Home Office
Policy equality statement (PES)
Name of Policy: No Recourse to Public Funds
The no recourse to public funds (NRPF) policy provides instructions to caseworkers
on how they must apply the Immigration Rules relating to the conditions imposed on
a grant of leave to remain on the basis of family or private life under ECHR Article 8.
This policy applies to grants of leave under the 10-year partner, parent or private life
routes under the Immigration Rules and to grants of leave outside the Rules under
ECHR Article 8 on the basis of exceptional circumstances. (All grants of leave
under the 5-year partner or parent routes are subject to a NRPF condition).
The relevant Immigration Rules in force before 6 April 2015 stated that applicants
will normally be granted a certain period of leave to remain (30 months) and that
this will be subject to a NRPF condition unless the decision-maker considers that
the person should not be subject to such a condition. The NRPF policy sets out the
considerations that a decision maker must take into account in making this decision.
From 6 April 2015, the Immigration Rules set out the substance of the policy in
more detail. The Rules now state that leave will normally be granted subject to a
NRPF condition unless the applicant has provided the decision-maker with (i)
satisfactory evidence that the applicant is destitute as defined in section 95 of the
Immigration and Asylum Act 1999, or (ii) satisfactory evidence that there are
particularly compelling reasons relating to the welfare of a child of a parent in
receipt of a very low income.
From 6 April 2015, the NRPF policy states that applicants granted leave under the
10-year partner, parent or private life routes under the Immigration Rules, and those
applicants granted leave outside the Rules under ECHR Article 8 on the basis of
exceptional circumstances, will be granted leave with a NRPF condition (and this
condition will not be lifted) unless they provide satisfactory evidence that:
1. they are destitute, or
2. there are particularly compelling reasons relating to the welfare of a child on
account of their parent’s very low income.
Within this policy, the Secretary of State may also exercise discretion not to impose
or to lift the NRPF condition if the applicant has established exceptional
circumstances in their case relating to their financial circumstances which, in the
view of the decision maker, require the NRPF condition not to be imposed or to be
lifted. The policy states that the decision maker must consider all relevant personal
and financial circumstances raised by the applicant, and any evidence of these
which they have provided.
Destitution is defined consistently with the provision of support to asylum seekers
and their dependants under section 95 of the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999.
This says that a person is destitute if:
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a) They do not have adequate accommodation or any means of obtaining it
(whether or not their other essential living needs are met); or
b) They have adequate accommodation or the means of obtaining it, but cannot
meet their other essential living needs.
Full guidance for caseworkers on the policy is available here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/4210
57/PP10b.pdf
The onus is on the applicant to demonstrate that they meet the terms of the policy,
by means of the provision of information and evidence relating to their personal and
financial circumstances. An applicant who does not establish that they meet the
terms of the policy will be granted leave with a NRPF condition. If they wish to apply
to the Home Office to amend their conditions of leave to have the NRPF condition
lifted, there is a published process for making this application which is free of
charge.
Applicants may complete the change of conditions application if they were granted
leave to remain in the UK on the basis of their family or private life under Appendix
FM or paragraph 276ADE(1) of the Immigration Rules, or leave outside the Rules
under ECHR Article 8 on the basis of exceptional circumstances; they still have
existing leave in this category; and they wish to request the lifting of the condition of
their leave which specifies that such leave is subject to no recourse to public funds.
The request for a change of conditions may be accessed by applicants here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/application-for-change-of-conditionsof-leave-to-allow-access-to-public-funds-if-your-circumstances-change
The aim of this policy is to strike the right balance under ECHR Article 8 between
the individual right to respect for private or family life and the public interest in
safeguarding the economic well-being of the UK by controlling immigration. It is
important to note that all applicants granted leave under the family or private life
routes under the Immigration Rules, or granted leave outside the Rules on family or
private life grounds, will have permission to work. The Immigration Act 2014
received Royal Assent on 14 May 2014. From 28 July 2014, section 19 of the Act
amended the Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act 2002 to set out Parliament’s
view of what the public interest requires in immigration cases engaging the qualified
right to respect for private and family life under ECHR Article 8. This includes the
public interest in family migrants being financially independent.
Summary of the evidence considered in demonstrating due regard to the
Public Sector Equality Duty.
The Public Sector Equality Duty under the Equality Act 2010 requires public bodies
to have due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of
opportunity and foster good relations between different people when carrying out
their activities. We have had due regard to this duty with regard to the policy on
when the condition of no recourse to public funds is attached to a grant of leave for
ECHR Article 8 family or private life reasons, and when the condition is not imposed
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or is lifted.
In considering the Public Sector Equality Duty we have had regard to the following
protected characteristics:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Age
Disability
Gender reassignment
Pregnancy and maternity
Race – this includes ethnic or national origins, colour or nationality
Religion or belief – this includes lack of belief
Sex
Sexual orientation

