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KEY EMPLOYMENT LAW CHANGES AND UPDATED ADVICE
This Bulletin summarises some expected key employment law changes and other new advice and interesting Tribunal case outcomes for you to consider.

1. Employee on sick leave challenged over cake-making social media post
2. Dismissal of care staff for refusing Covid jab
3. Worker dismissed for sharing Facebook post criticising workplace 

4. HR professional was dismissed after blowing the whistle on furlough fraud
5. Holiday entitlement change
6. First Covid – 19 case reaches Court of Appeal
7. Dismissal of employee vanishes after successful appeal

8. Gender Recognition Reform Bill
9. Retained EU Law (Reform and Revocation) Bill (House of Lords)
10. Potential changes in 2023 for employment law 

11. Other areas of possible change
12. Further help and/or advice

**************************************************

1. Employee on sick leave challenged over cake-making social media post
In Lindsay v HBOS plc, the Employment Tribunal upheld the constructive dismissal claim of a bank worker on long-term sick leave whose line manager confronted her about her Facebook activity promoting her cake-making business. 

Ms Lindsay was employed at a bank from September 2000 until her resignation in January 2022. From 2016, she experienced post-traumatic stress disorder following a family bereavement. In October 2021, Ms Lindsay had a panic attack brought on by a family issue, following which she went on sick leave. She agreed with her Line Manager to keep in regular contact while she was off sick. However, Ms Lindsay subsequently felt that some elements of the contact were inappropriate, including:-

• comments that medical practitioners ought to review her treatment; and

• pressure to consider redeployment to another role within the bank. 

In particular, she was concerned that she was being “managed out” of the business, given that she had previously had a significant period of absence because of anxiety. 

In December 2021, Ms Lindsay’s Line Manager received feedback from a senior branch manager that colleagues had reacted negatively to a Facebook post that she had permission to engage in her cake-making business, which she operated as a hobby and was therapeutic for dealing with her anxiety. She had posted on Facebook saying that she had not posted for six months and was posting pictures of cakes she had made over that period. There was nothing obviously blameworthy about her conduct. 

The Line Manager made an unplanned call to Ms Lindsay on a withheld number about the Facebook post and her colleagues’ reaction to it. Ms Lindsay pointed out that she had been given permission by her employer to engage in her cake-making business, which “she operated as a hobby and was therapeutic for dealing with her anxiety”. Ms Lindsay became so upset during the call that her partner had to take the phone and inform the Line Manager that she was having a panic attack. She subsequently told her Line Manager to contact her in writing rather than call. Ms Lindsay later resigned and claimed constructive dismissal to an Employment Tribunal. 

The Employment Tribunal agreed with Ms Lindsay that it was unreasonable for her Line Manager to question her medical treatment. In the Tribunal’s view, the Line Manager’s conduct in this respect “seriously damaged the relationship of mutual trust and confidence” and also concluded that the call to discuss concerns over Ms Lindsay’s Facebook post and her cake-making business amounted to a clear breach of mutual trust and confidence. According to the Tribunal, there was nothing blameworthy about Ms Lindsay’s social media activity and there was no valid reason for the Line Manager to raise this non-urgent issue with her in this way. The Tribunal noted that the Line Manager called Ms Lindsay about the Facebook post despite knowing that:-

• she was suffering from severe anxiety; 

• contact with work was exacerbating that anxiety; and 

• she was concerned about her ongoing employment. 

The Employment Tribunal upheld Ms Lindsay’s constructive dismissal claim. It concluded that the employer had breached the duty of mutual trust and confidence and she was entitled to resign in response to that breach. The Employment Tribunal awarded £22,305 to Ms Lindsay. The compensation was made up of a compensatory award of £13,055 and a basic award of £9,250.
2. Dismissal of care staff for refusing Covid jab

Healthcare workers can be sacked for refusing vaccinations a Tribunal Judge has ruled as he rejected claims for unfair dismissal from five home care staff who had not had the coronavirus jab. An Employment Tribunal in Leeds said employers at one of the UK’s largest care providers acted fairly when they dismissed five staff who refused the jab during the pandemic.

The Judge dismissed the claims of former staff at Barchester Healthcare and accepted the view of the employers that the dismissals were necessary to protect clinically vulnerable residents. 

