legal aspect, the Equality Act 2010 implies that direct discrimination in the grounds of sex, which elucidates that considering preference, convenience and assumption the employers must not restrict the roles to men and women (Davies and Robison, 2016). Rules and guidelines indicated under the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service clarified that selection decisions should be made through employees’ skills, experience and competency (Soman , 2017). Regardless of their gender, this means that all the suitably qualified candidates should be considered for most of the roles in NHS like managerial, administrative and clinical posts. The Trust to claims of unlawful direct discrimination would be exposed through stating gender preference in these circumstances.
However, there is a very limited exception under Schedule 9 of the Equality Act 2010 that permits a gender requirement if it is a ‘genuine, legitimate and proportionate occupational requirement'. This exception is taken lightly. The Equality and Human Rights Commission says that the requirement must be essential to the job, not based on stereotype or on general preferences (Vasiljevic et al., 2015). For instance, on a single sex ward where there is no reasonable alternative to providing intimate personal care to female patients, it is acceptable to have only female staff. Likewise, a male only role could be appropriate in a single sex accommodation or trauma support need that has a predominately gender based need. Such justification, however, must be properly supported with evidence and employers should always assess if there are less discriminatory options (Nipuli and Salmon, 2015). 
In conclusion, specifying a man or a woman to perform a role is lawful only in very exceptional circumstances where there is a genuine occupational requirement which can be clearly justified. In all other cases, recruitment and selection procedures have to be gender neutral. Application of the Equality Act 2010 with care, and guidance from the Chartered Institute of Personnel Development, can help to reduce the likelihood of legal issues for either the employee or the Trust and create an environment for fair and inclusive employment practices.
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The request for the upgrade of two health care assistants from grade A to grade B, using surplus research is regarded as acceptable regime. Despite this, after recognition giving reward to staff is understandable. Under the framework of equal pay manifested in the Equality Act 2010, the preceding proposal must be assessed carefully.
Significantly, the Equality Act 2010 (sections 64 to 80) gives men and women equal rights to equal pay for doing the same job, jobs that are rated as equal or jobs of equal value. The availability of two male health care assistants who perform exactly the same duties as 80% female HCAs could be a clear risk of unequal pay for equal work if he or she was paid more than the rest. The equal pay principle is a rigid one and a difference in pay has to be explained by non-sex related material factors. Pay differentials should be objectively justified, in writing and applied consistently and is confirmed by HCAS guidance to avoid equal pay complaints and discrimination claims (FOUBERT, 2017).

The source of this funding, in this instance from a surplus research project, does not give a lawful reason for grading differences. The principle that budget availability is not a defense as the work is equally and consistently followed by Employment Tribunals. The Equality and Human Rights Commission also emphasizes that non-fairly assessed job value, and the fact that a pay increase is only given to one gender group, could constitute indirect sex discrimination (Fredman, 2025). Since most HCAs are female, upgrading just two male members of the workforce may lead to the impression, and possibly the legal case, that there is a pay inequity. Under Agenda for Change, from an NHS pay perspective, the pay structures are designed to help ensure consistency, transparency and equal pay compliance, as outlined in NHS Employers guidance. If a different grading system is used, he or she would have to justify the grade change in a formal Job Evaluation Report that would demonstrate that the roles are significantly different. Otherwise the Trust could face equal pay claims and complaints of breaches of the principles of grading (Conley and Urszula Torbus, 2018).
In conclusion, it is not clear that the changes to the roles are materially different in nature, responsibility, and competence, and so granting permission for this change would pose a great risk to the NHS in terms of equal pay legislation and existing pay governance processes.
Email 5 (AC 3.1)    
A claim for constructive dismissal comes under Employment Rights Act 1996, Section 95(1) (c) where an employee resigns as a result of a 'fundamental breach of contract' by the employer. The breach must be 'serious' and is defined in the leading case of Western Excavating v Sharp as the breach having to be 'serious enough' to allow the employee to consider that the contract has been terminated. This also covers the express term (for example agreed working hours) and an implied term (for example the mutual trust and confidence that employers will not engage in actions which destroy the employment relationship) McDermott (2009).
