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PART A:
overarching comments related both proposals

A.1
About Equanomics-UK and our partners
Equanomics-UK works to build awareness of structural and systemic racial disadvantage caused by an economic penalty associated with ethnicity, advocate for action and empower ordinary people to take action. Coalition and collaboration are central to our ways of working. We have a youth focus and a focus on building economic awareness through education, employment and benefits advice. We and our partners (Black South West Network, Coalition for Racial Justice (UK), Friends, Families and Travellers, Just West Yorkshire, the Race Equality Foundation and Race on the Agenda) are concerned about any proposals that are likely to reduce, or remove, provisions that exist to prevent, challenge or reduce discrimination in work. 
A.2
Our approach to our response

The layout and design of both the consultation document and the proforma template were unhelpful. In order to provide a coherent response to the central issues and principles in play, we have divided our response into three parts: 
· part A introduces Equanomics-UK and sets out, and provides evidence to support,  our overall concerns; 
· part B sets out additional concerns about the proposal to remove the wider power of employment tribunals; and
· part C sets out additional concerns about the proposal to remove the questionnaire procedure that has been in place in one form or another since the 1970s. 
To assist those reviewing this submission, we have provided a clearly structured document with very clear headings and subheadings.
A.3
Our overarching concerns and reasons for opposing both consultation proposals
We oppose both of the proposals set out in the consultation document. In addition to the specific concerns set out in parts B and C, we have 4 overarching concerns. We believe that the Government/GEO have:

· launched a consultation about recommendations to repeal aspects of primary legislation without first having conducted the basic research that should have informed any rational and informed policy recommendations (see A.4);

· failed to properly follow the Coalition Government’s own Consultation Principles (see A.5);

· failed to properly consider the results from the Red Tape Challenge (see A.6);

· failed to adopt an objective and unbiased approach and failed to consider the cumulative impact of the proposed changes to the Equality Act 2010 (see A.7).

We have provided supporting evidence as an integral part of our submission. We ask the Government to properly consider our evidence and address our concerns. 

A.4
A failure to conduct the basic research required prior to making proposals for legislative change
The consultation document is an unhealthy and unhelpful mix of attempts to: a) gather basic information about the matters that are the subject of the policy proposals; b) conduct fairly basic, if fairly unscientific and unstructured research; combined with c) make final policy and legislative proposals. This approach is totally unsatisfactory (see table 1).
	Table 1: Concerns about these policy proposals given that the evidence and research base is inadequate

	

	1. The wider power given to employment tribunals

	

	· The wider power given to employment tribunals section 124 (3) (b) is a new power introduced as part of the Equality Act 2010. 
· These provisions only came into force in October 2010. However, during 2011, many of the cases dealt with by the employment tribunals would have been cases lodged under the previous legislation. It is therefore hardly surprising that there have been few known cases where tribunals have sought to use the wider recommendation. 
· There is a genuine difficulty in gathering data in this area because the legislative provision is new and an informed review can only take place after an appropriate period of time. 
· We believe that it would have been possible to review the application of the new power, if it had been in place been in place for at least 3 operational years.  Given the time lags involved, in the implementation of legislation and determining employment tribunal cases, timing a review for 2015 would have made sense. It should be noted that the Coalition Government initially stated the Equality Act 2010 would be reviewed in 2015. 
· A proper review should be planned with the Employment Tribunal Service, and other relevant parties, that would include:
· identifying all cases where a wider recommendation was considered;
· identifying all cases where a wider recommendation was applied;
· seeking the views of relevant parties - including employment tribunals, applicants, trade unions, respondents and organizations, advisers, lawyers etc - about the impact of this provision.

