
 

ACS Submission: Health Is Everyone’s Business 

ACS (the Association of Convenience Stores) welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the 

joint Department for Work and Pensions and Department for Health and Social Care consultation 

on proposals to reduce ill-health related job loss. ACS represents 33,500 local shops and petrol 

forecourts including Co-op, McColls, BP and thousands of independent retailers, many of which 

trade under brands such as Spar, Nisa and Costcutter. Further information about ACS is available 

at Annex A.  

 

The convenience sector is a valued source of flexible local employment for 405,000 people across 

the UK, 75% of whom work fewer than 30 hours per week1. Retailers employ people from a range 

of demographics, including 16 – 24 year olds (26% of colleagues) and over 60’s (14%), and many 

colleagues are balancing other commitments around their work; 30% have childcare commitments 

and 23% care for older family members2. Three-quarters (72%) of colleagues feel valued by their 

employer and 55% plan to remain with their employer in five years’ time3.  

 

Retailers are already motivated to minimise ill health related job loss, in order to reduce the costs 

of sickness absence including sick pay bills and funding additional wages. Sick pay costs the 

average convenience store £1,285 per annum4. We understand the merits of removing the Lower 

Earnings Limit to extend eligibility for statutory sick pay to all employees but doing so must not 

increase financial pressures and requires a full rebate system which covers all sick pay costs for 

retailers. 

 

The core issue with supporting phased returns to work for retailers is understanding what they can 

and can’t do in conversations with employees. Statutory guidance that sets out clearly what 

retailers can do as employers would encourage more proactive approaches to monitor and 

manage wider health and wellbeing amongst colleagues. Reforming the sick pay rules so they 

recognise part-days worked and reduced hours weeks would also support phased returns to work, 

and more detailed Fit Notes providing concise information on employee capabilities for employers.  

 

Occupational health services are expensive and understanding the market requires significant 

research, whether purchasing as a long-term investment to cover the workforce or providing 

targeted support on a case-by-case basis. A subsidy system would make occupational health 

services more affordable for convenience retailers, ultimately widening access for colleagues to 

support positive work outcomes. Most retailers already support employees with health conditions, 

often through informal agreements, and we would accept a new right to request workplace 

modifications provided that reasonable grounds for refusing modification can be made for 

legitimate business reasons.  

 

For more information on this submission, please contact Steve Dowling, ACS Public Affairs 

Manager, via steve.dowling@acs.org.uk / 01252 533009. 

 
1 ACS Local Shop Report 2019 
2 ACS Colleague Survey 2019 
3 ACS Colleague Survey 2019 
4 ACS National Living Wage Survey 2019 
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Chapter one: what needs to change 

Q1. Do you agree that, in addition to government support, there is a role for employers to 

support employees with health conditions, who are not already covered by disability 

legislation, to support them to stay in work?  

We agree that there is a role for employers to support employees with health conditions and many 

convenience retailers already actively engage with their colleagues to manage working with health 

conditions. Sustained employment has been linked to good mental health for employees and 

higher productivity for employers5. 39% of convenience store colleagues report that their job has a 

positive role on their mental wellbeing and 38% a neutral impact6. 

The Government should consider unintended consequences that could arise from creating a new 

legal framework for retailers to support employees with health conditions. For example, the 

process should not be used by employees to avoid responsibility for work tasks they do not like 

doing, which could be mitigated by the involvement of professional medical opinions from GPs or 

occupational health. Guidance should be clear to prevent the interpretation of regulations being 

decided in the courts.   

Q2. Why do you think employers might not provide support to employees with health 

conditions not already covered by disability legislation to help them stay in work?  

Most convenience retailers do support employees with health conditions, even if they are not 

covered by existing disability legislation. Retailers are motivated to prevent sick leave where 

possible due to the impact on productivity and significant impact on employment costs by requiring 

retailers to fund sick pay and an additional wage to cover lost shifts. Multiple retailers are focussed 

on ensuring that policies are ‘lived policies’ and understood by Store Managers, who are often the 

first point of contact for employees reporting health conditions.  

