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Memorandum
To: 		Mr Dave Thomas
From: 		Rebecca Howells
Date: 		26th April 2021
Subject: 	Response to claim made by Mr Gethin Rees (Claimant)
Employment Tribunal Process and Timescales 
The claimant has exercised his right to bring a claim against the company within three months less a day from his effective date of termination which was 12th November 2020. Following receipt of the ET1 claim form and accompanying letter, dated 6th December 2020, from the Employment Tribunal Big Buses Limited must respond to the claim within 28 days of the letter being sent by completing an ET3 form (ACAS, 2021f). 
This response will set out the defence against the claim and will allow Big Buses Limited to address the legal tests and include alternative arguments. Once the ET3 form has been submitted the Tribunal Judge will consider the documents provided and decide whether the claims made should be dismissed. 
Once the Employment Tribunal receives our response a copy will be sent to ACAS. Although early conciliation has been attempted unsuccessfully this will allow both parties to explore once again if the claim can be resolved with the need for a tribunal hearing (HM Courts & Tribunals Service, 2021). 

Should a judgement be made that the claim will be sent to a tribunal hearing the Judge will make case management orders and a preliminary hearing will be arranged. 
It is during this process that the claimant will set out what terms in compensation they are seeking from Big Buses Limited, in this particular case compensation can include a basic award and a claim for loss of earnings. 
Once the Judge makes a  Case Management order, all documents relevant to the cases must be disclosed to all parties. This will include documents that support and may be detrimental to the company's response to the claim. 	

Grounds of the Claims 
Ordinary Unfair Dismissal
To bring an ordinary unfair dismissal claim the claimant must be an employee who has entered into or works under a contract of employment and must have at least two years’ service on the effective date of termination (Employment Rights Act, 1996a); (Lewis, et al., 2011). In this case, the claimant can bring a claim due to being an employee and having six years-service. 
The claimant can also bring a claim as he was terminated by the employer.
As part of the Employment Tribunal process, the tribunal must decide if the employer acted reasonably in dismissing the claimant. The aspect of fairness will be divided into two categories:
1. Did the employer follow a fair procedure?
2. Did the employer act reasonably in the reason as a sufficient reason for dismissal?
In the case of the claimant, the question of was a fair process followed is questioned due to how the investigation was conducted. According to the ACAS Code of Practice investigations should be a fact-finding exercise to collate all the relevant information on the matter. A thorough investigation enables an employer to consider the matter fully and make an informed decision. Deciding without completing a reasonable investigation can make any subsequent decisions or actions unfair and could lead to future legal action (ACAS, 2019). 
During the subsequent investigation into the events of 1st November 2020, it is clear that the selected investigator was not appropriate as Mr Steve Smith was a witness to the incident and provided his statement to the investigation. The investigator should have been an appropriate line manager who had no involvement in the incident. 
The claimant was also not questioned appropriately by the investigator other than notes taken immediately after the incident occurring. The claimant was told that the matter would be discussed following his return from annual leave. 
However, while on annual leave the claimant received an invitation to attend a disciplinary meeting, rather than an investigation meeting, which would be conducted by Mr Steve Smith and Depot Manager Mr Gavin Millard. The case of BHS v Burchell case held in 1978 is still relevant during cases of misconduct and includes several legal tests which employers must consider during misconduct hearings and states that they must genuinely believe that the employee is guilty and must have reasonable grounds for this belief, following a reasonable investigation (BHS v Burchell, 1978)
The legal test is which will be considered by the tribunal is: 
1. Did the employer genuinely believe the employee was guilty of the alleged misconduct?
2. Did the employer have genuine grounds to suspect that the employee was guilty of misconduct?
3. Did the employer carry out a reasonable investigation before making a final decision about the employees’ guilt?
The claimant was fundamentally not offered the opportunity to make a statement during the investigation and a copy of the report was completed and an invitation to a disciplinary hearing was sent. In the case of BHS v Burchell the employment tribunal found that the BHS could not have fairly cross-examined the defendant and having formed a reasonable belief of guilt (BHS v Burchell, 1978). 

Automatic Unfair Dismissal 
Before the incident on 1st November 2020, the claimant had raised several concerns relating to health and safety within the workplace during the COVID-19 pandemic, with no remedial action being taken other than additional signage placed around the workplace. 