	

	2. The questionnaire procedure

	

	· The position in relation to the questionnaire procedure is very different. The questionnaire procedure has existed in one form or another since the mid-1970; nearly a 40 year history.
· This 40 year history should have been researched and drawn upon before any policy proposals were made, let alone policy proposals to repeal the questionnaire framework.
· The GEO itself is responsible for the latest iteration and design of the questions form. Since the forms were the subject of consultation, in 2010, the GEO should have data, from those consulted about any key issues; any key issues should have been reflected on in the consultation paper.
· If there is a genuine desire to evaluate how the questionnaire procedure has worked and whether any changes should be made, structured research should first be undertaken on:
· the advantages and disadvantages associated with the questionnaire framework;
· the experiences of claimants, respondents, employment tribunals, trade unions, representatives, advisers and others who draft or use the questionnaires;
· The consultation framework adopted provides a fundamentally inadequate approach to research and formulating policy in this area.


A.5
Failure to properly follow the Government’s own Consultation principles

In 2012, the Coalition Government published new Consultation Principles noting the importance of:

· ‘increasing the level of transparency’ in consultation processes;

· improving ‘the quality of policy-making’;

· ‘bringing to bear expertise and alternative perspectives’;

· ‘identifying unintended effects and practical problems’;

· ‘respecting ‘the principles of the Compact between government and the voluntary and community sector’ in consultation processes
;
We believe that this consultation fails to comply with the Government’s own consultation principles and the provisions in the Compact related to achieving an equal and fair society (see table 2).

	Table 2: Failure to properly follow the Coalition Government’s own Consultation Principles - the assessment by Equanomics-UK

	

	1. Lack of transparency in the consultation process

	

	· The ministerial foreword to the consultation document makes it clear that this consultation is part of the Red Tape Challenge process. If the consultation is part of the Red Tape Challenge process, then one would have reasonably expected:
· the GEO to have reviewed and taken account of account of the Red Tape Challenge (RTC) Spotlight responses on Equalities in developing these proposals;
· feedback from the RTC Spotlight on Equalities to support the proposals; and
· the consultation paper to identify and address any key alternative perspectives arguing against these consultation proposals.
· We have reviewed the responses to the Red Tape Challenge Spotlight and it is untrue to suggest that the majority of responses to the Red Tape Challenge supported the repeal of the wider power of employment tribunals or the repeal of the questionnaire procedure.
· Most respondents argued that the legislation should be left alone or strengthened. Where respondents specifically focused on the new power of employment tribunals, they overwhelmingly welcomed the new provision and some argued for stronger enforcement powers to be given to employment tribunals (see table 3).
· There has been an abject failure to acknowledge, respond to or address the majority of RTC responses that argued for the retention of the existing legislation or those that specifically argued for the retention of the provisions on third-party harassment.

	

	2. Failure in relation to ‘bringing to bear expertise and alternative perspectives’ and ‘identifying unintended effects and practical problems’;

	

	· The Coalition Government's consultation principles commit government to bringing to bear expertise and alternative perspectives. There has been a failure to consider either alternative perspectives or bring to bear alternative expertise in relation to the proposals in the consultation document.
· The Government has ignored all alternative perspectives to its own and the fact that the majority of RTC respondents - 5437 to the first RTC on the 2010 Act, and over 1600 respondents to the RTC Spotlight - have argued for the Act to be left alone
.
· The Government decided to launch an 8 strand spotlight on equalities – one spotlight asked about the enforcement provisions. The Government has failed to recognise that responses from expert respondents (including CSOs, lawyers and equalities agencies) and ordinary people that welcomed the wider power of employment tribunals and /or asked for the powers of employment tribunals to be strengthened.
· No attempt has been made, in the consultation document, to engage with the views of the majority of RTC respondents or to consider any potential unintended consequences (see our responses in parts B and C of this response).