Although being a child is not a protected characteristic under the public sector
equality duty in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, we have nevertheless carefully
considered the impact of this policy on children. We have also had regard to the
duty under section 55 of the Borders, Citizenship and Immigration Act 2009 to
safeguard and promote the welfare of children in the UK.
Direct discrimination
The NRPF policy applies to all applicants who apply under or are being considered
against the 10-year family and/or private life routes under the Immigration Rules,
including those who do not qualify under the Rules but are granted leave outside
the Rules for Article 8 reasons. The policy also applies to any dependants of the
applicant. The circumstances of the family as a whole, and every individual member
of it, will all be taken into account. The policy is applied to everyone equally so there
is no direct discrimination.
Indirect discrimination
The possibility of indirect discrimination is discussed below. Section 19 of the 2010
Act sets out that indirect discrimination does not occur if an individual is not put at a
particular disadvantage when they have one or more protected characteristics and if
the provision, criterion or practice can be shown to be a proportionate means of
achieving a legitimate aim.
We have considered each of the protected characteristics in relation to the NRPF
policy.
10-year Family and Private Life Routes – Recourse to Public Funds Data 2014
We have carefully considered the available data on the protected characteristics.
We were able to obtain data on age, race, religion and sex. We were not able to
obtain data on disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, or sexual
orientation because these characteristics are not recorded on our system.
The data provided shows the number of lead applicants (not including their
dependants) who were granted leave to remain under the 10-year family and
private life routes under the Immigration Rules from 1 January 2014 to 31
December 2014. This provides a snapshot of our recent operation of the NRPF
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policy. The data is split between those granted leave on code 1 (which imposes the
no recourse to public funds condition) and code 1A (which does not impose the no
recourse to public funds condition).
The data records initial case outcomes which were dispatched (meaning the Home
Office decision was posted to the applicant or their representative) during 2014.
This means that it includes applicants who applied on the basis of family and private
life, and also those who did not but were nonetheless granted leave on this basis. It
does not include applicants who were originally refused leave in this category but
were granted at a later date, such as following an appeal.
The data contains 11,046 cases granted under the 10-year family and private life
routes from 1 January 2014 to 31 December 2014. Of these cases, the majority
(92%, 10,213) were granted leave with no recourse to public funds. In the remaining
8% of cases (833), the no recourse to public funds condition code was not imposed
or was lifted.
Notes on the data







This data has been provided by and assured by the Home Office Performance
Reporting & Analysis Unit.
It is subject to change.
The data is based on decision despatch date, lead cases only, for outcome
codes 1000175,1000275,1000375,1000376, Stats categories U3,4,5, condition
codes 1 and 1A, where 1 represents the NRPF condition code and 1A
represents the non-imposition or lifting of the NRPF condition code.
The following analysis was taken from the spreadsheet tabs specifying figures
for sex, age, nationality and religion.
The tables contain the NRPF and RPF acronyms. In this context “NRPF” means
no recourse to public funds where this condition code was imposed on the grant
of leave, and “RPF” means recourse to public funds, meaning that the no
recourse to public funds condition code was not imposed in that grant of leave or
was lifted.