If the change in working hours is unilateral, substantial and unsupported by contractual powers or adequate consultation, it could be considered constructive dismissal. For instance, changing a radiographer's shift from fixed day shifts to regular night shifts or weekend shifts without the radiographer's consent may be considered the violation of an express term. With regard to working pattern changes in the healthcare industry, tribunals and academic analysis of employment law literature reveal that such changes are frequently the subject of complaints as they have a direct impact on work-life balance and job security Buchanan (2025). If however there is a flexibility clause in the contract and the Trust has consulted properly and acted reasonably it is less likely to result in a finding of fundamental breach. The seriousness of the change is what matters and the question is whether resignation is the prudent course. The employee should also promptly resign due to the breach, otherwise they will effectively consent to the change (Liu, 2019).
In relation to limitation, a constructive dismissal claim would need to be presented to an Employment Tribunal within three months less one day of the effective date of termination. This is an absolute time limit, based on the principle of legal certainty in employment matters. The employee is required to inform ACAS and then undertake Early Conciliation (which suspends the limitation period whilst settlement is considered). Failure to do so will prevent the claim from moving forward (Collins, 2021). These time limits are strictly observed by tribunals but time limits can be extended if it is not reasonably practicable to do so.
In conclusion, constructive dismissal requires a breach to the contract, typically where there is a unilateral and unreasonable modification of the contract terms such as working hours, and is subject to a tight statutory limitation period of three months.
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Reflection of fundamental legal misunderstanding of redundancy and increasing litigation risk is found in manager’s intention to accelerate recognition by dismissing poorest performers. According to the Employment Rights Act 1996, rather than quality of individual performance redundancy is associated with the workload of particular type. Under the case demonstration  Williams v Compair Maxam Ltd, unless the employer adopts of objective selection criteria, consults affected employees individually and considers reliable compatible employment the dismissal will be deemed unfair even where redundancy is genuine (Collins and Golding, 2023). Likewise, selection of employees on the basis of performance risks may collapse redundancy into a disguised capability dismissal that will ultimately lead to the failure of regulating fairness provision under the Section 98 of ERA 1996. Ensuring that economic efficiency does not override procedural justice, the redundancy law operates as limitation on managerial prerogative. Apart from that employment professionals and researchers emphasized that restructuring needs to be justified legally and disciplined procedurally, especially public sector, accountability is evaluated continuously (Mantouvalou, 2008).
As fifty posts are to be lost, so the scale of proposed recognition also stimulates to pursue collective consultation duties under the ss. 188-198 of Trade Union and Labor Relations Consolidation Act 1992. Nonetheless, while addressing ways to avoid redundancy, reducing the numbers affected and mitigating consequences, employers must consult appropriate representatives at least 45 days before the first dismissal. In UK Coal Mining Ltd v NUM the courts confirmed that consultation must be real and meaningful, not a perfunctory exercise carried out after decisions have been taken (Duca, 2021). Bypass of the consultation for conducting speedily procedures may undermine statutory purpose and the employer to protective awards of up to 90 days’ gross pay per employee may become exposed, as manifested in the case study Susie Radin Ltd v GMB. Moreover, the guidance by ACAS further reinforces that rather than administrative inconvenience, consultation is substantive legal safeguard (Bose and Dey, 2018). 
In conclusion, it assessed that statutory consultation and fairness regime cannot be placed by efficiency. It is concluded that the legal integrity of redundancy is undermined by performance dismissals and rushed processes. Therefore, to avoid serious liability compliance with the ERA 1996 and TULRCA 1992 is necessary.
Email 7 (AC 3.3)   
Significantly, under the Transfer of Undertakings Regulations 2006 the proposed merger of pharmacy operations is similar to the transfer either a business transfer or service according the TUPE. In light of Regulation 4, on their existing terms and conditions the employees are assigned to the undertaking automatically transfer to the new employer with the continuity of employment preserved (Azan and Huber Sutter, 2010). Coherently, it implies that the statutory rights including unfair dismissal protection, redundancy entitlement and service period will remain intact. Unless it is for economic, technical and organizational reason, elucidating changes in workforce, any dismissal concerned with transfer is automatically deemed as unfair regime. Consolidating this aspect, the purposive approach in Lister v. Forth Dry Dock, held by courts in such a way that to prevent employers from avoiding employees’ safety through structural recognition must be interpreted broadly (Bourn and Thorpe, 2018). Practically, this means as the operation is being centralized thus, pharmacy staff cannot be dismissed or selectively excluded.