	

	3. A failure to respect the principles of the Compact 

	

	· The Compact includes a number of undertakings for the Government, the voluntary sector and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs). While many CSOs, funded and not funded by government, have responded to the Red Tape Challenge, the Government has failed to comply with its own undertakings.
· Compact undertaking 5.1 commits the Government to: a) working with CSOs; b) taking account of the views of CSOs that represent underrepresented and disadvantaged groups; and c) taking account of the views and needs of underrepresented and disadvantaged groups, ‘including assessing impact, when designing and implementing policies, programmes and services.’ 
· Compact undertaking 5.3 commits the Government to taking ’practical action to eliminate unlawful discrimination, advancing equality and to ensure a voice for underrepresented and disadvantaged groups.’
· The evidence, in relation to the Red Tape Challenge, demonstrates a profound unwillingness by Government to even acknowledge the views expressed by a wide spectrum of CSOs, including many equality and diversity organisations, in relation to retaining the existing legislative framework provided by the Equality Act 2010. 
· We believe that the consultation comprehensively fails to:
· acknowledge the dissenting views of the CSOs and equality and diversity specialists in relation to the consultation proposals;
· engage with the dissenting views expressed by CSOs and others;
· provide robust evidence to challenge these dissenting views;
· provide robust equality impact assessments.

	

	We believe that we have presented evidence that demonstrates serious failures, on the part of the Government, in relation to complying with the letter and spirit of the Compact.


A.6
Failure to properly consider the results from the Red Tape Challenge

The Red Tape Challenge was launched on 7th April 2011 by the Government. In May 2011, Equanomics-UK, partners and many others identified concerns that the RTC framework was biased and flawed. Nevertheless, we and many others took the Government at its word, and participated in the RTC process. 5437 responses were submitted to the Red Tape Challenge on the Equality Act 2010 before it closed in June 2011. Between June 2011 and July 2012, nearly 1700 further responses were made to the 8 Spotlight themes on equalities
. The Government and the GEO have failed to recognise or respond to the RTC responses (see table 3). 

	Table 3: Failure to properly respond to the Red Tape Challenge on the Equality Act 2010 or the spotlight on Equalities - the assessment by Equanomics-UK

	

	1. The failure to address concerns about bias & flaws in the process

	

	· In May 2011, Equanomics-UK, the BME VCS Coalition, a variety of CSOs and others expressed concerns about the inclusion of the Equality Act 2010 in the Red Tape Challenge. Our concerns have been echoed in many of the 7000 plus responses to the Red Tape Challenge on the Equality Act. We noted that:
· the Act was one of the ‘most consulted about and reviewed pieces of primary legislation subject to extensive and detailed deliberations outside and inside Parliament between 2005 and 2010 
;
· ‘a primary purpose of this Act is to harmonise and simplify previous equality legislation – so the scope for such harmonisation and simplification has already been the subject of exhaustive discussions between 2005 and 2010;
· many of the Act’s provisions are required by EU laws;
· the 2010 Act received cross-party support during, and on, its parliamentary passage;
· the Coalition Government asserted its commitment to implementing the Equality Act 2010 in its Equality Strategy published in December 2010;
· the Coalition Government itself has decided, since May 2010, which aspects of the Equality Act 2010 to bring into force...
’
· the RTC process was crude and inadequate from a methodological perspective:
· the process is not evenhanded instead it is biased and skewed towards the rejection of regulations.’
· We are concerned that the despite the fact that many of the 7000 plus respondents, to the Red Tape Challenge on the Equality Act 2010 and the Spotlight on the Equality Act 2010, echoed our concerns about bias and flaws in the RTC process, the Government/ GEO have made no attempt to acknowledge, respond to or address these concerns.

	2: Failure to respond to the views expressed in the Red Tape Challenge

	