Discussion with caseworkers
We have also discussed the data with caseworkers dealing with these cases to
seek their views on the possible reasons for some of the differences identified by
the data based on the kinds of applications they deal with. We also asked them
about the protected characteristics for which no data was available. This anecdotal
information is also included where it is helpful in adding an extra dimension to this
assessment.
1. AGE




The majority of each age group was granted leave with no recourse to public
funds, see table 1 (83%-94%).
The proportion of under-18s who had the no recourse to public funds condition
code not imposed or lifted was higher (17%, 69) than any other age group.
For all those granted under the 10-year family and private life routes in 2014,
just under half were aged between 26 and 35 years (48%, 5,304).
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Table 1. Age of those granted under the 10-year family and private life routes, 2014
Age
NRPF
%
RPF
%
Total Total %
Under 18
342
83%
69
17%
411
4%
18-25
1,677
94%
102
6%
1,779
16%
26-35
4,947
93%
357
7%
5,304
48%
36-45
2,578
91%
247
9%
2,825
26%
46-55
552
92%
49
8%
601
5%
56-64
96
93%
7
7%
103
1%
65+
21
91%
2
9%
23
<1%
Total
10,213
833
11,046
100%

We have considered whether people with this protected characteristic are
particularly likely to be affected. There is no direct discrimination with regard to the
age of the applicant. However, particular age groups may be more affected than
others. The policy is to not impose, or to lift, the NRPF condition code for those who
are destitute or who establish particularly compelling child welfare concerns.
Anyone who meets the requirements of the NRPF policy, regardless of age, will
have the NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted. In addition, even where an
applicant does not establish that they are destitute and there are no particularly
compelling reasons relating to the welfare of a child, the Secretary of State retains
the discretion not to apply or to lift the NRPF condition code if the nature of the
person’s circumstances warrant this. So a person could still have the NRPF
condition code not imposed or lifted in light of any age-specific factors in their case.
Any representations made by the applicant would be given careful consideration.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
to deal with any adverse impact on this protected characteristic.
2. DISABILITY
Data is not available on the number of disabled persons who may be affected by
these proposals. However, we are considering how we might begin to capture this
data in future. We have considered whether any adverse impact on the grounds of
disability may arise. Those with disabilities may face particular challenges in
securing employment, or may be more likely to work part time rather than full time.
Those with disabilities may also find it harder to secure adequate accommodation,
depending on the nature of their disability, and whether they require any
adjustments to be made to their accommodation.
These factors could increase the risk that disabled persons might be in receipt of a
very low income or might become destitute. However, it will depend on the
individual nature of the case. The policy is drafted in such a way as to allow
consideration of each applicant’s individual circumstances. This is true whether it is
the main applicant who is disabled, or it is one or more of their dependants who is
disabled. There are no fixed monetary values attached to the destitution criterion.
Rather the criterion is whether this particular applicant in the context of their
individual circumstances has adequate accommodation or the means of obtaining it,
or whether they are able to meet their other essential living needs. What constitutes
“adequate accommodation” and “essential living needs” and the costs of these may
look different for a person who is disabled compared to someone without a
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disability, depending on the nature of the disability. But the policy allows the
caseworker to take this into account.
It would not be appropriate to design a blanket policy approach to disability, as
every individual is different and their income may be affected differently depending
on their personal circumstances and the exact nature of the disability they have.
The policy is designed to allow a case-by-case consideration on the basis of the
information and evidence provided by that applicant. Where an applicant provides
information about their own or their dependant’s disability, and explains the impact
this has on their financial circumstances, this will be taken fully into account and
given appropriate weight.
Where the decision maker believes that the issue of disability may be material to
the decision and there is insufficient information in this respect on which to base
their decision, they may invite the applicant to submit further information or
evidence. The applicant will need to establish their disability (or that of a dependent
family member) by means of independent documentary evidence, such as a letter
from a hospital consultant. If there is evidence that the applicant has special needs
and may need assistance to present their case clearly, the decision maker can
signpost them to other agencies who may be able to assist, such as Citizens
Advice. Details of the applicant’s local branch of Citizens Advice are available here:
http://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/
Where a disabled applicant does not establish that they are destitute and there are
no particularly compelling reasons relating to the welfare of a child, the Secretary of
State retains the ability to exercise discretion if the particular nature of the person’s
circumstances warrant this. So a person could still have the NRPF condition code
not imposed or lifted in light of the effect of their disability. Any representations
made by the applicant would be given careful consideration.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
to deal with any adverse impact on this protected characteristic. However, we will
keep this under review and will monitor the effect of this policy in relation to
disability in light of data we will seek to collect through the application process on
the numbers of disabled and non-disabled persons granted leave with a NRPF
condition code and those granted leave where the NRPF condition code is not
imposed or is lifted.
3. GENDER REASSIGNMENT
Data is not available on the number of persons proposing to undergo, who are
undergoing, or who have undergone a gender reassignment process who may be
affected by this policy, but we do not anticipate that any adverse impact on grounds
of gender reassignment will arise. Any representations made by the applicant would
be given careful consideration.
Caseworkers cannot recall having seen any case in which this protected
characteristic was raised as an issue in relation to the NRPF policy.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
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to deal with any adverse impact on this protected characteristic.
4. PREGNANCY AND MATERNITY
Data is not available on the number of persons who are pregnant or on maternity
leave who may be affected by this policy. We have considered whether any adverse
impact on the grounds of pregnancy and maternity may arise.
Those who are pregnant or on maternity leave may be at a disadvantage when it
comes to income from employment, as their income might be reduced during the
period before and after the birth of their child, and where following their return to
work they may need to adjust their hours of employment and secure appropriate
childcare. We consider that this group may therefore be at greater risk of
destitution. They may also be more likely to be able to show that there are
particularly compelling reasons relating to the welfare of their child and that they are
on a very low income.
However, the policy takes account of this protected characteristic. Any applicant
who establishes that they are destitute or that there are particularly compelling
reasons relating to the welfare of their child where they are on a very low income
will qualify under the policy to have the NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted.
We consider that this will generally provide an adequate safeguard. It may mean
that a higher proportion of those applicants who are pregnant or on maternity leave
qualify under the policy than of other applicants.
Where an applicant who is pregnant or on maternity leave does not establish that
they are destitute and there are no particularly compelling reasons relating to the
welfare of their child, the Secretary of State retains the ability to exercise discretion
if the nature of the person’s circumstances warrant this. So a person could still have
the NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted in light of the effect of their
pregnancy or maternity on their individual circumstances. Any representations
made by the applicant would be given careful consideration.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
to deal with any adverse impact on this protected characteristic.
5. RACE – THIS INCLUDES ETHNIC OR NATIONAL ORIGINS, COLOUR OR
NATIONALITY