In addition, TUPE also provides strong protection against contractual variation and procedural exclusion. Under Regulations 4 and 7, any attempt to change terms and conditions of employment is generally void where the transfer is the sole or principal reason for the change, even if the employees appear to give their consent, unless a genuine ETO reason applies McMullen (2011). This includes important contractual provisions such as pay systems, hours of work, job titles and place of work, so that staff transferred into the new centralized pharmacy are to be treated as having transferred under their existing contractual arrangements, unless there is an objective justification to treat them differently. Moreover, both the transferring and receiving employers are under a strict duty to inform and consult employee representatives about the transfer, its timing and any envisaged “measures”. This is not a mere procedural formality, but a substantive obligation intended to ensure employee participation in restructuring decisions. Failure to comply can lead to protective awards of up to 13 weeks’ pay per employee. ACAS guidance reminds us that consultation must be meaningful and early if you are intending to integrate operationally Recchia (2025). 
Finally, it is concluded that employees transfer with continuity of employment, protected terms and consultation rights are ensured through Transfer of Undertakings Regulations. Consequently, to avoid automatic unfair dismissal and contractual breach claims the merger must be structured carefully.
Email 8 (AC 4.1)
Remarkably, the compliance with statutory framework according to Working Time Regulations 1998, entitle workers not just permanent employment even also awards 5-6 weeks paid annual leave, must be made satisfactory in the context of the calculation of holiday pay for casually employed nurse bank staff Roberts (2007). The core of the legal issue is what amounts to normal remuneration, particularly for staff with irregular hours. In Haripur Trust v Brazel, the Supreme Court confirmed that holiday pay cannot be reduced by artificial pro-rating methods based on annualized hours, even for workers on permanent casual or zero-hours arrangements. Instead, holiday entitlement must be calculated using the statutory formula in Regulation 16 WTR 1998, usually on the basis of a reference period of 52 weeks excluding weeks not worked (Cabrelli, 2023). This prevents employers from unlawfully cutting entitlements simply because work is irregular.
Additionally, nurse bank staff who regularly cover shifts are likely to fall within the statutory definition of a “worker” and so accrue holiday rights in proportion to work undertaken but still benefit from the same principles of normal remuneration. The Case law such as British Airways plc v Williams establishes that holiday pay must be reflective of not only basic pay, but also elements that are ‘intrinsically linked’ to work performed such as regular overtime or allowances (Weber, 2023). This in a health care setting might include enhancements for night shifts, weekend working or on-call duties where these are sufficiently frequent. If these are not included there is a risk of claims for underpayment and unlawful deduction from wages under the Section 13 of Employment Rights Act 1996 (Macleod, 2025). 
In the context of doctrinal perspective, due to financial loss the regulatory framework aims to make sure that workers are not suffering from deterrence of taking leave, which is re-enforced even in ACAS guidance, regulating that holiday pay should be equivalent to normal earning. Therefore, simplistic hourly calculations must be restricted by employers that forget about the fluctuating earning patterns, otherwise it undermine safety objectives accomplished under the WTR 1998 (Xie, 2015). Practically, in NHS baking arrangements careful tracking of 52-week reference period and inclusion of all qualifying pay components is required to confirm compliance and avoid systematic under-payment risk across the cluster of casual staff.
In concluding remarks, holiday pay reflects true normal remuneration according to WTR 1998 and Haripur Trust. Subsequently, providing an average of 52-weeks’ pay and incorporation of regular pay elements mandatory to ensure legal and fair payment services for bank staff.