	· The ministerial foreword to the consultation document says that this consultation is part of the Red Tape Challenge process. We have already commented (see table 2) on the impact of failing to properly consider the results of the general Red Tape Challenge and the RTC Spotlight. We focus, in this table, on summarising what the majority of respondents said. 
· The RTC Spotlight on enforcing the act contained a number of comments in relation to employment tribunals:
· there were 172
 responses
, the overwhelming response from more than 90% of respondents was not to reduce the enforcement provisions;
· many respondents commented that if any changes are made, they should be to strengthen the legislation to protect people from discrimination and provide access to justice;
· around 22 respondents commented on the importance of the new power for employment tribunals and said why they thought these provisions are so important; 
· where reference was made to Employment Tribunals many respondents argued for ET recommendations to be enforceable.
· Only 2 or 3, of the 160 or so, separate respondents raised concerns about the power of tribunals that might be interpreted as supporting the current proposal to repeal this new power. 
· The consultation paper fails to address or engage with the fact that the majority of respondents rejected and argued against changes to the Equality Act 2010. 
· We believe that objectivity demands that a proper consultative process take account of the views expressed by respondents. Where overwhelming views are expressed, it is incumbent upon those assessing the responses to demonstrate, if majority views are rejected, why the majority views have been rejected.


A.7
Failures in analysis, objectivity and failing to consider the cumulative impact of proposed changes and failings in relation to the equality impact assessments
We note with concern that the ministerial foreword to this consultation document makes no commitment to equality or equal treatment. The Government has also announced proposals to repeal the provisions on third party harassment. The Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Bill includes changes to the remit of the EHRC and changes to the arrangements for employment tribunals. In addition, a review of the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) is proposed. 
We also note that, as respondent after respondent to the Red Tape Challenge made clear, none of the provisions under review are regulations, all are part of the primary legislation. It is therefore disingenuous for ministers to refer to regulation when in fact they are proposing to repeal parts of the primary legislation. The impact of repealing each subsection of the Equality Act 2010 is serious, the cumulative impact of these proposals, the proposals in the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Bill and the planned review of the PSED, is even more dangerous. 

If all of the proposals are implemented, there will be a serious and adverse impact on unlawful discrimination, the promotion of equality of opportunity and fostering good relations, the cumulative impact of the proposals could undermine the framework of the Equality Act 2010 itself. Whilst the disbenefits are clear, the actual benefits, to business and all those that have to comply with the legislation, are unclear. Our assessment is that informing organisations about the changes will actually cost money and cause confusion. These proposals are inconsistent with the Government’s stated commitment to equal treatment, equal opportunity, the PSED and European and international equality obligations.
We are concerned that the so-called Equality Impact Assessments set out the consultation document 
 are unfit for purpose. The EIAs simply fail to give meaningful consideration to the questions with an EIA should be concerned namely:

· Do the proposals contribute to enabling the Government to meet or address any or all of the three limbs of the PSED?

· Could the proposals undermine to enabling the Government to meet or address any or all of the three limbs of the PSED?

· If the proposals could undermine enabling the Government to meet or address any or all of the three limbs of the PSED, could or should any mitigating actions be taken?

Any meaningful consideration of the requirements, or purpose, of the PSED is noticeable by its absence from the EIAs. We also believe that the conclusions that have been drawn in the EIAs suggest that there will be no adverse impact on the advancement of equality or access to justice – we simply contest that these assessments are wrong. The review is seriously biased and flawed. We believe the flaws are so serious, especially in relation to the proposal to repeal the questionnaire procedure (see part c), that if the proposals are pursued judicial review would be warranted. 
PART B:
Proposal to remove the wider power of employment tribunals
B.1
Drawing on the submission of the Equality and Diversity Forum (EDF)
We share the concerns, expressed by EDF and others, about the proposal to repeal the wider power of employment tribunals. We reiterate that an examination of the 7000 plus responses to the Red Tape Challenge demonstrate overwhelming support for retaining the Act’s enforcement provisions including those related to the new power given to employment tribunals.
In highlighting our additional concerns, we are grateful to draw on EDF’s submission. 