After raising several concerns’, the claimant has grounds to claim automatic unfair dismissal on the grounds of raising a protective disclosure in regard to whistleblowing. The Public Interest Act (1998) came into force in 1999 and inserted itself into sections 43A to 43L and 103A of the Employment Rights Act 1996, which protect workers who report malpractices by their employers or third parties against victimisation or dismissal (Employment Rights Act, 1996d).

Section 103A specifically states that an employee who is dismissed shall be regarded as unfairly dismissed if the reason (or, if more than one, the principal reason) for the dismissal is that the employee made a protected disclosure (Employment Rights Act, 1996e); (Public Interest Disclosure Act, 1998). 

Under the Public Interest Disclosure Act, if it is found that the claimant made a protected disclosure for danger to the health and safety of any individual, the claimant can argue that he suffered a detriment for whistleblowing. If an employee alleges a detriment for whistleblowing the employer is liable if the protected disclosure influenced the treatment of the whistle-blower. This is in line with the case of NHS Manchester v Fecitt and others (2011)who claimed that workers faced a detriment for whistleblowing fellow employees exaggerated qualifications (NHS Manchester v Fecitt and others , 2011). 

Under the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, the employee and employer must take reasonable care for the health and safety of himself and of others who may be affected by acts or omissions at work (Health and Safety at Work Act , 1974). To prove negligence under the health and safety at work act, the claimant will need to show that a duty of care was owed, to him, that there was a breach of that duty or that the breach led directly to a loss. 

Wrongful dismissal 
The claimant can bring a case of wrongful dismissal following the breach of a notice term, within three months of the effective termination date, as set out in Section 3 of the Employment Tribunals Act (Employment Tribunals Act , 1996). 

Concerning the claimant , he was paid a sum to cover the outstanding wages and holiday pay, no payment of notice was given on the grounds of dismissal without notice due to the belief that an act of gross misconduct being committed. 

However, should the Employment Tribunal find that Big Buses Limited does not have sufficient justification to dismiss for gross misconduct the claimant will be entitled to a minimum of 5 weeks’ pay in lieu of notice. In the cases  of Société Générale v Geys (2012)
and Cavenagh v William Evans Ltd found that both claimants were terminated with both employers having payment in lieu of notice clauses within their employment agreements. It is imperative that the wording of clauses in the employment agreements are reviewed to ensure compliance upon termination (Société Générale v Geys, 2012); (Cavenagh v William Evans Ltd , 2012); (CIPD, 2021b).

Defence 
Gross misconduct
Following the investigation conducted by Mr Steve Smith, the evidence of witnesses suggest that the claimant had pushed Robert Twist to the floor causing a storage container to overturn with chemicals and tools sprawled across the floor. The statement made by Mr Smith also suggests that the claimant was standing over Mr Twist and believed that this stance proved that that claimant had pushed Mr Twist to the ground. 

It was also stated that the claimant had been spoken to on many occasions regarding his behaviour within the workplace and on these grounds, it is our genuine belief on reasonable grounds that the claimant was the cause of the damage.

The claimant was also not wearing a face mask which a breach of the company's health and safety policy. 

On the grounds of gross misconduct, the claimant is not entitled to receive notice pay upon dismissal.

Whistleblowing 
The company has sent several communications to the workforce reminding them of the need to wear facemasks at all times when indoors and the introduction  “Hands, face, space” signage around the workplace. 

The claimant states within the ET1 form that he has raised several concerns with regards to Big Buses Limited not taking health and safety seriously, however, no evidence has been provided by the claimant that these concerns have been raised with his manager Mr Steve Smith. No mention of these concerns was noted in the statement made by Mr Smith. No grievances have been raised by the claimant on the grounds of health and safety. 

Subsequent investigation and disciplinary action
Several flaws need to be highlighted in the process of investigation and subsequent disciplinary into the events of 1st November 2020. The investigation was conducted by a witness of the event, who also provided a statement, which under the ACAS code of practice would automatically eliminate him from the process. 

The claimant was not able to provide his evidence due to his planned annual leave and was invited to a disciplinary hearing upon his return. 
There is no clear defence of this claim. 

Relevant legal principles

Whistleblowing
The case Cavendish Munro Professional Risks Management Ltd v Geduld UK (2009) is particularly relevant to our case as this tribunal hearing stated that an essential feature of making a protected disclosure, which whistleblowing is defined as being, is a disclosure of information. Voicing a concern or making allegations is not sufficient evidence for an employment tribunal. In the ET1 the claimant stated that he had raised concerns however, there is no information provided. The case of Kilraine v London Borough of Wandsworth (2018) stated that a statement could be characterised as an allegation, however, it would depend on sufficient factual content and whether the allegation contained specific content (Cavendish Munro Professional Risks Management Ltd v Geduld UK , 2009); (Kilraine v London Borough of Wandsworth , 2018). 