The majority of each nationality group was granted leave with no recourse to
public funds, table 2 (88% - 98%).
A higher proportion of those applicants of nationalities from the Americas region
(12%, 164) had the NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted than any other
nationality group.
Two-fifths of those granted under the 10-year family and private life routes in
2014 were of nationalities from the Africa region (41%, 4,569) and 37% were of
nationalities from the Asia region (37%, 4,115).
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Table 2. Nationality of those granted under the 10-year family and private life routes, 2014
NRPF
Region
%
RPF
%
Total Total %
Africa
4,107
90%
462
10%
4,569
41%
Americas
1,162
88%
164
12%
1,326
12%
Asia
3,964
96%
151
4%
4,115
37%
Europe
656
95%
36
5%
692
6%
Middle East
245
93%
19
7%
264
2%
Oceania
64
98%
1
2%
65
<1%
Other
15
100%
15
<1%
Total
10,213
833
11,046
100%
Note: Regions as defined in Migration Statistics publications

The final column shows the percentage of applications for the 10-year family and
private life routes by region. This shows that the vast majority of applicants for these
routes are of nationalities of African (41%) or Asian (37%) countries. We do not
know why the proportion of applicants granted recourse to public funds varies by
region. Caseworkers suggested that reasons unrelated to nationality, such as how
many children an applicant has or their level of education, were more likely to have
an impact on the ability of the applicant to meet the terms of the policy.
The policy takes account of the individual circumstances of applicants regardless of
race and nationality. If the applicant wishes to raise specific factors which they
believe affect their financial circumstances, these will be considered by the decision
maker. Any applicant from any race or ethnic origin or nationality who meets the
terms of the policy will have the NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted.
Where an applicant does not establish that they are destitute and there are no
particularly compelling reasons relating to the welfare of their child, the Secretary of
State retains the ability to exercise discretion if the nature of the person’s
circumstances warrant this. So a person could still have the NRPF condition code
not imposed or lifted in light of the effect of their race, ethnic origin or nationality on
their individual circumstances. Any representations made by the applicant would be
given careful consideration.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
to deal with any adverse impact on this protected characteristic.
6. RELIGION OR BELIEF – THIS INCLUDES LACK OF BELIEF