B.2
Employment Tribunals power to make recommendations (Equality Act 2010 section 124)
The power enabling Employment Tribunals to make ‘an appropriate recommendation’ to an employer as a possible remedy to a successful discrimination claim is a new power introduced in October 2010 when the Equality Act 2010 came into force. This new power applies to cases where the action complained of occurred after 1 October 2010. Hence this new provision has been available for significantly less than two years. However, given the time lags associated with cases coming before employment tribunals, in practice the power was always less likely to be used when ETs were still dealing with cases brought under the previous legislation. It is important to understand the nature of the power:
· this provision is a discretionary provision, 

· this provision is intended to prevent further occurrences of discrimination within an employer’s workforce but only where the complaint of discrimination before the tribunal has been upheld.
B.3
Commenting on the concept of legislating to address fears and on the consultation document 
The consultation paper suggests that legislation should be repealed in order to address the fears expressed by some in the business sector. The Government should be committed to evidenced-based policy making, not policy-making governed by fears that not supported by, or are actually contradicted by, the available evidence.

The consultation document suggests that the power has not been widely used. Like EDF, we cannot therefore understand why it is thought to be a burden on business and we would ask what substantial hard evidence there is that employers find it to be burdensome or even think about it on any regular basis. 
The power to make a recommendation is a discretionary remedy which the Employment Tribunal can decide whether it would be appropriate to use; it is not a discretion that would ever therefore have been used in every case. In considering this power the Government needs to be very aware of the public interest in improving human resource management. A tribunal case is always heard either by a panel of three who will have huge experience of human resource practice or by a single very experienced judge. It is in the public interest that their insight into the shortcomings (if there be any) in the human resource management of an organisation is put to good use. The public after all pays for the tribunal system. If a tribunal considers that shortcomings have come to light it makes every sense that they should be able to make recommendations as to how they are put right. It may be said that to prohibit them from using their discretion in this way is not merely not a burden on business it would be a waste of public resources. The concept that an employment tribunal would make disproportionate or unreasonable use of this new power:
· is not supported by the available evidence about the number of cases in which employment tribunals have exercised this power;
· would be inconsistent with the entire ethos and approach adopted by employment tribunals;

· would simply be out of keeping with the rationale that underpinned the introduction of the duty;

· could be dealt with through amending the guidelines which govern how employment tribunals work

We agree that it is entirely appropriate that:

· tribunals should be able to make recommendations where there is evidence of short-comings that the business has been unable or unwilling to acknowledge itself;

· if a tribunal does decide to exercise this power and make a recommendation, if implemented, the recommendation is likely to:

· lead to better employment practices;

· reduce the likelihood that a sensible employer will discriminate in the same way against the workers;

· reduce the likelihood that the employer will find themselves in front of a future employment tribunal and reduced the costs - financial, emotional and managerial - all the parties concerned.

Like EDF and others, we strongly urge the Government to listen to the age-old proverb about ‘prevention being better than cure’; it is a wise government that accepts that a measure of prevention is better than attempting to solve a problem after the event. We recommend that this power should be retained and should not be repealed.
B.4
The quality of the equality impact assessments (EIAs)
The EIA is woefully deficient because:

· there would be real disbenefits associated removing the new power of employment tribunals;

· it simply does not engage with whether or not this policy or proposal would contribute to, or undermine compliance with two of the three limbs of the PSED - unlawful discrimination and equality of opportunity. 

PART C:
Proposal to remove the QUESTIONNAIRE PROCEDURES
C.1
Drawing on the submissions of the EDF and the Discrimination law Association (DLA)

We share the concerns, expressed by EDF, the DLA and others, about the proposal to repeal the questionnaire procedure. We reiterate that an examination of the 7000 plus responses to the Red Tape Challenge demonstrates overwhelming support for retaining the Act’s enforcement provisions.

We are grateful to have been able to draw on the EDF submission in this part of our submission.

C.2
The history of the questionnaire procedure (Equality Act 2010, section 138)

This procedure was introduced in 1975 as means to assist the making and if possible early resolution of potential discrimination claims under the Sex Discrimination Act 1975. It has since been incorporated into all subsequent anti-discrimination legislation on other grounds. The fact that it has been incorporated in relation to all other claims reflects the fact that it is widely regarded by employer and employee organisations as well as litigants and human resource professionals as an extremely useful procedure. It has never been seen as contentious by the courts and tribunals. On the contrary judges and tribunal members have seen it as a really useful way of finding out whether there are real issues that divide the parties to litigation and if so what they are.

