THE ARTS INSTITUTE AT BOURNEMOUTH

EQUALITY AND INCLUSIVITY COMMITTEE

Equality Impact Assessment Progress 2007/2008 Report - November 2008

1. Introduction

1.1
The Institute’s Equality Impact Assessment Process has moved forward at a fast pace during Academic Year 2007/08. This report outlines the context for the process, the Institute’s progress over the course of the last year and the processes established and conclusions found in this first cycle of Equality Impact Assessment. Recommendations for the second cycle of the process are detailed at the end of this document. 
What is an Equality Impact Assessment?

Equality impact assessment (EqIA) is the term given to a review of an institution’s policies to ensure that the institution is not discriminating unlawfully – and that it is making a positive contribution to equality. It is the process of assessing the impact of existing or proposed policies and practices in relation to their consequences for equality. 

(Conducting Equality Impact Assessments in Higher Education – ECU & HEFCE p2 http://www.ecu.ac.uk/publications/equality-impact-assessment-in-HE)
2.
Legal Context
2.1
Equality Impact Assessments (EqIAs) are an integral part of the specific duties underpinning general duties on public institutions to actively ensure that they are eliminating discrimination and positively promoting equality. These duties exist in the areas of race (May 2002), disability (December 2006) and gender (April 2007). Significantly, the general equality duties place the onus on public institutions to be proactive in promoting equality and the specific duties stipulate the required actions to fulfil the general duties; and in the event of a claim of discrimination, there is now a presumption of guilt, with institutions required to provide evidence that no discrimination has taken place. Although the equality duties do not yet cover the other legally protected equality areas of age, religion and belief and sexual orientation, good practice guidelines advise extending the principles of impact assessment across all Equality Target Groups (ETGs
). The Arts Institute takes very seriously its duties under equalities legislation and has extended the duty to impact assess to cover all six legally protected ETGs.
2.2
In practice the equality duties mean that public institutions (including Higher Education Institutions (HEIs)) must take action to ensure their policies, practices and procedures are fair and lawful from the outset. Equality Impact Assessment is the means by which this is to be achieved.
3.
Institute Context

3.1
The Equality and Inclusivity Committee, chaired by the Director of Academic Services, is a key committee within the Institute which considers developments in equalities legislation and monitors the Institute’s response. The progress of the EqIA process has been closely monitored and critiqued by the Committee and its Gender, Race and Disability Equality Sub Groups.

3.2
The Institute has worked with Marshall ACM to develop a dedicated software tool to support the impact assessment process.  The development includes an online training module, which introduces the user to the various concepts involved.  The electronic mechanism also enables completed assessments to be stored online for future reference and amendment. 
3.3
The software will be used routinely to review existing policies on a three-yearly basis and to assess any new policy, procedure or practice which may come into existence in the future.

3.4
All policy owners are required to systematically complete the EqIA process for all the policies/practices/procedures for which they are responsible and to ensure that these are recorded on the dedicated Marshall ACM software. EqIAs need to become a natural part of the Institute’s policy making process. 
4.
EqIA Process

4.1
There are seven main stages in the Equality Impact Assessment Process (See Appendix 1: EqIA Flowchart).

Stage 1: Mapping

During this stage, all formal and informal policies and procedures are identified and a policy owner allocated to each. Simply expressed, this stage involves listing those policies and procedures owned by each section and assigning a person responsible for the assessment of each. This information is inputted into the EqIA software.

Stage 2: Screening

Screening determines the aims of the policy by testing it against equality relevance.

This will determine the order in which to assess policies and the amount of resources that are allocated to each. Equality relevance means that there is something about this policy which could or obviously does affect people from an equality target group in a different way to others. Screening will establish if there is a need to carry out a full impact assessment on a policy. After initial screening for equality relevance, the policies are prioritised into high, medium and low risk categories.

Stage 3: Collecting Evidence
Internal and external data relevant to the policy being assessed should be gathered and analysed to see if there are apparent differences in impact on equality target groups. It is important to use a mixture of qualitative and quantitative data to ensure a rounded picture of a policy’s impact. 

Internal data may include:
· Ethnic/equality monitoring reports

· Staff/student surveys

· Complaints and grievances

HEFCE and the ECU recommend the following sources of external National Data where relevant and available:
· Data collected by UCAS and HESA relating to students and staff in HE

· Research undertaken by the Equality and Human Rights Commission 
· Research undertaken by HE Trade Unions

· Commissioned research and reports
· Census data

· Labour force surveys

Stage 4: Full Impact Assessment

The policy is assessed as to whether it has, or is likely to have, a differential impact on relevant equality target groups.