Where convenience retailers do not support employees with health conditions, this is often a result 

of poor knowledge about what they can legally do without reproach and what government support 

is available. Independent convenience retailers (87% of which operate one store) are unlikely to 

have in-house HR expertise and would not know how to identify health conditions amongst their 

staff or confidently enact workplace adjustments that might help an employee7. The capital costs of 

implementing changes can also be a barrier to supporting employees with health conditions, 

especially within smaller convenience stores which are often in old buildings where making 

property changes is a complex process. 60% of independent convenience stores are less than 

1000 sq ft8.  

This lack of expertise and resource also explains the limited use of occupational health services 

amongst independent retailers, which is expensive for retailers and not a focus of the market for 

occupational health providers who would gain relatively little income from contracts with smaller 

retailers. This can all contribute towards a sometimes-reactive approach to supporting colleagues 

with health conditions from independent retailers from when a period of sick leave begins.    

 

 

 
5 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-health-and-work/health-matters-health-and-
work  
6 ACS Colleague Survey 2019 
7 ACS Local Shop Report 2019 
8 ACS Local Shop Report 2019 
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Chapter two: a clear legal framework for employers 

Q3. Do you agree that a new ‘right to request work(place) modifications’ on health grounds 

could be an effective way to help employees to receive adjustments to help them stay in 

work?  

Most convenience retailers are diligent employers and already make workplace modifications 

according to the principles of the Equality Act on reasonable adjustments due to the benefits of 

keeping people in work. Many of these may be informal adjustments which have not been formally 

requested, while a lot of health conditions that affect capability to work are already included in the 

broad definition of disability contained in the Disability Discrimination Act. Retailers also offer 

flexible working hours which can help with the retention of employees with certain health needs.  

We recognise that a new right to request workplace modifications could extend support for some 

employees working for less proactive employers. The Government should be aware that a new 

right could cause initial confusion amongst smaller employers between the ‘right to request 

workplace modifications’ for employees with health conditions and ‘right to request reasonable 

adjustments’ for disabled employees.  

Q4. If the government were to implement this new right to request work(place) 

modifications, who should be eligible?  

- Any employee returning to work after a period of long-term sickness absence of four 

or more weeks;  

- Any employee with a cumulative total of 4+ weeks sickness absence in a 12- month 

period;  

- Any employee returning to work after any period of sickness absence;  

- Any employee who is able to demonstrate a need for a work(place) modification on 

health grounds;  

- Other, please state.  

A clear distinction needs to be made between eligibility for a reasonable adjustment request under 

the Equality Act and eligibility to request a workplace modification on health grounds, to ensure 

understanding for employers and employees about the legal framework.  

Convenience retailers will typically discuss requested modifications with employees on an informal 

basis, to attain a mutual agreement which works to prevent staff absence and additional cost to the 

employer. For formal requests, an employee should be able to demonstrate a need for a specific 

workplace modification on health grounds and have been absent for at least four days to align with 

eligibility for statutory sick pay payments.  

Q5. How long do you think an employer would need to consider and respond formally to a 

statutory request for a work(place) modification?  

- 0-4 weeks;  

- 5-8 weeks;  

- 9-12 weeks. 

To cover the end to end process from receipt of request to consideration and formal response, 9 – 

12 weeks. This would align with the timetable for flexible working requests and allow a short period 

of time for retailers to seek advice from an occupational health provider9. This longer period is also 

 
9 https://www.acas.org.uk/flexibleworking  

https://www.acas.org.uk/flexibleworking


needed to account for the limited resources of smaller retailers and the potential impact of annual 

leave and staff illness which can cause unavoidable delays.   

Q6. Do you think that it is reasonable to expect all employers:  

- To consider requests made under a new ‘right to request’ work(place) modifications? 

Yes / no / if no – why?  

- To provide a written response setting out their decision to the employee? Yes / no / if 

no – why?  

Yes to both. Guidance and support must be readily available and well communicated for retailers 

to know how to set out a full formal written response. There should be an exemption for repeat 

requests, for example where an employee has requested the same workplace modifications again 

within a year when no circumstances have changed.   

Q7. Please identify what you would consider to be legitimate business reasons for an 

employer to refuse a new right to request for a work(place) modification made on health 

grounds:  

- The extent of an employer’s financial or other resources;  

- The extent of physical change required to be made by an employer to their business 

premises in order to accommodate a request;  

- The extent to which it would impact on productivity;  

- Other – please state.  

All the above. A further legitimate business reason should be if a convenience store has a planned 

refurbishment or is set to close down. In this situation, workplace modifications could be agreed to 

and deferred until the new building is available. 