Barchester dismissed the workers for declining Covid-19 vaccinations without having a medical exemption to an edict that they must be jabbed. The former staff included a nurse, a laundry worker and three care assistants who argued that they should not have lost their jobs for refusing to comply in line with their spiritual and philosophical beliefs. One worker told the Hearing that God would protect her from the virus.

The Tribunal decided that the workers had not been dismissed without good reason, It said that the Company had “the legitimate aim …….. of minimising the risk of death and serious illness amongst residents and staff” and “such a move was necessary in a democratic society”.

The Judge ruled that Barchester “was seeking to minimise the risk of death, putting genuine value on the saving of any resident’s life”. He said that “any contrary attitude from a care home provider might have been regarded as disturbing”. He dismissed arguments that the dismissals had breached the workers human rights, finding that Barchester’s decision was “proportionate”.

The Company operates more than 250 care homes plus seven registered hospitals and employs 17,000 staff in care homes.

3. Worker dismissed for sharing Facebook post criticising workplace
In the case of Trench v Performance Bar Ltd, the Employment Tribunal upheld the unfair dismissal claim of a bar worker who shared a former employee’s Facebook post alleging unsafe working practices and sexual harassment of female staff and customers.

Ms Trench was a student who worked part-time in a bar from October 2018. When she started the management team provided her with the house rules but during the time she was employed the employer did not have disciplinary, grievance, anti-harassment or social media policies.

In October 2020, Ms Trench’s partner (who also worked in the bar) resigned with immediate effect after he was told that he was facing disciplinary action. Following his resignation, Ms Trench’s partner wrote a Facebook post that was highly critical of the business and its owner. The post included allegations of unsafe working practices, such as inadequate Covid measure and lack of breaks for staff and sexual harassment of female staff and customers.
Ms Trench’s partner shared the post on a private student Facebook group that has 20,000 members, some of whom could have been customers of the bar. Although moderators removed the shared post within 20 minutes, Ms Trench shared her partner’s post on both her own Facebook page and snapchat. She deleted the post on both media within an hour or two of posting them. However, several people had already liked and commented on them. The next day the management team invited her to a meeting to discuss her social media activity and she was suspended pending an investigation.
Less than a week later, a disciplinary hearing took place that resulted in Ms Trench’s dismissal on grounds of gross misconduct. The letter confirming her dismissal stated that she had shared a post on social media that was detrimental to the business. The letter did not mention any right of appeal against the dismissal. Ms Trench claimed, amongst other things, that her dismissal was both procedurally and substantively unfair.

The Employment Tribunal accepted that the management team genuinely believed that Ms Trench was guilty of gross misconduct and that the reason for her dismissal was that she shared a Facebook post that publicly criticised the business. In particular, they were concerned that the health and safety allegations raised were either untrue or had been resolved. However, the Tribunal went on to hold that the employer’s investigation was not a reasonable one and considered that the employer could have done more to find out:-

· how many people had viewed the post;

· whether it had done any damage to the business; and

· whether any of the allegations about inadequate Covid-19 measure could be substantiated.
The Employment Tribunal also identified many procedural flaws in the disciplinary process including:-

· a lack of investigation;

· the absence of a written invitation to the disciplinary hearing that set out the potential outcome (including dismissal);

· evidence that the decision to dismiss was predetermined before the disciplinary hearing; and
· the absence of a right of appeal against dismissal.

The Employment Tribunal further accepted that the employer committed multiple breaches of the Acas Code of Practice on disciplinary and grievance processes. The Tribunal noted that, whilst it was small employer, it had access to HR advice via a consultant (not me!)
The Tribunal concluded that no reasonable employer would have dismissed an employee in these circumstances and Ms Trench’s dismissal was both procedurally and substantively unfair. However, they declined to reduce Ms Trench’s compensation and did not accept the employer’s arguments that:-

· she would still have been dismissed even if the employer had followed a fair procedure (the “Polkey principle”): and

· her compensation should be reduced for contributory fault.

The Employment Tribunal awarded £3,031 to Ms Trench which was made up of a compensatory award of £2,849 (which included a 20% uplift for Acas code breaches) and a basic award of £182.
The Judgement stated that “the respondent had no social media or disciplinary policy warning employees that the behaviour engaged in by the claimant is even a disciplinary issue. There was no evidence of any previous misconduct by the claimant, she took the Facebook post down very quickly and apologised for it. ……..…. She did not write the post and was not acting vindictively or deliberately to damage the respondent’s interests.”