Differential impact can be

· Positive or negative

· Direct or indirect

It indicates that the policy affects a given group or groups in a different way to another. The key indicator is whether there is evidence of adverse or negative impact as this indicates that discrimination is occurring.

Stage 5: Making Adjustments and Decisions

When a policy does require amendment, or (for instance) a procedure or practice requires replacement with an alternative which meets the same aims for the Institute, it is good practice to refer back to the initial aims of the policy to see how it could be amended. Considerations include: 

· What are the causes of the adverse impact?

· What alternative measures could be taken to achieve the same aims?

· Are there any interventions that could remove the adverse impact?

· What additional measures could be taken to further equality of opportunity in the context of this policy?

· Will changes affect resources and accountability for the policy?

Interventions could consist of:

· Training options

· Mainstreaming equality and inclusivity into existing managerial practices/activities

· Using marketing/PR to raise the profile of an issue.
Re-assessment of the policy by screening and application of relevant data needs to be carried out as before to ensure that alleviation of adverse impact for one group does not mean it is passed on to another.
Stage 6: Report and Publish

If no adverse impact is created by the policy assessed, a brief report of the assessment undertaken should be drafted and made available to stakeholders. Where adverse impact is found and appropriate changes made, clear evidence of the assessment process should be recorded and reasons for the mitigating factors identified should be stated. Consideration of alternatives should be evident in the assessment report and justification provided for those that are not accepted.
Stage 7: Monitoring
Impact assessment is not a one-off process but should become part of the cycle of institutional quality control to ensure the Institute meets the needs of its stakeholders and fulfils legislative requirements.

· The process will help highlight what information and data assists in evaluating the policy and, once complete, steps should be taken to ensure that this information is gathered at appropriate intervals before the next review to make the process as fast and efficient as possible.

· The next date for review of the policy should be logged and scheduled, bearing in mind the need for a three year cycle. The Impact Assessment Software ensures that the relevant policy owners are reminded when a policy is due for review. 

· As an integral part of policy making, impact assessment should begin as soon as a relevant new policy or practice is considered.

5.
EqIA Progress at the Institute in 2007- 2008
5.1
Despite technical issues initially delaying its delivery to the Institute, the Marshall ACM EqIA system has been launched. The Institute initiated execution of its Equality Impact Assessments by mapping all the formal policies. Key policy owners were then identified and trained on the purpose and process of Impact Assessing and on how to complete the Mapping and Screening stages. Policy Owners were given a 3 month deadline by which to complete the first two stages of the process. Following this first deadline, the below timeline for the first cycle of the Institute’s Equality Impact Assessment Process was established:

Timeline for Equality Impact Assessment 2007/2008:

	2008
	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December

	Section Actions:
	Submission of Policy impact Stage 1 &2 (mapping/screening) on online software 
	Preliminary work on identified ‘high’ priority areas for impact assessment 

(Stages 3 and 4)
	Attend Training Sessions at beginning of September 

        IMPACT
	EQIA deadline of 31st October (software cycle completed)

ASSESSMENT
	Act on any relevant feedback from EQIA panel function and E&I Committee
	EQIA Process for 2007/2008 Complete and Publication on the Website



	Senior Officer (Equalities) Actions
	Collation/ confirmation of ‘high’ priority policy areas to go forward to Stages 3 - 4
	Confirmation to Sections of ‘high’ priority areas
	E&I Committee 18th September, to confirm EQIA panel procedure as part Equality Group Meetings
	EQIA panel function through Sub Groups:

Disability (2nd Sept) 

Race (14th Oct) Gender (22nd Oct) 
	EQIA Summative Report by November 1st and submission to E&I November 5th for meeting on the 13th November
	Preparation for the next cycle in 2009.




5.2
Training on stages 3&4 of the process took place in September 2008
. Stage 3 involves collating and analysing information from both external and internal sources to check whether a policy, procedure or practice is discriminatory. The Full Impact Assessment (Stage 4) is then recorded on the Marshall ACM software and draws on the information gathered in Stage 3 to make a decision on the impact of a policy on the various Equality Target Groups. The deadline for completion of stages 3&4 was set for 31 October 2008. 