The rejection of a request for workplace modification(s) should not affect an employer’s separate 

rights to dismiss an employee on health grounds.  

Q8. The government thinks there is a case for strengthened statutory guidance that 

prompts employers to demonstrate that they have taken early, sustained and proportionate 

action to support employees return to work. Do you agree? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know  

Yes. ‘Early, sustained and proportionate’ is a subjective phrase and we would support 

strengthened statutory guidance to allow retailers to confidently prove they have taken action to 

support employees to return to work. This, combined with a rebate system, would further motivate 

employers to take early action.  

Q10. If yes, would principle-based guidance provide employers with sufficient clarity on 

their obligations, or should guidance set out more specific actions for employers to take?  

- Principle-based guidance provides employers with sufficient clarity;  

- Guidance should set out more specific actions for employers to take;  

- Don’t know;  

- Other – please state.  

The statutory guidance should set our specific actions for employers to take. Smaller employers, 

especially those without qualified HR professionals to assist them, require utmost clarity to have 

confidence in their approach. Principle-based guidance could lead to more ambiguity on 

interpretation leading to court action.   



Q11. The government seeks views from employers, legal professionals and others as to 

what may be the most effective ways in which an employer could demonstrate that they had 

taken – or sought to take – early, sustained and proportionate action to help an employee 

return to work. For example, this could be a note of a conversation, or a formal write-up.  

The most effective way for an employer to demonstrate they have taken early, sustained and 

proportionate action to help an employee return to work is by following the steps outlined as 

minimum requirements in the statutory guidance. Retailers could prove they have followed steps in 

the guidance by keeping records of meeting notes and/or letters sent stating what has been 

discussed and actions taken during interactions with employees.  

Q12. As an employer, what support would you need to meet a legal requirement to provide 

early, sustained and proportionate support to help an employee to stay in work or return to 

work from a long-term sickness absence?  

- Better quality employer information and guidance;  

- More easily accessible employer information and guidance;  

- Easier access to quality OH services;  

- Other – please state.  

If a legal requirement is provided, the number one priority to support retailer compliance would be 

high-quality information and guidance for employers. This should include tools to work through with 

the employee to either reach mutually agreeable solutions or open dialogue generally and 

suggested record keeping processes – the stress risk assessment template form from the Health 

and Safety Executive is an effective example to look towards10. The overriding principles for the 

guidance package should be that it prevents employers without HR expertise from needing to seek 

legal advice and is easy-to-interpret for all literacy levels.  

Q15. All respondents: in order for employers to provide effective return to work support, 

what action is needed by employees?  

- To have discussions with their employer to identify barriers preventing a return to 

work and to inform workplace support;  

- To agree a plan with their employer to guide the return to work process;  

- To engage with OH services;  

- Other – please state.  

All the above, with the proviso of engaging with occupational health services only where they are 

offered by the employer.  

Q16. All respondents: do you think the current SSP system works to prompt employers to 

support an employee’s return to work?  

The Fit Notes associated with the statutory sick pay system are not working and fail to provide 

specific advice or feedback for employers (see Q17). This frustrates more effective returns to work.  

The sick pay rules cause additional barriers for employers. For example, the rules do not recognise 

part-days worked or where an employee is working some but not all of their contracted days during 

a phased return to work. This makes the sick pay rules inherently inflexible for retailers and 

disincentivises phased returns.  

The government should provide financial support to retailers via the sick pay system to incentivise 

more effective support returns to work. Abolishing the Percentage Threshold Scheme in 2014 

 
10 https://www.hse.gov.uk/stress/risk-assessment.htm 
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added significant costs onto retailers, increasing wage bills significantly for some retailers by 

requiring them to fund statutory sick pay and additional wages to cover lost shifts.  

Q17. All respondents: what support would make it easier to provide phased returns to work 

during a period of sickness absence?  

- Guidance on how to implement a good phased return to work;  

- A legal framework for a phased return to work which includes rules on how it should 

be agreed and implemented;  

- Clearer medical or professional information on whether a phased return to work is 

appropriate;  

- Other suggestions.  

Reforming the fit note system to be more practically useful for retailers would support effective 

returns to work. GPs often give advice to employers through employee Fit Notes, based on little to 

no understanding of the job role and tasks involved. This means that GP advice is normally vague 

(e.g. recommending light duties only) while occupational health can also be unwilling to commit to 

an opinion. GPs should also be able to advise on whether a phased return to work is appropriate.  