4. HR professional was dismissed after blowing the whistle on furlough fraud

In the case of Essa v Concert Live Ltd, the Employment Tribunal held that a head of people was unfairly dismissed after she made protected disclosures about fraudulent use of the furlough scheme.

Ms Essa was employed by Concert Live Ltd as Head of People from 18 May 2020. During August 2020, Ms Essa repeatedly raised concerns about the company’s use of the Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme (“furlough scheme”). She advised that the Company was acting unlawfully by asking staff to undertake work while they were furloughed.

The Chief Operating Officer, who was also the cofounder and owner of the business, asked Ms Essa to get furloughed employees to work remotely. He argued that if they were assigned to different roles, the work would qualify as “learning and development” activities. Ms Essa refused to sign off on this plan, advising him that it would be unlawful, as the employees would be generating income for the business.

At the same time, Ms Essa also raised concerns about sex discrimination, in that the company was not adhering to good practice in recruitment and promotion and that

she was herself being paid less than male comparators.

On her return to work from a period of holiday, on 7th September, Ms Essa was told by her Line Manager that her employment was being terminated because “things weren’t working out”. She emailed her employer asking for reasons for her dismissal but did not receive a response.

Ms Essa brought claims in the Tribunal, including for automatic unfair dismissal for 
making a protected disclosure and detriments during employment because of 
making a protected disclosure.

The employer did not respond to the claim and neither did they appear at the Employment Tribunal or present any evidence. The Tribunal found that Ms Essa had made a number of protected disclosures, including informing the company that it was illegal to ask or require staff to work while they were on furlough. It went on to hold that Ms Essa had suffered detriments as a result of making the protected disclosures and she had been told not to argue and had been dismissed.

The Tribunal was satisfied that the reason or principal reason for the dismissal was that Ms Essa had made the protected disclosures. The total compensation awarded was £56,733, including £6,000 for injury to feelings.
5. Holiday entitlement change

Earlier this year, the Supreme Court reached a decision in the case of Harpur Trust v Brazel. This decision is likely to have a significant impact on organisations, especially educational institutions, that employ ‘part year’ employees on variable hours e.g. term time only employees or workers or zero hour workers. Following this decision, such workers may be entitled to more annual leave. 

The scope of this ruling does not affect the use of the accrual method of holiday pay entitlement for full time workers, part time workers who are paid an even amount throughout the year, or employees engaged on short, fixed term contracts.

This case involved a music teacher, Ms Brazel, who was employed on a permanent, zero-hours, term-time contract. She was required to work during term-time only and her hours varied depending on pupil needs. Ms Brazel had to take her holiday outside term time and the amount of holiday she was given was calculated using the percentage method namely the school calculated 12.07% of her hours each term and paid her at her hourly rate for those hours in the subsequent holiday period.

Ms Brazel argued that this was not correct and said that she was entitled to payment for 5.6 weeks’ holiday in accordance with the legal rules for workers with no normal hours of work. She said that her holiday pay should be based on her average pay during working weeks and that the 12.07% method had no basis in law. 

The Employment Tribunal dismissed Ms Brazel’s claim, but the Employment Appeal Tribunal, Court of Appeal and the Supreme Court all agreed with Ms Brazel. 

This decision means that the use of 12.07% of an employee’s hours (the percentage method) should not be used to calculate holiday. Previously, ACAS guidance recommended that casual workers should accrue statutory holiday entitlement at the rate of 12.07% of hours worked but this guidance has now been withdrawn.

 
All employees should have their holiday pay calculated based on their average earnings over the previous 52 working weeks and all employees would receive 5.6 weeks’ leave. This ruling could have a particular impact on the education sector where it is standard practice to employ term time only staff who, although they are under contract for a full year, will only work for a few weeks on variable hours around exam times, such as exam invigilators or music teachers. The Harpur Trust v Brazel ruling means that even if an employee works just one week in a year, they would still be entitled to 5.6 weeks of paid holiday at the same rate of pay as the one week that was worked. If you have any employees affected by this decision they need to be advised formally as a variation of terms and conditions.