C.3
The purpose of the questionnaire procedure

The original purpose of this provision was clearly set out in the Sex Discrimination Act 1975, section 74 (and repeated in the Race Relations Act 1976, section 65 and all other subsequent legislation in the equality field):
· the first purpose was to see whether or not a person had a valid reason to believe that they had suffered discrimination: this is why the section referred to the decision ‘whether to institute proceedings’;
· if there is no valid reason to commence proceedings, the Questionnaire procedure enables employers and indeed others in county court proceedings to make this entirely clear at a pre-litigation stage;

· secondly, if the person concerned did decide to commence proceedings it enabled them to do so in the most effective way. 

These two purposes advance the public interest in at least two ways:

· if an employer (or other person questioned as in county court litigation) is able to provide an explanation for the concerns of the person using the procedure then no litigation will follow, accordingly costs associated with litigation will not be incurred or will be much lower than would otherwise be the case;

· if the employer (or other persons questioned) is unable to provide such an explanation any litigation that ensues will be more focused and the pleadings better drafted, leading to less costly litigation (both in terms of the parties’ expenses and the tribunal costs).

C.4
The questionnaire procedure and burden of proof

Another important feature of the questionnaire process is its role in the assessment by Employment Tribunals of whether and when the burden of proof passes to the respondent. The importance of the answers to a questionnaire in determining whether or not the respondent has to provide proof that they did not discriminate is set out in the key judicial guidelines in the leading case of Igen v Wong [2005] 3 All ER 812. In that case the Court of Appeal set out the way in which the law requires an Employment Tribunal to assess whether or not the burden of proof passes to the respondent in a discrimination case. These guidelines are applied by every Employment Tribunal in every direct discrimination case. 

We agree with EDF and others, that the questionnaire procedure facilitates access to justice, enables both parties to assess whether a claim lies and enables them to reach an early settlement where this is appropriate and we would urge the Government not to repeal it.

C.5
Key omissions from the consultation paper 

The consultation paper has not focused adequately on the first role or second roles or how the two purposes advance the public interest and benefit the public purse. With respect to the second role, clearly bringing litigation effectively is in the public interest, and it is important to emphasise that in the longer run this will save costs and the use of scarce public resources more efficiently. In short the proper use of the Questionnaire procedure will reduce the circumstances in which both private and public money is wasted. We share the informed views of EDF, the DLA and other CSOs, that 

· without the questionnaire procedure there will inevitably be more speculative litigation;

· without the questionnaire procedure the outcome of a case will then depend heavily or entirely on the cross-examination of the key person against whom the allegation was made;

· if that relevant parties are questioned through the questionnaire procedure the need for, and length of, a subsequent cross-examination should be proportionately reduced;

· where there is a failure to provide an adequate explanation or response to a questionnaire, then the employer (or other person who was questioned) would be more likely to recognise the need to settle the claim - a wholly beneficial outcome; 

· there is no doubt that the use of the questionnaire procedure has succeeded in many cases in causing earlier settlements.

Like EDF and the DLA, we believe that it is essential to keep sight of the stated purpose of the questionnaire procedure. It would be highly misleading and improper to misstate the purpose of a legislative provision and then argue that the legislative provision was not achieving said misstated purpose. Like ED, we accept that a by-product of this procedure may be ‘to increase prehearing settlements and reduce employment tribunal loads’ however, it was never the primary purpose of the questionnaire procedure. 
The settlement (as opposed to litigation) of cases where a business has not been able to provide a clear and adequate explanation for apparently discriminatory treatment is in the public interest. Businesses unable to satisfy themselves at an early stage that actions are not discriminatory should not maintain a position that pushes claimants into litigation that could easily be avoided. 