Strengths and weaknesses of the claim 

The claimant has worked for the company for six years and before this incident received on warning for timekeeping after arriving 30 minutes late without offering a satisfactory explanation to his manager Mr Steve Smith.

A weakness of this case that is of concern is the failure to follow the investigation process as outlined by the  ACAS code of practice. In particular, the selection of the investigator is in question as the investigator in this instance was also a witness of the incident. The ACAS code of practice advises that in instances where the evidence to be investigated is more serious or complex such as gross misconduct, then where possible, a more senior or experienced member of staff should conduct the investigation (ACAS, 2019). 

In the case of Khan v Stripestar Ltd the employment tribunal found that even if an employee is guilty of gross misconduct, employers should follow a fair disciplinary process and employees should always be allowed to appeal. In this instance although the investigation process may be flawed upon dismissal the claimant was allowed to appeal the decision within 72 hours to the Managing Director Mr Dave Thomas who had been omitted from this process up this point in line with ACAS’ code of practice regarding disciplinary and grievances (ACAS, 2015); (CIPD, 2021a); (Khan v Stripestar Ltd, 2016).
Question 2
Available remedies and factors
There are six remedies that are available in the claim raised by the claimant:
1. Reinstatement into the same role
2. Reengagement within Big Buses Limited within an alternative role
3. Compensation 
4. Replacement 

In the event the tribunal judge finds that the company unfairly dismissed the claimant the tribunal, under Section 112 of the Employment Rights Act 1996, has the power to order reinstatement or re-engagement of the claimant, in agreement with the claimant (Employment Rights Act, 1996b). 

As stated in the ET1 the claimant will seek reinstatement, however, the tribunal under Section 116 of the ERA will consider whether reinstatement is appropriate and will take the following matters into account:
· Whether it is practicable for the employer to comply with an order for reinstatement
· Where the claimant caused or contributed to the dismissal, and whether it would be just to order reinstatement (Employment Rights Act, 1996c). 

In the event reinstatement is not ordered the tribunal has the opportunity to make an order for re-engagement and if so on what terms. During the stage the tribunal will consider:
· Whether it is practicable for Big Buses Limited to comply with an order for re-engagement
· Whether the claimant caused or contributed to some extent in the dismissal and whether it would be just to reorder a re-engagement (Lewis, et al., 2011).

In the case of United Lincolnshire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust v Farren the claimant was found to be unfairly dismissed and a re-engagement order was issued to the employer. However, the employer resisted the order stating that had lost trust and confidence in the claimant (United Lincolnshire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust v Farren , 2016). 

Financial award 
Unfair dismissal claims are calculated in two areas: basic and compensatory awards.
Basic awards are calculated on age at the time of termination, completed years of service and gross weekly pay up to £538 (Gov.uk, 2021) .

Compensatory awards for unfair dismissal cases for claimants dismissed on or after 6th April 2020 have a compensation cap of £88,519.00 If the claimant’s gross pay is higher than this amount, the tribunal cannot award higher than this amount. If the claimant earns less than this amount per year the limit is one years’ gross pay.  Details of the potential financial award which may be awarded are shown in table 1. If the tribunal deems failure to follow the ACAS code of practice the tribunal can increase any money award by a further 25% (Gov.uk, 2021b). 
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[bookmark: _Toc71109523]Table 1: Unfair dismissal compensatory breakdown
Wrongful dismissal
Compensation for wrongful dismissal is capped at the notice period and/or the time it would have taken to complete a relevant contractual procedure. Compensation for wrongful dismissal includes the net value of salary and any other contractual benefits to which the claimant would have been due had they been allowed to work their notice, such as pension contribution (Truth Legal, 2021a). A breakdown of the potential compensatory award is shown in table 2:
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[bookmark: _Toc71109524]Table 2: Wrongful dismissal compensatory award
Detriment due to whistleblowing
Claims for dismissal due to whistleblowing are different from other dismissal claims and is not limited to a set maximum. Whereas other claims have a compensation cap if claimants are found to be unfairly dismissed because of a whistleblowing claim, the amount of compensation will depend on the severity of the mistreatment as shown in table 3.
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[bookmark: _Toc71109525]Table 3: Financial awards for whistle-blowing (Truth Legal, 2021b)

Factors to be considered
There may be occasions that if a claimant is awarded a basic award a tribunal may reduce the amount of the claimant is offered reinstatement by the employer but refuses to return. If the judges deem it reasonable to return it can reduce the award. 
If the tribunal believes that the claimants' conduct had been at fault it can reduce the award on those grounds. 