Retailers are also concerned about backdated Fit Notes, which should be limited to one week to 

encourage the Fit Note system to be based on legitimate and up to date assessments. Retailers 

report that GP’s are failing to use the ‘Fit for work providing adjustments are made’, which has 

found that when suggesting light duties or amended duties, hours or days that could facilitate the 

employee being in work, the employee is citing ‘their GP has not recommended this and has told 

them to take time off’. 

The statutory guidance should provide clear actions for retailers to work towards phased returns to 

work, a separate legal framework could introduce additional complexities. ACS runs a legal 

helpline for members covering all aspects of employment law.   

Q18. All respondents: would the removal of rules requiring identification of specific 

qualifying days help simplify SSP eligibility? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know. Please give 

reasons for your answer.  

Yes. This would reduce the complexity of payroll processes for retailers and help prompt 

employers to support an employee’s return to work.  

Q19. Do you agree that SSP should be extended to include employees earning below the 

LEL? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know. Please give reasons for your response.  

Maybe – if a full rebate system for sick pay is provided.  

Many retailers in the sector already provide all colleagues with sick pay regardless of the Lower 

Earnings Limit to avoid discriminating based on income. However, if the Lower Earnings Limit is 

abolished completely and a statutory entitlement to sick pay is introduced for all workers, there is a 

need to ensure the sick pay regime does not undermine the government’s objective to always 

make work pay.   

Abolishing the Lower Earnings Limit would add to the rising burden of employment costs for 

retailers. The Limit is equivalent to 14 hours on the National Living Wage and 43% of convenience 

store colleagues work up to 16 hours per week11. Statutory sick pay costs an estimated £1,248 for 

 
11 ACS Local Shop Report 2019 



each convenience store across Britain, a figure which would rise sharply if the Limit was 

abolished12.  

The Government needs to recognise that extending eligibility for statutory sick pay would have a 

significant impact on the cost of doing business for convenience retailers. This proposal sits within 

a context of rising wage and non-wage employment costs, most notably via the National Living 

Wage, workplace pensions and apprenticeship levy costs. Retailers are actively seeking to mitigate 

these costs and responded to the April 2019 uprating of the National Living Wage by; reducing 

staff working hours (72%), taking lower profits (62%), and, for independent retailers, working more 

hours in the business themselves (52%)13. However, 74% of retailers have seen no impact on 

productivity despite 98% undertaking measures to try to improve productivity including training staff 

in new business tasks and investing in technology where possible14. This further illustrates the 

need for financial support from government to support retailers to cover sick pay costs.  

Q20. All respondents: for employees earning less than the LEL, would payment of SSP at 

80% of earnings strike the right balance between support for employees and avoiding the 

risk of creating a disincentive to return to work? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know.  

Maybe – it is integral that an automatic rebate is provided to convenience retailers to compensate 

employers fully for sick pay costs.  

Q21. Do you agree that rights to SSP should be accrued over time? Yes – no – maybe – 

don’t know. Please give reasons for your response.  

Maybe. For most retailers, the accrual of sick pay entitlements would introduce new complexities, 

especially for those without HR functions. However, accruing sick pay could stop the anomaly 

whereby new colleagues are entitled to more SSP than existing colleagues when a retailer has no 

knowledge of their past 8 weeks’ earnings so may refer to their contract to decide entitlement.   

Q22. Should the government take a more robust approach to fining employers who fail to 

meet their SSP obligations? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know.  

Yes. Sick pay should be enforced appropriately to ensure a level playing field amongst 

convenience retailers and competing industries. We believe responsibility for sick pay compliance 

should be included in the remit of a new single enforcement body for employment rights and have 

welcomed the BEIS consultation on establishing a new body.   

Q23. Do you think that the enforcement approach for SSP should mirror National Minimum 

Wage enforcement? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know.  

No. HMRC enforcement of the National Minimum Wage regulations has been detrimental to trust 

between employers and HMRC. Convenience retailers have been affected by unfair enforcement 

of the National Minimum Wage regulations and ‘naming and shaming’ for technical breaches that 

either cause no employer detriment or have arisen from an unclear interpretation of the 

regulations.  