6. First Covid – 19 case reaches Court of Appeal

Just prior to Christmas, the first COVID-19 related case reached the Court of Appeal. The Court heard that an employee who failed to attend work during COVID-19 because they believed that they would be faced with serious and imminent danger had not been unlawfully dismissed. The case of Rodgers v Leeds Laser Cutting is the first COVID-19 Tribunal case to reach the Court of Appeal. In this case, Mr Rodgers had been dismissed having walked out of his job because he was worried about infecting his clinically vulnerable children.

He was dismissed for not attending work and claimed that he had been automatically unfairly dismissed for exercising his right to leave the workplace when he reasonably believed that here was a serious and imminent danger.

Even though he did not have the 2 years’ qualifying service to bring a claim for ordinary unfair dismissal, he was able to bring a claim under Section 44 of the Employment Rights Act 1996.

It is this section that prohibits employees from suffering a detriment in circumstances of danger in which the worker reasonably believed to be serious and imminent, that they took (or proposed to take) appropriate steps to protect themselves or other persons from the danger. The original Employment Tribunal found Mr Rodgers had been fairly dismissed, even though they had accepted his concerns.

They had however not been satisfied with his vagueness about why he felt the workplace was unsafe, given the employer had taken all reasonable steps to mitigate against the risk of COVID-19. He had also agreed that the risks were no different to those outside the workplace. In considering the case, and the reasoning for the Employment Tribunal’s ruling, The Court of Appeal have delivered its ruling and upheld the original decision based on the fact that they held that Mr Rodgers concerns were general and not workplace specific.

7. Dismissal of employee vanishes after successful appeal

Where an employee successfully appeals a decision to dismiss, they should be treated as never having been dismissed, and will be reinstated in their employment. They will receive any backpay owing between the date of their dismissal and the 
date of their successful appeal.  

The concept of a “vanishing dismissal”, on an appeal succeeding, is a long-standing legal principle. If an employee appeals against dismissal, succeeds in the appeal and is reinstated, the original dismissal “disappears”, with the consequence that, as the employee has not been dismissed, they cannot bring an Employment Tribunal claim of unfair dismissal but will be entitled to any backpay owing.

In a recent ruling the Employment Appeal Tribunal (upholding the decision of the Employment Tribunal) ruled that this is also the case where the employee does not withdraw their appeal against dismissal, but does not return to work and no longer wishes to be reinstated by their employer, following their successful appeal against their dismissal. 

The Employment Tribunals were required to consider what action constitutes a withdrawal of an appeal. The Tribunals concluded that simply not returning to the workplace and communicating that they did not want their job back, was insufficient in law to amount to withdrawal of an appeal against dismissal. This meant that, as there was no dismissal, the employee was unable to claim unfair dismissal in the Employment Tribunal. 

In this case the employee was dismissed by their employer for gross misconduct. The employer had a disciplinary policy which gave employees the right to appeal at each stage within five working days of receipt of the letter confirming the disciplinary sanction.  Accordingly, the employee appealed the dismissal decision, stating that she wanted to be reinstated to the position she held prior to her dismissal. 

By the time the employee attended the appeal hearing with her employer she believed that the mutual trust between her and her employer had been broken and said that she no longer wanted to be reinstated, but was instead seeking an apology and financial compensation. 

When the employee was informed that her appeal had been successful, her dismissal was substituted for a final written warning and back pay between the date of her dismissal and the date of her successful appeal. However, the employee did not return to work and brought a claim of unfair dismissal against her employer. 

The Employment Appeal Tribunal ruled that if an appeal against dismissal is lodged with the employer, and is not withdrawn, if the appeal is successful, the dismissal will be treated as not having occurred. The Tribunal did not agree with the employer that if the employee did not want to be reinstated, she should have stated “I withdraw my appeal”. 

This ruling is a reminder for employers of the implications of overturning a decision to dismiss where the employee successfully appeals their dismissal through the employer’s appeal process. This includes where the employee subsequently decides they no longer wish to be reinstated after lodging an appeal, but does not withdraw their appeal.  This case makes it clear that if an employee does wish to withdraw their appeal, they must make this explicit.  Where an employee changes their mind about appealing a dismissal after lodging the appeal, to avoid uncertainty regarding the employee’s employment status and potential claims, it is advisable for the employer to obtain written confirmation from their employee before the appeal is concluded, that they are withdrawing their appeal. 