The majority of those granted under the 10-year family and private life routes in
2014 did not have a recorded religion (87%, 9,650).
Any further comment on the proportions granted leave with no recourse to public
funds or who have the NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted by religion
should be made with caution due to the small numbers involved.
Table 3. Religion of those granted under the 10-year family and private life routes, 2014
Religion
NRPF
%
RPF
%
Total Total %
Atheist
37
82%
8
18%
45
<1%
Buddhist
53
84%
10
16%
63
1%
Christian
331
72%
130
28%
461
4%
Hindu
35
83%
7
17%
42
<1%
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Roman Catholic
Muslim
Sikh
Other
Not recorded
Total

64
417
26
124
9,126
10,213

80%
79%
90%
84%
95%

16
111
3
24
524
833

20%
21%
10%
16%
5%

80
528
29
148
9,650
11,046

1%
5%
<1%
1%
87%
100%

Due to the small proportion of applicants with a recorded religion, we are not able to
draw any conclusions on the effect of religion or belief on an applicant’s ability to
qualify under the policy. We have considered whether any adverse impact on the
grounds of religion or belief may arise. However, we do not have any information to
suggest that certain religions are more or less likely to be affected by the policy.
The policy considers the individual circumstances of each applicant, regardless of
their religion or beliefs or lack of beliefs. Any representations made by the applicant
would be given careful consideration.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
to deal with any adverse impact on this protected characteristic.
7. SEX




The majority of both females and males granted were granted leave with no
recourse to public funds as shown in Table 4.
A larger proportion of males (96%, 4,944) were granted leave with no recourse
to public funds than females (90%, 5,269).
For all those granted under the 10 year family and private life routes in 2014,
just over half were female (Female: 53%, 5,880. Male: 47%, 5,116)
Table 4. Sex of those granted under the 10 year family and private life routes, 2014
Sex
NRPF
%
RPF
%
Total Total %
Female
5,269
90%
611
10%
5,880
53%
Male
4,944
96%
222
4%
5,166
47%
Total
10,213
833
11,046
100%

The data shows that a higher proportion of women (10%) are granted leave with the
NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted than men (4%). This may be explained
by the fact that there are more applications from women than men to the parent
route, and that applicants granted on the parent route may be more likely to qualify
under the policy. Applicants who are granted on the partner route will have a
partner who is expected to support them and, if their partner is a British Citizen or
settled in the UK, that person will have recourse to any public funds to which their
circumstances qualify them. However, single parents who are granted on the parent
route might face particular challenges in securing employment along with suitable
childcare.
Caseworkers say that they see a significant number of female applicants seeking
the non-imposition or lifting of the NRPF condition code who are single parents with
one or more children. This may be because it is more common for children to
remain with their mother when a relationship breaks down. We do also receive
applications from single fathers, but they are less common. Caseworkers also
report that female single parents may have previously been stay-at-home mothers
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prior to the breakdown of their relationship, and may find themselves without
sufficient education or skills, or in some cases English language ability, which may
hamper their ability to find employment.
The Office for National Statistics ‘Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings, 2014
Provisional Results’ publication shows that the UK gender pay gap is currently at
9.4%, which is the lowest since records began. Although the gender pay gap is
reducing, women are still earning on average lower wages than men in the UK. This
may be another factor which makes it more likely that women will be have the
NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted.
It may be that women are more likely than men to meet the terms of the policy.
However, the individual circumstances of every applicant, regardless of their sex,
will be taken into account. Anyone who meets the terms of the policy will have the
NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted.
Where an applicant does not establish that they are destitute and there are no
particularly compelling reasons relating to the welfare of their child, the Secretary of
State retains the ability to exercise discretion if the nature of the person’s
circumstances warrant this. So a person could still have the NRPF condition code
not imposed or lifted in light of the effect of their sex on their individual
circumstances. Any representations made by the applicant would be given careful
consideration.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
to deal with any adverse impact on this protected characteristic.
8. SEXUAL ORIENTATION
Data is not available on sexual orientation, but we do not anticipate that any
adverse impact on grounds of sexual orientation will arise. We do not have any
information to suggest that any particular sexual orientation makes it more or less
likely that an applicant will succeed under the policy. Any representations made by
the applicant would be given careful consideration.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
to deal with any adverse impact on this protected characteristic.
9. CHILDREN IN THE UK




