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1. Vegetarianism was not a belief
An Employment Tribunal has held that vegetarianism was 
not a belief qualifying for protection under the Equality Act 
2010 and therefore no discrimination on the grounds of 
religion or belief had taken place.

The Tribunal held that, although the employee’s vegetarian 
belief was genuinely held and was worthy of respect in a 
democratic society, it failed to meet the other legal hurdles 
for protection in that:

• It did not concern a weighty and substantial aspect 
of human life and behaviour. Vegetarianism is not 
about human life and behaviour, it is a lifestyle choice 
and, in this employee’s case, believing that the world 
would be a better place if animals were not killed for 
food.

• It did not attain a certain level of cogency, seriousness, 
cohesion and importance as the reasons for being 
a vegetarian differ greatly. Vegetarians adopt the 
practice for many different reasons such as lifestyle, 
health, diet, concern about the way animals are reared 
for food and personal taste.  Interestingly, the Tribunal 
thought that veganism (as opposed to vegetarianism) 
has a clear cogency and cohesion on the basis that 
the belief held by each vegan, and the underlying 
motivation for veganism, is fundamentally the same.

• It did not have a similar status or cogency to religious 
beliefs

As this was only a Tribunal decision it is not binding 
on other Tribunals, although it does show how other 
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Tribunals may approach religion or belief claims based on 
vegetarianism.

Case reference: Conisbee v Crossley Farms Limited

2. International students allowed to stay in 
the UK for longer
The Government has announced that international 
students who start courses at undergraduate level or 
above from next year onwards will be able to stay in the 
UK for two years after graduation, rather than the current 
four months, to find work. 

Under the proposal, there will be no restriction on the t
types of jobs graduates would need to seek and no cap 
on numbers. 

3. Guidance for student workers
Acas has launched new guidance for university students 
who plan to work part-time whilst they are at university. 

The guidance explains what to expect from a pay packet, 
what to wear and what kind of rights you can get from 
various jobs that involve part-time working, gig working or 
zero hours contracts.

4. What makes a good leader?
Acas has published an article on what makes a good 
leader:

The article covers style of leadership, workplace culture, 
communication skills, the big workplace issues and why 

https://www.acas.org.uk/index.aspx?articleid=6739
https://www.acas.org.uk/index.aspx?articleid=6605
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leadership skills are so important.

5.  Class inequality
The TUC has published a report on tackling class 
inequality in the workplace:

The report sets out methods for addressing class 
inequality. According to the report, those from working 
class backgrounds earn 24% less a year than those 
from middle and upper class backgrounds. In addition, 
working class graduates are said to face unfavourable 
bias on recruitment. There is evidence of a 17% pay 
gap experienced by working class people carrying out 
professional roles. The report proposes new legislation 
to tackle the disadvantages faced by working class 
people to:

• Make discrimination on the basis of class unlawful.
• Introduce a legal duty on public bodies to make 

tackling class and income inequality a priority.
• Make it compulsory for employers to report any 

pay gap between workers from different social 
backgrounds

6. BBC TV presenters lose IR35 appeal
The First-Tier Tribunal has held that IR35 applied to 
successive contracts of three news presenters working 
for the BBC.

Under the contracts, the BBC was obliged to provide 
and pay for, and the presenters to commit to, a minimum 
number of days’ work. The presenters were obliged to 
be available on a “first-call basis”. The Tribunal said 
that this gave rise to a mutuality of obligation. Also, the 
contracts contained no meaningful right of substitution 
and the BBC exercised a degree of control consistent 
with employment. In particular:

• The BBC determined the place of work and the 
presenters were obliged to attend meetings, 
training and appraisals.

• The presenters were contractually obliged to 
adhere to the BBC’s editorial guidelines and, 
although they provided significant creative input, 
ultimate editorial control rested with the BBC 
(even if this was not always directly or immediately 
exercised).

• The presenters were subject to restrictions on 
outside activities, including working for others.

Case reference: Paya Limited and others v HMRC

7. Employee entitled to statutory 
redundancy pay as well as contractual 
redundancy pay
The Employment Appeal Tribunal (EAT) has held that 
an employee was entitled to a statutory redundancy 
payment as well as an NHS contractual redundancy 
payment. 

The employee claimed both breach of contract and a 
statutory redundancy payment. Her contractual claim 
was worth £43,949.04, pursuant to NHS standard terms 
and conditions of employment (Agenda for Change).  
These state that “NHS contractual redundancy is an 
enhancement to an employee’s statutory redundancy 
entitlement; the statutory payment being offset against 
any contractual payment.” Her statutory redundancy 
entitlement was £5,868.

The EAT held that the NHS terms and conditions 
provided only that the statutory payment is to be set 
off against any contractual payment. This meant 
that the contractual entitlement, after the offset, was 
£38,071.04. The cap on the amount a Tribunal can 
award in a breach of contract claim reduced this to 
£25,000 but the cap did not affect the statutory claim 
and the employee remained entitled to the statutory 
payment.

Case reference: Ugradar v Lancashire Care NHS 
Foundation Trust

8. The manner in which women’s 
state pension was increased was not 
discriminatory
The High Court has held that the manner in which the 
Government increased women’s state pension age 
from 60 to 65 (and then up to 68) was not discriminatory.

The women in this case were born in the 1950s and 
were affected by legislation implemented between 
1995 and 2014 which equalised the state pension 
age between men and women. The campaign group, 
BackTo60, argued that the lack of notification about the 

https://www.tuc.org.uk/sites/default/files/2019-09/190904%20class%20report.pdf
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increase meant that many women did not have enough 
time to adjust to the extra years without a state pension 
and that raising the state pension age constituted 
unlawful discrimination on the grounds of age, sex or 
both combined. 

Rejecting all their arguments, the High Court concluded 
that there had been no discrimination but, even if there 
had been, this could be justified because the legislation 
had a legitimate foundation and purpose and was 
in accordance with EU law authorities. In terms of 
notification, it was clear that successive governments 
had engaged in extensive consultation with interested 
bodies before legislation was made.

The Court held that there was no direct discrimination 
on grounds of sex.  This was because the legislation 
did not treat women less favourably than men in law, 
rather it equalised an historic asymmetry between 
men and women and thereby corrected historic 
direct discrimination against men. The Court also 
rejected the claim that the pension age change was 
age discrimination, because the measure was not 
manifestly without reasonable foundation.

Case reference: R (on the application of Julie Delve 
and Karen Glynn) v Secretary of State for Work and 
Pensions 
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