The enforcement approach should be led by education and advice first, before compliance and 

enforcement second if necessary. If used, naming and shaming should distinguish between higher 

harm and lower harm offences. For example, blatant failure to pay sick pay is higher harm, lower 

harm would include minor offences.  

 
12 ACS National Living Wage Survey 2019 
13 ACS National Living Wage Survey 2019 
14 ACS National Living Wage Survey 2019 



Q24. Do you support the SSP1 form being given to employees four weeks before the end of 

SSP to help inform them of their options? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know.  

Yes. Providing the SSP1 form before the end of statutory sick pay payments is already best 

practice followed by some retailers in the sector and prompts colleagues to plan for their future 

financial arrangements. Supplying the SSP1 form four weeks before the end of payments could 

also be used to encourage colleagues to engage with retailers on phased returns to work 

specifically. 

Q25. All respondents: how could a rebate of SSP be designed to help employers manage 

sickness absence effectively and support their employees to return to work?  

An automatic (not application-based) rebate system must be introduced to fully fund the costs of 

statutory sick pay for retailers. The end of the Percentage Threshold Scheme added significant 

additional employment costs onto retailers, especially for smaller retailers with long-term or 

multiple staff absences (see Q16). We understand the scheme was removed because it was 

viewed as administratively complex but Real Time Information was introduced 6 months before its 

abolition. We see no reason why a statutory sick pay rebate could not be incorporated within Real 

Time Information. The rebate system could also be designed to financially incentivise retailers to 

follow best practice procedures and/or achieve effective returns to work, in recognition of the costs 

saved for the state and benefits for the employee.  

Q26. All respondents: at this stage, there are no plans to change the rate or length of SSP. 

The government is interested in views on the impact of the rate and length of SSP on 

employer and employee behaviour and decisions.  

After consultation with the ACS Expert Employment Policy Group, which brings together senior HR 

and L&D professionals and leading independent retailers operating across the sector, we have no 

strong views on the effect of the rate or length of statutory sick pay on employer and employee 

behaviour.   

It is difficult to balance between employer and employee’s financial interests, but the risk of 

increasing eligibility for statutory sick pay is that it could drive employers from other industries to 

focus on dismissing employees with health problems rather than supporting those health 

conditions to be managed in the workplace. This further illustrates the need for a rebate system to 

cover employer costs.  

Chapter three: occupational health market reform 

Q27. In your view, would targeted subsidies or vouchers be effective in supporting SMEs 

and the self-employed to overcome the barriers they face in accessing OH? Yes – no – 

maybe – don’t know.  

Yes. Combined with subsidy or voucher scheme, an awareness campaign would be needed to 

boost understanding amongst smaller retailers of the benefits of occupational health services, how 

to access them, and how to use the advice provided.  

 

 

 

 



Q29. In your view, would potentially giving the smallest SMEs or self-employed people the 

largest subsidy per employee be the fairest way of ensuring OH is affordable for all?  

- Yes;  

- No;  

- Don’t know. If no or don’t know – what would be better?  

Yes. The smaller the business, the greater the relative financial impact on staffing and related 

budgets of unexpected costs such as occupational health services. These businesses are also 

more likely to need to invest time to understanding the occupational health provider market.  

Q30. All respondents: what type of support should be prioritised by any potential, targeted 

OH subsidy for SMEs and/or self-employed people?  

- OH assessments and advice;  

- Training, instruction or capacity building (e.g. for managers and leads);  

- OH recommended treatments.  

Subsidies for occupational health should cover the initial stages of provider services, meaning 

case-by-case assessments and advice. To help embed occupational health within more retailers’ 

employment strategies, subsidies should also cover training and capacity building to provide a 

longer-term approach and promote understanding across retail businesses.   

Q45. As an employer, what indicators of quality and compliance arrangements would help 

you choose an OH provider?  

- Work outcomes;  

- Quality marks;  

- Process times;  

- Customer reviews;  

- Other – please state;  

- Don’t know;  

- Indicators won’t help.  

Retailers need to have faith in occupational health providers to make what are significant 

investments in their services. Partnering with an OH provider is not a straightforward purchase and 

is often seen as a longer-term investment for the business and its colleagues. To support retailers’ 

confidence that they are making a valuable investment, indicators of work outcomes would allow 

retailers to compare providers better and should be provided in the same easily accessible format 

for employers. Quality marks would also provide an immediate sign to retailers that the provider is 

government approved for meeting certain standards of professionalism.  