8. Gender Recognition Reform Bill

In December, the Scottish Parliament passed the Gender Recognition Reform (Scotland) Bill for implementation within Scotland, however the UK Government has since blocked it from becoming legislation by making an order prohibiting it from being given Royal Assent. The UK Government believes that if it was to go ahead, then there would be implications on the Equality Act 2010.

If the Bill was to be passed, then the Scottish Government were proposing that legislation would be brought in that would:-

· remove the requirement for a psychiatric diagnosis of gender dysphoria to obtain a gender recognition certificate (GRC)

· allow an individual with a Scottish birth certificate who is usually resident in Scotland to self-certify after living as their acquired gender for three months (currently two years)

· extend the right to apply for a Gender Recognition Certificate to 16 and 17 year olds after they have lived as their acquired gender for six months, within a three month reflection period.

The Scottish Parliament is likely to challenge this intervention by the UK Government through judicial processes.

This is a very sensitive subject and requires a careful and supportive approach when managing in the workplace. Employers should have clear and well communicated policies around equality, diversity and inclusion to ensure that there is no discrimination against trans employees.

It has been recommend that employers should introduce a ‘Trans and Gender Equality Policy’, not only because it provides information and guidance to Line Managers supporting a trans employee, but it sends a strong message to the workforce that the workplace is diverse, inclusive and supportive of people’s rights and entitlement, regardless of how they identify themselves.
9. Retained EU Law (Reform and Revocation) Bill (House of Lords)
At the end of last year, the Retained EU Law (Reform and Revocation) Bill was introduced which, if passed, would lead to most of the UK’s retained EU laws ceasing to remain in force as of 31 December 2023. In January, the Bill had its third reading in the House of Commons in which MPs debated amendments that had been put forward and is subsequently now going through the process in the House of Lords. If passed it may be the biggest change to employment legislation in decades.
When the UK left the European Union, both parties signed the 2018 European Union (Withdrawal) Act which gave UK legal authority to continue operating legislation underpinned by European law, including case rulings. What the Retained EU Law (Reform and Revocation) Bill would do if passed, would revoke legislation that derives from European law meaning the UK would no longer be bound by it, unless UK parliament agreed to retain it, or retain but with amendments.

For employers, this Bill is significant and could bring fundamental changes to key areas of employment law including:-
· Agency Workers Regulations 2010

These Regulations provide rights to temporary agency workers so that they have some basic protection regarding working and employment conditions. It came into force back in 2008 following the EU’s introduction of the EU Agency Workers Directive.
· Fixed Term Employees (Prevention of Less Favourable Treatment) Regulations 2002
These Regulations give fixed term workers the right to no less favourable treatment than a comparable permanent employee and covers all terms and conditions of employment, including pay and pensions. They are based on the EU Fixed Term Worker Directive.
· Part Time Workers (Prevention of Less Favourable Treatment) Regulations 2000
Those who work part time are protected by these regulations from being treated less favourably than equivalent full-time workers. They were introduced following the introduction of the EU Framework Agreement on Part Time Work Directive.
· Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) Regulations 2006
TUPE, the Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment), derives from the 
EU’s Acquired Rights Directive and provides protection to workers in the event of the business changing hands.
· Working Time Regulations 1998
These Regulations derive from the European Working Time Directive and are primarily in place to protect workers from excessive hours. They ensure that working hours operate safely and to also provide employees with sufficient rest periods.
10. Potential changes in 2023 for employment law
The following changes in employment law are on the cards to be introduced in the coming year.

· Strikes (minimum service levels) Bill (House of Lords)

This Bill, if passed, would mandate employees, working in 6 sectors, which includes health, education, and transport, to provide a minimum level of service when there is strike action. The exact detail of the what the minimum service level would be, are not yet defined, but would be set out later and will be part of the regulations. It is thought that it would work by an employer being able to reasonably identify the staff that would be required to work during days when strike action is to take place so that they can ensure a certain level of service can still be delivered.
This Bill is currently at the House of Lords stage, before it progresses to the final stage for final considerations of amendments before receiving Royal Assent. It had its first reading in the House of Commons on the 10 January, and it has quickly progressed through the various stages, so we can expect to see this become legislation fairly soon. However, the Government have stated that there must be a minimum 3-month gap between the regulations being made and when they come into force.
· Employment Bill (House of Commons)
The Queen’s Speech back in December 2019 announced the Employment Bill, aimed at supporting workers and families by introducing various employment rights and enhancing existing ones. Due to the pandemic, there has been little progress but in recent months, we have instead seen several private member Bill’s being introduced specifically to deal with some of the areas that had been set out in the original Employment Bill. 
We do expect some of these Bills to be approved and become Acts at some point in 2023. Specifically, these include:-