C.6
The law of unintended consequences
Like EDF, we understand that the Government wishes to encourage early settlement of disputes in the discrimination field and we entirely support this objective. However, if the questionnaire procedure is removed, we believe that aggrieved employees and service users will be more inclined to bring unfounded cases or cases whose merit cannot be assessed at the outset. Clearly the abolition of this procedure does not prevent an aggrieved person asking questions but without the questionnaire procedure no legal consequences follow from a failure to reply. 

The consultation document appears to suggest that use of the ACAS conciliation service can provide an alternative way of gathering information but we cannot see that this is an appropriate function for the ACAS conciliation service. Nothing would be more likely to dissuade someone from going to conciliation than knowing that the process could be used as a means to strengthen the case against them. This suggestion is therefore confused and likely to undermine the conciliation process. 

C.7
Calculating the costs associated with completing questionnaires 
Once again, the consultation document is flawed, in that it assumes that the work that is associated with completing a questionnaire would not need to be done anyway in order to defend a case. The calculations set out in the impact assessment therefore based on an almost entirely false premise.
C.8
The quality of the equality impact assessment (EIA)
The EIA is woefully deficient because:
· there would be real disbenefits associated removing questionnaire procedure;

· it simply does not engage with whether or not this policy or proposal would contribute to, or undermine compliance with two of the three limbs of the PSED - unlawful discrimination and equality of opportunity. W

� �HYPERLINK "http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/resource-library/consultation-principles-guidance"�http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/resource-library/consultation-principles-guidance�


� The renewed Compact signed in December 2010 by the current Prime Minister and Deputy Prime Minister, states that ‘An effective partnership between the government and CSOs will help achieve the following outcomes: 1. A strong, diverse and independent civil society. 2. Effective and transparent design and development of policies, programmes and public services 3. Responsive and high quality programmes and services. 4. Clear arrangements for managing changes to programmes and services. 5. An equal and fair society.’ �HYPERLINK "http://www.compactvoice.org.uk/about-compact/about-renewal/compact-qa" \l "comply"�http://www.compactvoice.org.uk/about-compact/about-renewal/compact-qa#comply�


� Source: The review by the BME VCS Coalition of the 5437 RTC responses and statements made by the GEO to the Senior Stakeholder Equalities Group. The BME VCS Coalition review of the RTC Spotlight.


1. At work (228 responses responses); 2. Buying goods or using services (124 responses); 3. Enforcing equality law (172 responses); 4:In the public sector (212 responses); 5. Positive action (211 responses); 6. Prohibited conduct (213 responses); 7. Specific sectors - in housing, at school or college, on transport (124 responses; 8. Who is protected (413 responses).


� The Equalities Review and the Discrimination Law Review were set up in February 2005, the interim and final review reports were published in 2006 and 2007 culminating in the publication of the White Paper, Framework for a Fairer Future – the Equality Bill, in June 2008. The Equality Bill was considered by parliament between 2009 and April 2010, the Equality Act 2010 received Royal assent on 8th April 2010.


� Source: Equanomics-UK, Runnymede, Centre for Local Policy Studies and Race on the Agenda Briefing Paper on the Red Tape Challenge website, May 2011 and evidence to the Home Affairs Select Committee in May 2011


� Again some respondents replied more than once so excluding people who made more than 1 response probably 160 or so separate responses were received.


� Responses received to this RTC spotlight on equalities between June 2011 and 26/7/12. The responses were checked again 7/8/12 and no additional responses had been posted


� Starting on pages 59 and 79 of the consultation document.


� ‘With a view to helping a person (‘the person aggrieved’) who considers he may have been discriminated against in contravention of this Act to decide whether to institute proceedings and, if he does so, to formulate and present his case in the most effective manner, the Secretary of State shall by order prescribe –(a) forms by which the person aggrieved may question the respondent on his reasons for doing any relevant act, or on any other matter which is or may be relevant; (b) forms by which the respondent may if he so wishes reply to any questions.’ Race Relations Act 1976, section 65


So there were two original purposes for this procedure that were explicit in the legislation.
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