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Admirably, maternity leave and shared parental leave (SPL) are subject to separate statutory regimes and embody different policy objectives within UK employment law. Maternity leave is governed mainly by the Employment Rights Act 1996 and the Maternity and Parental Leave Regulations 1999. Eligible employees are entitled to 52 weeks’ maternity leave, comprising ordinary and additional maternity leave, irrespective of length of service (Deven and Moss, 2002). This right is specific to the birth mother and is rooted in health and safety considerations, recognizing pregnancy and childbirth as biologically specific conditions. Statutory Maternity Pay can be paid for up to 39 weeks, if certain criteria are met, and employees are protected by enhanced rights against dismissal or detriment during pregnancy and maternity leave. Moreover, prioritizing maternal health and labor market attachment maternity leave exemplifies a protective model of employment law (James, 2016).
Furthermore, shared Parental Leave, by contrast, is governed by the Shared Parental Leave Regulations 2014 and is based on the principles of flexibility and gender equality. SPL allows eligible parents to share up to 50 weeks of leave and 37 weeks of pay after maternity leave is curtailed. Unlike maternity leave, the SPL can be taken in blocks, at the same time or separately by each parent, so that families can tailor the childcare responsibilities to their work commitments. But the eligibility requirements are more complex, requiring both parents to meet employment and earnings thresholds. Statutory Shared Parental Pay is paid at a flat rate and may be less financially advantageous than SMP, especially where employers increase maternity pay but not SPL (Bell, 2012). Importantly, although SPL encourages shared caregiving, its uptake is low in practice and reflects structural inequalities and financial disincentives. Because ACAS guidance requires employees to give formal notices and declarations, SPL is administratively more burdensome than maternity leave. From a critical perspective, the choice between maternity leave and SPL is a trade-off between certainty and protection and flexibility and shared responsibility. Maternity leave offers clearer rights, stronger dismissal protection and often better pay, while SPL provides flexibility but puts more procedural and financial burdens on parents (Vanessa, 2024). The law thus embodies a tension between traditional protective labor norms and modern aspirations for workplace equality.
Finally it is concluded that the focus of maternity leave is on protection, simplicity and maternal welfare however, SPL on flexibility and shared parenting. The best choice will depend on financial arrangements, employer policies and how female is intended to share childcare responsibilities.
Email 10 (AC 4.3)
Astonishingly, rather than automatic entitlement to work remotely the request to work from home three days a day week engages lawful right to request for flexible working. This statutory right is regulated by the Employment Rights Act 1996 that has been amended by Employment Relations Act 2023 (Waddington and Bell, 2021). From the first day of employment, flexible working request can be made by employees and in a reasonable manner the employers are required to entertain the request but there is a need to make structured and evidence-based decision. However, as the statute is focused on individual request rather hypothetical future claims so a refusal primarily based on fear of being evidence is legally weak (Bird and Brown, 2018).
In addition, an employer can lawfully refuse a request only on one or more of the statutory grounds, such as detrimental effect on quality or performance, inability to reorganize work or insufficient work during the hours proposed. It is well established in case law, for example Commotion Ltd v Rutty, that a failure to properly consider a flexible working request may amount to procedural unfairness (Pearson, 2024). But discretion for managers is preserved where the reason for refusal is a genuine business one. For example, administrative roles tied to on-site coordination, patient records, or real-time clinical support may have a valid need for physical presence in a hospital setting. The risk is not in the refusal, but how the refusal is justified and documented (Rossi, 2021). 
Critically, under the Equality Act 2010 the organization must also be high alert to indirect discrimination. Normally, the flexible working requests are based on childcare or caring responsibilities and the refusal policy may be found disadvantageous for women as well. Accordingly, the courts emphasized the need for proportional justification in the case Homer v Chief Constable of West Yorkshir, where discriminatory effects are evolved from neutral practices (Elizabeth, 2021). Besides this, guidelines indicated in ACAS manifest that before rejecting requests outright the person employers are required to explore partial homeworking or trial periods. This protocol regulates service quality concerns, mitigating litigation risk so far (Dix and Barber, 2015).
In conclusion, it is assessed that the colleague is entitled to make a request for hard working rather than demanding it. Finally, it is concluded that rather than precedent anxiety any refusal depending upon jurisdictional frameworks of employment law must be timely reasoned and justified. Concisely, an evidence-led response significantly safeguards service standards and legal compliance.
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