· flexible working a day 1 right

· neonatal leave and pay

· carer’s leave

· protection against redundancy for pregnant employees
· allocation of tips in full
· placing a legal duty on employers to prevent sexual harassment in the workplace.
· Employment Relations (Flexible Working) Bill (House of Commons)
The Government have recently concluded following a period of consultation, that it will introduce changes to existing flexible working rights. Flexible working as a day one right is the main proposal and was initially introduced as part of the Employment Bill.

· Neonatal Care (Leave and Pay) Bill (House of Lords)
Neonatal care is the type of care a baby receives in a neonatal unit if they are born premature, sick, or with a low birth weight. This Bill proposes to introduce new employment leave and pay rights for employees of parents of babies that are admitted into hospital as a neonate (28 days old or less). Full details are to be confirmed, but it is thought that the entitlement to leave will be from day one but the entitlement to pay will be subject to the employee having a certain amount of continuous service and minimum earnings.

· Carer’s Leave Bill (House of Commons)
This Bill would give employees who are unpaid carers the statutory right to take up to one week (5 working days) of unpaid leave per year. It is expected, although legislation is yet to be drafted, is that it will be a day one right for those with employee status (not worker status) and that the person they care for will broadly need to meet the definition of a dependant as per the right to time off for dependants. The person cared for would need to have a long-term care need such as one that is long-term physical or mental, or an injury or disability, or issues related to old age.

· Protection from Redundancy (Pregnancy and Family Leave) Bill (House of Commons)
This Bill if introduced would extend existing legislation that provides employees on maternity leave to greater employment rights in a redundancy situation to any other employee. At present, the employee that is being made has a legal entitlement to be offered any suitable alternative role that is not substantially worse than the role that they are being made redundant from. This entitlement is only in place during a period of maternity. What this new Bill would do, is to extend this right so that it continues for six months after maternity leave has finished.

· Employment (Allocation of Tips) Bill (House of Lords)
This Bill is to enable workers to receive tips, gratuities and service charges paid by customers that are earned in full, meaning that an employer would be required to pass on all tips without deduction. If passed, it would also require an employer to have a written policy where tips are awarded on more than an occasional and exceptional basis. It is also expected that a Code of Practice would be published. This Bill will have its second reading in the House of Lords on 3 March 2023, and it is likely that this legislation would be passed at some point in 2023.

· Worker Protection (Amendment of Equality Act 2010) Bill (House of Commons)
This Bill would amend the parts of the Equality Act 2010 that deal with harassment. Specifically, if passed, it would place a legal duty on employers to prevent the sexual harassment of its employees, and place liability on employers for harassment of its employees by third parties.

11. Other areas of possible change

There are several other key areas of employment law as follows that I could see developing this year. 

· Trade Unions along with the Trade Union Congress have launched a judicial review that would overturn legislation that was introduced last summer that deals with strike action. The legislation at present, allows businesses to hire agency workers to cover for permanent employees who choose to go on strike. The unions are challenging this and believe it is unfair because there was no consultation with them.
· A new Code of Practice has been published regarding the practice of ‘fire and re-hire’, which was partly brought in following the P&O Ferries redundancy handling. The date of implementation is yet to be confirmed but the advice to employers is to consider as though it has been.

· A new consultation has begun seeking views from businesses, unions and professional bodies on calculating holiday pay for those workers who work irregular hours or part year. This is following the Supreme Court ruling in the Harpur Trust v Brazel case.
12. Further help and/or advice

If any of the above is not clear or you would like further advice on any of the issues in this Bulletin or indeed on any other issue or particular employment situation, please do contact me on clivep@cpassociates.co.uk or call me on 01582 755172 or 07970 381592. I always look forward to hearing from you on anything on which I may be able to help.

Clive 

Clive Payne

CP Associates         

CP Associates

22 Linden Close, Dunstable, Beds LU5 4PF

Tel: 01582 755172     Mobile: 07970 381592

Email: clivep@cpassociates.co.uk 
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