For a tribunal to reduce the bast award due to the claimants' conduct, the court must be sure that the claimant was guilty of misconduct and that the conduct was extreme enough to justify the reduction. This conduct can include theft, a deliberate breach of health and safety rules and putting colleagues at risk (Citizens Advice, 2020).

Recommendation
It is my recommendation that Big Buses Limited offer the claimant a settlement agreement, through a COT3 form, due to the legal time and cost and potential reputational damage the business could face should this case be taken to tribunal. The signing of a COT3 agreement will prohibit either party from pursuing any issue relating to the case (Daniels, 2019). 

A settlement agreement is a legally binding contract signed by both parties which mutually ends the employment relationship on agreed terms. Offering a settlement agreement would have included some form of payment to the claimant (Lewis & Sargeant, 2019). 

The advantages of a settlement agreement to Big Buses Limited is that it will give the company certainty as tribunal claims are unpredictable and can be a lengthy process. The cost of a settlement agreement is significantly less than the cost of responding to the claim in a tribunal. Under an agreement the following claims can be waived:
· Claims arising under the contract of employment​
· Certain statutory claims, including: unfair dismissal







Section B
Question 1
To: Dave Thomas
From: Rebecca Howells 
Date: 4th May 2021
Subject: Julie Davies

Dear Mr Thomas,
Thank you for your email.
With regards to the flexible working request made by Ms Davies all employees, including parents, carers and women returning from maternity leave, have the statutory right, under section 80F of the Employment Rights Act 1996 to request flexible working also known as a contract variation, after completing 26 weeks of employment. An employee can make a statutory request once in any 12 months (Employment Rights Act, 1996f). 

Specifically, concerning Ms Davies, she has requested a permanent change to work from home on Mondays and Fridays and a change of working hours to 8 am – 3 pm so that she can undertake caring duties for her children and shielding mother. 

As per your email, you have confirmed that you have not received any other flexible working requests from Ms Davies or other members of staff. Flexible working can take the form of several practices including part-time working and work remotely (CIPD, 2021a); (ACAS, 2021a; ACAS, 2021b).  In line with the ACAS code of practice, employees have the right to make the statutory request, however, there is no legal obligation on the organisation to accept the proposed changes as long there are strong business reasons to do so.  The following process must be followed to ensure the request is considered thoroughly. 

In line with the ACAS code of practice on handling in a reasonable manner request to work flexibly employers must ensure that any request made under the Employment Rights Act 1996 is in writing and includes the following information:
1. The date the request is made
2. Details of the change to working conditions they are seeking and when they would like the change to come into effect
3. What effect, if any, the employee believes the requested change would have on the employer and how in their belief any such effect should be dealt with.
4. A clear statement that this is a statutory request and confirmation of when previous applications for flexible working have been made (ACAS, 2014). 

Once you have received the flexible working request you have three months beginning with the date on which the request was made. 

From the details given it is unclear if Ms Davies has stated when she would like the requested changes to come into effect, what impact the request will have on the organisation and if Ms Davies has not stated that this is a statutory request. In this instance, please respond to Ms Davies stating that to consider the request additional details are required. Ms Davies has the right to respond to this request. 

After the additional information requested has been submitted by Ms Davies we would need to arrange a meeting to discuss the request. This meeting will allow both parties to understand what changes are requested and how they would benefit Ms Davies and the organisation. Ms Davies will have the right to be accompanied by a work colleague to this meeting (ACAS, 2014). 

Considering the request
During the consideration of the request, you will need to look at the benefits of the requested changes for the organisation and the employee and weighing these up against any adverse business impacts (ACAS, 2014). Flexible working can have several direct and indirect benefits. The direct benefits can include cost savings on office space, technological advancements especially during the COVID-19 pandemic have allowed remote working. An indirect benefit is an increase in employee wellbeing and commitment to the organisation (CIPD, 2021a). 