Q47. All respondents: how could work outcomes be measured in a robust way?  

There are several indicators that could be developed to robustly measure work outcomes. These 

include; cost of absence, working hours absent, hours of productivity lost, number of referrals 

made, number of colleagues successfully returned to work, number of colleagues leaving 

employment citing health reasons.  

Chapter four: advice and support for employers 

Q49. Do you need more information, advice and guidance? 

Clearer signposting to advice and guidance is needed rather than a rebranding of existing 

resources. Typically, retailers will go to gov.uk for a topline overview of areas of employment law, 



including on sick pay and returns to work, heading to Acas for more detailed guidance if needed. 

However, other useful resources are not well known about, specifically the Health and Safety 

Executive guidance on sickness absence and Disability Confident advice on employing people with 

health conditions15.  

Awareness of the government’s Access to Work Scheme remains low amongst retailers despite 

the financial support it provides to help more disabled people into long-term employment.  

Q51. What would you recommend as the best source of such new advice and information?  

- The main government portal (GOV.UK);  

- The Health and Safety Executive;  

- Jobcentre Plus;  

- Other – please state.  

Gov.uk is the main landing point for convenience retailers seeking employment-related advice and 

information, with HR professionals also following trade press magazines for updates on new 

government resources. The main gov.uk page could signpost off to more detailed and externally 

hosted resources when appropriate.   

Q52. As an employer, where do you go for buying advice and support when purchasing, or 

considering purchasing, OH services? 

Independent retailers will typically do an initial internet search and utilise contacts with other local 

retailers for advice. Multiple retailers may seek advice from legal experts and will task the HR 

function with establishing the relative merits of different occupational health service providers.  

Q53. As an employer, what additional information would you find useful when purchasing, 

or considering purchasing, OH services?  

- Online questionnaire to help you identify what type of services you could benefit 

from;  

- Toolkit that could include information on OH referral and assessment process; 

- Basic online information on the process of buying OH services;  

- Provider database;  

- Comparison website;  

- Information on the value of OH services.  

All the above would be beneficial for retailers.  

Q54. All respondents: do you agree with the proposal to introduce a requirement for 

employers to report sickness absence to government? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know. 

Please give reasons for your answer.  

Yes, subject to an exception or funding for retailers whose payroll software cannot report sickness 

absence without additional investment.  

At individual store level, long term sickness absence may not affect all retailers frequently, but 

when it does it has a significant impact on them. Providing timely, targeted guidance to an 

employer on how to support an employee on sickness absence could produce better outcomes 

and reduce ill health related job loss.  

 
15 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/employing-disabled-people-and-people-with-health-
conditions/employing-disabled-people-and-people-with-health-conditions  
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Q55. As a small or medium sized employer, would you find it helpful to receive prompts to 

information or advice when you have an employee on a sickness absence? Yes – no – 

maybe – don’t know. Please give reasons for your response.  

Yes.  

Q56. Do you think this overall package of measures being explored in this consultation 

provides the right balance between supporting employees who are managing a health 

condition or disability, or on sickness absence, and setting appropriate expectations and 

support for employers? Yes – no – maybe – don’t know. Please give reasons for your 

response. 

The package of measures proposed in this consultation are based from a laudable objective to 

reduce ill health related job loss, which would bring real cost base and productivity benefits to 

convenience retailers, improve prospects for employees with health conditions and reduce 

associated costs for the state.  

Convenience retailers are already motivated to minimise staff absence and maximise effective 

returns to work. These proposals would shift the dial towards greater employer responsibilities, by 

requiring retailers to demonstrate how they have encouraged employees to return to work 

effectively, handle formal requests for workplace modifications and report sickness absence. 

Extending sick pay eligibility to all employees would significantly increase the costs of sick pay for 

convenience retailers as the cost of employment continues to escalate.  

This shift of responsibility towards employers and extension of sick pay means financial support for 

retailers is crucial, meaning a full rebate scheme to cover the costs of sick pay and subsidies to 

incentivise the use of occupational health services. Statutory guidance should set out specific 

actions for retailers to clearly set out expectations and instil confidence that they are taking the 

right approach to conversations with employees.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Annex A 



 


