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What happened?
In E Ivor Hughes Educational Foundation v Morris and others, the Employment Appeal
Tribunal (the "EAT") upheld the Employment Tribunal's decision to make the maximum
protective award of 90 days’ pay to an employee in circumstances where no collective
redundancy consultation was undertaken with the employee’s representatives as the
employer was entirely unaware of its obligation to consult.
Under the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992, if an employer
proposes to make large scale redundancies of 20 or more employees at one
establishment within a period of 90 days or less, it must undertake collective consultation
with elected representatives or a recognised trade union of the employees who are at risk
of redundancy.
There is a limited exception to this rule, where "special circumstances render it not
reasonably practicable" for an employer to comply with certain aspects of its collective
consultation obligations. However, in such cases, the burden is on the employer to show
that (i) special circumstances do apply; and (ii) it has taken all steps that were reasonably
practicable in the circumstances.
This case concerned the closure of a school and its failure to collectively consult with its
staff members. The school governors decided in February 2013 that the school would be
closed, unless pupil numbers improved. By April 2013, it was evident that pupil numbers
would not improve so the decision was taken to close the school and staff members were
given notice of termination of employment. The obligation to collectively consult was
triggered at the first meeting in February; however the school was entirely unaware of its
duties and no consultation was undertaken at any stage.
In defending the employees’ claims, the school sought to rely on the special
circumstances exception and argued that, had consultation commenced in February, the
possible closure could have been leaked which would have sealed the school's fate.
However, the Employment Tribunal rejected this argument and stated that any such
leaks could have been prevented by confidentiality provisions.
In any event, the EAT decided that the argument of special circumstances was "artificial",
as the school had not actually evaluated whether it was practical to comply with its
consulting obligations - it was not even aware that it had any. Whilst the EAT did
acknowledge that the school had not deliberately breached its duty to consult, the EAT
decided that this was due to a "reckless failure" to seek legal advice. Therefore, the EAT
upheld the decision to make the maximum award of 90 days' pay to the staff members.

What does this mean?
Ignorance is no excuse! This case provides useful guidance on the scope of the special
circumstances exception to an employer's duty to collectively consult. The EAT has made
it clear that no relief will be available to employers if they are unaware of their obligations,
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and that they cannot use a hypothetical argument of special circumstances to defend
their corresponding failure to implement collective consultation. It also emphasises that
the protective award is meant to be punitive (rather than compensatory), meaning that it
is not calculated by reference to the actual loss suffered by the employees. In this case,
the same award was made as in another case where the employer deliberately misled
the trade union.

What should we do?
Employers must comply with their collective consultation obligations, which are triggered
once a strategic or commercial decision has been taken that compels the employer to
contemplate or plan for collective redundancies. Note that, in many cases, such
obligations arise before a final decision to make employees redundant has been made.
An employer should seek legal advice if it is unsure of its duties during a redundancy
process, as lack of knowledge does not constitute a defence in the event of noncompliance and, as shown in this case, a breach of those duties could have severe
financial consequences.

Authors:
Paul Callegari
paul.callegari@klgates.com
+44.(0).20.7360.8194

Emma Thomas
emma.thomas@klgates.com
+44.(0).20.7360.8339

Anchorage Austin Beijing Berlin Boston Brisbane Brussels Charleston Charlotte Chicago Dallas Doha Dubai Fort Worth Frankfurt
Harrisburg Hong Kong Houston London Los Angeles Melbourne Miami Milan Moscow Newark New York Orange County Palo Alto
Paris Perth Pittsburgh Portland Raleigh Research Triangle Park San Francisco São Paulo Seattle Seoul Shanghai Singapore
Spokane Sydney Taipei Tokyo Warsaw Washington, D.C. Wilmington

K&L Gates comprises more than 2,000 lawyers globally who practice in fully integrated offices located on five
continents. The firm represents leading multinational corporations, growth and middle-market companies,
capital markets participants and entrepreneurs in every major industry group as well as public sector entities,
educational institutions, philanthropic organizations and individuals. For more information about K&L Gates or
its locations, practices and registrations, visit www.klgates.com.
This publication is for informational purposes and does not contain or convey legal advice. The information herein should not be used or relied upon
in regard to any particular facts or circumstances without first consulting a lawyer.
© 2015 K&L Gates LLP. All Rights Reserved.

2