When considering the request, you mustn't discriminate unlawfully against Ms Davies. As the flexible working request specifically states that the request is made to look after her children and her shielding mother, any suggestion of discrimination by association can have a detrimental impact on the organisation. Discrimination by association occurs when a person is treated less favourably due to a link or association of a protected characteristic of a spouse, friend or parent. In this case, the discrimination by association can be linked to a possible disability of her mother (Government Equalities Office, 2010). 

A flexible working request can be rejected but must be for a genuine business reason as set out in section 80G of the Employment Rights Act 1996. Refusal can be based on:
· The burden of additional costs
· Detrimental effect on the ability to meet customer demand
· Inability to re-organise work among existing staff
· Inability to recruit additional staff (Employment Rights Act, 1996g). 



Outcome
With regards to the flexible request made by Ms Davies, the organisation has strong grounds to refuse the request for a reduction in working hours based on the organisation's inability to distribute an equivalent of 10 hours of work amongst existing staff, and an inability to recruit additional staff.  Under section 80G of the Employment Rights Act, Big Buses Limited would be compliant. 

The new working hours proposed by Ms Davies may also result in the organisation being unable to meet customer demand (ACAS, 2021b). There is also a concern of lone working during the hours of 8 am-3 pm and Ms Davies will be working unsupervised for one hour per day. Under the Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations, employers must manage the risk to lone workers this includes employees who work from home and are liable for accident or injury as for any other workers. This means that the organisation must provide supervision, education, training as well as implementing sufficient control measures to protect homeworkers (HSE, 2021).

The additional request raised was to work from home on Mondays and Fridays. This request will be difficult to refuse on the basis that as of March 2020 at the height of the COVID-19 pandemic all administrative staff were instructed to work from home temporarily and I assume did so effectively. 

Your final decision must be confirmed in writing to Ms Davies who also has the right to appeal the decision. 
Appeal 
If you reject the request for flexible working Ms Davies should be allowed to appeal the decision. The appeal must be made in writing and must state reasons for further review should new information be provided. It will ultimately be up to you to decide whether the appeal will be considered. 













Question 2

To: Dave Thomas
From: Rebecca Howells 
Date: 4th May 2021
Subject: Lucy Bell

Dear Mr Thomas,
Thank you for your email regarding the recent grievance raised by Ms Bell and your subsequent questions regarding the grievance process, conducting a return-to-work meeting, communicating sickness absence with fellow employees and record retention. 

Grievance procedure 
According to ACAS grievances are concerns, problems or complaints that employees raise with their employers. Grievances can be raised for several issues including terms of employment, health and safety, work relations, discrimination and new working practices (ACAS, 2020). 
In the case of Ms Bell, she has raised two points within the grievance.
1. Relates to holding return to work meetings with staff who have been away ill, 
2. Relates to the communication of her sickness absence to other members of staff

Following the grievance raised by Ms Bell, you must ensure that the following process is followed to ensure compliance with the ACAS code of practice. In the case of Blackburn v Aldi Stores Ltd (2013) an employee raised health and safety-based grievances against their employer. The claimant suggested that the employer failed to adhere to its grievance procedure and a clear appeal was not held. The outcome implied that the hearing of grievances must always comply with both the employer’s procedure and the minimum standards set out in the ACAS Code of practice on disciplinary and grievance procedures. Failure to follow grievance (and disciplinary) procedures may be a breach of the implied term of trust and confidence (CIPD, 2021b); (Blackburn v Aldi Stores Ltd, 2013). 

To process the grievance effectively you must acknowledge receipt of the grievance in writing and invite Ms Bell to a formal grievance meeting. This meeting should be arranged within five working days and will allow Ms Bell the opportunity re-state the grievance and what outcome are they seeking. Please note that employees have a statutory right to be accompanied to the grievance meeting. 

As part of the grievance procedure, you must investigate conducting return to work meetings and the communication surrounding her sickness absence. The investigation should be conducted by an employee who has not been involved in any aspect of the grievance. This will ensure a fair process is carried out. The investigator will look at many sources of evidence, will take witness statements and will look at company policies on these two areas (ACAS, 2021c); (ACAS, 2021d). 
Following the investigation, the report will highlight if any formal or informal action is required. This action could include changes to the organisation's policies and initiating a disciplinary hearing in the event the line manager has disclosed sensitive personal data (ACAS, 2021e). 

