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Question 1
The common law judge has the power to order the reinstatement of Mr. Albert once he proves the cause of dismissal was unlawful and does not warrant dismissal without notice (Perritt 1989). The action of the plaintiff Mr. Albert does not directly affect the business conducted off the duty, and basing on the working experience and records he has served at the company for a long time. The cause of his behaviour might have been as a result of provocation and the termination was not in accordance with the cause. 
Question 2
Once the case on termination for Mr. Albert is considered unlawful, the plaintiff can sue the company for unfair dismissal and the violation of employment contracts. The contract between the employer and employee is a binding agreement that is followed and upon breach, the consequence is catastrophic resulting in compensation by the party found guilty. According to the clause of employment number 12; termination without cause will attract a payment equivalent to one month of services regardless of the years of service. Mr. Albert was relieved of his duties without prior notice and received none of the compensation stated in the agreement. The client is likely to file a wrongful dismissal lawsuit against the company as the aspect of the dismissal is not directly affecting the company (Epstein, 1984).  The employee should be dismissed with factors that directly breach the contract and image of the business. He can equally decide to file harassment from the employer in terms of salary and working condition since he has never been promoted after working for the company for lots of years, basing from the record is a hardworking employee and never fails on his responsibilities. 


Question 3
The GCP has legal justification for summary discipline against the plaintiff Mr. Albert stating there are many occasions where the accuser has failed to observe the code of conduct expected in the business and fail to relate well with other employees possessing a treat to the company. The company possesses hard evidence of the accuser threatening to sue the company if not paid. The different occasions the plaintiff has been sent on a leaf to conduct a personal assessment on the relation with other members can be used against him by the defendant stating that the claims were genuine and the accused is known to unlawfully conduct himself which the company has never turned an eye against. According to the incident occurring on March 7, 2018, the employee was issued formal warming for yelling at a fellow employee over a mistake on his salary, and the event on December 12, 2019, where he was suspended and asked to conduct a cultural sensitivity training and lastly the video going viral on social media of Albert yelling at other employees suggest he has the behaviour to disobey and act unruly despite several warning and training.
Question 4
The basis of termination on the culminating incident is the reputation of the business that the company perceives the extent of Mr. Albert's tape on media and Facebook account with the negative comments that can equally affect the company. The issue leading to termination is based on prior two previous behaviours committed by Albert and received a warning in addition to suspension. The media involvement will seek to know if the employer knows the incident and what actions has the company taken to towards such behaviours. The company can argue out the employee on several accounts has failed to observe the law and respect other people. With multiple evidence of misconduct from the employee, it is clear the causal action is termination. The action performed by the employee is considered hate speech against other people with a negative consequence in the business (Bingham, 1994).  To protect the interest of the company the effective action was to suspend the employee since he had received several warnings concerning his behaviours. 
Question 5
The GCP legal argument for termination of an off-duty incident is based on the previous incidents of misconduct of Mr. Albert while in duty as evidenced by two recorded incidents. The offense committed by the accuser is prejudicial to the company as it exports its product to other parts of the country which might be generalized to promote certain negative character thus ruining the company reputation. The fact the public was involved as a witness and are aware of the misconduct in addition to the evidence on social media is clear enough the employee has betrayed the trust and confidence of the public and other employees to stand working as a clerk. There is a moral reprehensibility of the committed offense as Mr. Albert was in a wrong not wearing a mask in a public place to contain the spread of the virus, a polite reminder turns him violent. The employee role in the company as a clerk deserves an upright figure in which the accuser has failed to meet the expectation of the position which might be the legal basis of off-duty termination.
Question 6
The GCP has a legal argument on the termination of Mr. Albert basing on the fact that the incidence attracted negative attention on social media due to comments from other employees and consumers of products exported by GCP. Such utterance in the public is perceived as hate speech (Bhawuk, 2012).  The company is at risk of ruining its reputation since social media has a wider influence on the people. The moral obligation of the company towards the public is tested via social media to determine whether the company has a mechanism to deal with unacceptable behaviour. The media negative attention directly affects the business production and supply of the product. 
Question 7
GCP is likely to be ordered to financially compensate Mr. Albert basing on the terms of employment and dismissal. The duration of the employee working for the company is long and requires compensation. A strong defence is the cause of dismissal was not related to duties in the company.  
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