Available data on how the policy operates in relation to children in the UK is in
the section above dealing with age. This shows that the proportion of under -18s
where the NRPF condition code was not imposed or was lifted was higher (17%,
69) than any other age group.
The available data relates to children who are the lead applicant, and does not
cover children who are a dependant on their parent’s application.

Although being a child is not a protected characteristic under the public sector
equality duty in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, we have nevertheless carefully
considered the impact of this policy on children. We have also had regard to the
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duty under section 55 of the Borders, Citizenship and Immigration Act 2009 to
safeguard and promote the welfare of children in the UK.
The policy provides protection for children who are in a family unit which is
destitute. This means that any child applicant, or child dependant of an adult
applicant who is unable to meet their essential living needs, or who has inadequate
accommodation and lacks the means to acquire more appropriate accommodation,
will qualify to have the NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted under the policy.
There is also the limb of the policy which provides for children where there are
particularly compelling reasons relating to the welfare of a child on account of their
parent’s very low income, notwithstanding that their essential living needs are met
and that they have adequate accommodation. No detailed guidance exists on the
nature of a particularly compelling reason relating a child’s welfare, allowing the
Secretary of State to consider any and every representation made in individual
cases in light of all the circumstances of the case.
It may be that child lead applicants are more likely to meet the terms of the policy.
However, the individual circumstances of every applicant, regardless of their age,
will be taken into account. Anyone who meets the terms of the policy will have the
NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted. Where an applicant does not establish
that they are destitute and there are no particularly compelling reasons relating to
the welfare of their child, the Secretary of State retains the ability to exercise
discretion if the nature of the person’s circumstances warrant this. So a person
could still have the NRPF condition code not imposed or lifted on the basis of their
individual circumstances, and those of their dependent family members. Any
representations made by the applicant would be given careful consideration.
The fact that the proportion of under-18s who have the NRPF condition code not
imposed or lifted is higher than any other age group suggests that the policy is
providing appropriate protection for this group. There is no evidence of any failure to
consider the best interests of children in the UK; on the contrary the policy is
designed to allow consideration of each applicant’s individual circumstances,
including those of any child or of any dependent children.
It is considered that the design of the policy, which requires decision makers to
consider the applicant’s individual circumstances, provides an adequate safeguard
to deal with any adverse impact on children, and allows the duty under section 55 of
the Borders, Citizenship and Immigration Act 2009 to safeguard and promote the
welfare of children in the UK to be fully considered in every case.
CONCLUSION
The available data and anecdotal information from caseworkers processing these
applications do not demonstrate that there is any direct or indirect discrimination
arising from the NRPF policy. The policy is designed to take into account any and
all relevant personal and financial circumstances of the applicant and their
dependent family members and provides for the exercise of discretion in individual
cases where exceptional circumstances relating to the financial circumstances of
the applicant and their dependent family members are established.
SCS sign off

Rob Jones

Name/Title

Head, Asylum &
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Family Policy Unit
I have read the available evidence and I am satisfied that this demonstrates
compliance, where relevant, with Section 149 of the Equality Act and that due
regard has been made to the need to: eliminate unlawful discrimination;
advance equality of opportunity; and foster good relations.
Directorate/Unit

Asylum &
Family Policy
Unit

Lead contact

D Kajita

Date

6 April 2015

Review Date

Ongoing

Retain the completed PES for your records and send a copy to
Diversity team@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk and your relevant business area
Equality and Diversity Lead.
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