Holding return to work meetings
Under section 2.1 and 2.2E of the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, it is the duty of every employer to ensure, so far as is reasonably practicable, the health, safety,  without health risks, and adequate facilities and arrangements of welfare at work of all employees
(Health and Safety at Work etc Act, 1974). 

For organisations, the return-to-work meeting is an opportunity for the manager and employee to discuss if any adjustments are required and identify whether exposure to workplace psychosocial hazards such as work demands will cause additional harm to the employee (CIPD, 2010). If the return-to-work meetings do not take place it can be seen as a breach in duty of care owed to the employee under the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974. 

Communicating with staff regarding sickness absence 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic employers may need to disclose a confirmed case of COVID-19 to colleagues. As employers, you have the responsibility to care for your workforce’s health and safety and data protection rules do not prevent staff from being informed of cases. However, it is imperative to understand that employee names do not need to be divulged or volunteer any necessary additional information. In the case of Ms Bell, the disclosure of health condition to colleagues is a clear breach of sensitive personal data, under the Data Protection Act 2018 and The General Data Protection Regulation (2018) of which Ms Bell did not consent to share with colleagues (CIPD, 2020a; CIPD, 2020b); (Data Protection Act, 2018); (General Data Protection Regulation, 2018). 

Breaches of personal data are dealt with by the Information Commissioners Office (ICO) who state that a personal data breach is a breach of security leading to the unlawful destruction, unauthorised disclosure of, or access to, personal data. These breaches can also be a result of both accidental and deliberate causes. As an employer who is aware of a breach in sensitive personal data you as the Managing Director should have reported the incident to the ICO within 72 hours. Failure to notify the ICO of a breach can result in fines of up to £8.7million or 2% of global turnover (ICO, 2021). In 2018 British Airways was fined £20 million by the ICO for a data breach and affected the personal and credit card details of 400,000 customers (BBC, 2020). 

Record retention
Although there is no legal requirement to retain sickness absence records for a set retention period, as the Managing Director it is up to you to decide the retention period for such documents. It is imperative that thorough consideration is made on deciding its purpose and who should have access to such documentation. The UK Limitation Act 1980 contains a 6-year time limit for starting legal proceedings against an employer. In the event, documents are relevant to any claim it is recommended that these documents are retaining for at least a corresponding 6-year period (Limitation Act , 1980). 
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Potential Award
Not particulary severe £900 - £8,600
Treatment deemed to be more serious £8,600 - £25,700
In the most serious cases £42,900
Exceptional cases exceed £42,900
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Employment Commenced 04/03/2014
Employment Terminated 12/11/2020



Salary 26,000.00£ 
Weekly Pay 500.00£      
Monthly Pay 2,166.67£   



Completed Years 6



Unfair Dismissal
Basic Award 3,000.00£   



Compensatory Award 14,083.33£ 
Loss of earnings from dismissal to tribunal 6.5 months



Loss of Pension contributions 6.5 months
75.83£        Min 3.5% employer contribution
97.50£        Min 4.5% employee contribution



Per month loss of pension contribution 173.33£      
1,126.67£   



Total Unfair Dismissal Award 18,210.00£ 
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1,126.67 £   

Total Unfair Dismissal Award 18,210.00 £ 
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Wrongful Dismissal award
Employment Commenced 04/03/2014
Employment Terminated 12/11/2020



Salary 26,000.00£ 
Weekly Pay 500.00£      
Monthly Pay 2,166.67£   



Completed Years 6



Notice period (weeks) 6



Notice Pay entitlement 3,000.00£   



Loss of Pension contributions 6.5 months
75.83£        Min 3.5% employer contribution
97.50£        Min 4.5% employee contribution



Per month loss of pension contribution 173.33£      
6.5 months loss of pension contribution 1,126.67£   



Total Wrongful dismissal award 4,126.67£   










Wrongful Dismissal award

Employment Commenced 04/03/2014

Employment Terminated 12/11/2020

Salary 26,000.00 £ 

Weekly Pay 500.00 £      

Monthly Pay 2,166.67 £   

Completed Years 6

Notice period (weeks) 6

Notice Pay entitlement 3,000.00 £   

Loss of Pension contributions 6.5 months

75.83 £         Min 3.5% employer contribution

97.50 £         Min 4.5% employee contribution

Per month loss of pension contribution 173.33 £      

6.5 months loss of pension contribution 1,126.67 £   

Total Wrongful dismissal award 4,126.67 £   