5.3
As the deadline approached, the Institute became aware that the software was malfunctioning and that some of the data, meticulously input by Policy Owners, had been lost. 

5.4
Further irregularities in the software have also been identified, specifically the browse and save function for Supporting Documentation is unable to store uploaded files. This is an essential action required in Stage 4 of the EqIA process. In the light of these unforeseen difficulties, the timeline of actions (above) has been suspended until the software company can give the Institute the assurance that further data stored on the system will not be lost and that the supporting documentation function is operating efficiently. 
6.
Findings

6.1
Appendix 6 contains a detailed table listing all the formal policies which have been mapped, screened and/or fully assessed. As the table demonstrates, 99 policies have been mapped, 94 have been screened for equality relevance of which 4 have been fully assessed. From the 94 which have been screened, 10 have been prioritised as High, 22 as Medium, 38 as Low and 24 as None. This is a massive achievement for which all Policy Owners deserve credit. 

6.2
During Stage 2: Screening, the Institute became concerned that the priority level selection of High, Medium, Low or None was a highly subjective choice. Indeed the Equality and Inclusivity Committee noted these concerns particularly regarding the consistency of this approach. In response the E&I Committee formed a Screening Scrutiny Group
 made up of the Institute Secretary, the Head of Student Services, the Employee Relations Manager and Senior Officer (Equalities). The purpose of this group is to review the EqIA screening completed by policy owners in order to ensure consistency across the Institute in the designation of High, Medium, Low and ‘None’ categories of priority. This group ensures that the same decision-making criteria are employed across all sections of the Institute as well as adding a supplementary level of verification to the EQIA process. Each member of the Group is allocated a number of policies to scrutinise and any inconsistencies found will be brought to the attention of the relevant policy owner for discussion.  This will permit a review and potentially a reclassification if required. 

6.3
Statutory guidance highlights the need for a consultation mechanism to be incorporated into the EqIA process
. Involvement and engagement with Stakeholders in the light of assessment findings is a key part of the process particularly if a policy or procedure is categorised as having a High priority. In response to this requirement the E&I Committee agreed that consultation panels would take place using the existing Equality and Inclusivity structure of sub groups, and the Staff and Student Equality Forum
. Following completion of Stages 3&4, the panel function of the Equality Sub Groups is utilised by Policy Owners to acquire feedback on suggested changes to their policies. The Staff and Student Equality Forum can also be used by Policy Owners for more general feedback on equalities issues relating to their Policies.

7.
Conclusions

7.1
Despite major setbacks from the outset in the process of Equality Impact Assessment, the progress made during Academic Year 2007/08 is encouraging. Policy Owners across the Institute have been receptive and patient, and keen to ensure that Sections are not encouraging unlawful differential treatment. The Institute takes very seriously its duties under Equalities Legislation and will continue to embed the EqIA process further into the Institute’s structures and planning cycles. 

7.2
One main conclusion which the Institute is anticipating following the completion of Stage 4: Full Impact Assessment, is that Policy Owners may be unable to accurately decide on the impact of a policy, as the evidence and data required to make a sound judgement is unavailable. The Institute regularly collects data and produces specific reports on certain functions within the Institution. The internal acquisition of this intelligence can be challenging. It is expected that new mechanisms will be required in order to produce an accurate assessment of impact. The Institute views this potential finding as a positive step forward in not only the EqIA process but also the continuing development of inclusive practice.
8.
Recommendations

8.1
Feedback from Policy Owners was critical of the Marshall ACM Software design from the outset with many finding it to be confusing and repetitive. Indeed the most recent glitch outlined above emphasises this point. It is recommended that the SO(Eq) remains in regular contact with Marshall ACM until these issues are resolved and that the internal EqIA process remains on hold during this time.
8.2
Feedback from Policy Owners at this stage of the process is crucial to ensure the next cycle runs more smoothly. It is recommended that all policy owners attend a progress meeting to discuss how the process has gone and how to improve it.

8.3
The SO(Eq) was involved in regular training sessions during the academic year which were key to the success of the process. It has not gone unnoticed that Equality Impact Assessment is not always an easy concept/process to comprehend. Indeed the most valuable method of training was that given in small groups of 3-4 people. It is recommended that the SO(Eq) continues to provide similar training sessions throughout the next cycle of the process.

8.4
The Institute’s EqIA focus in the first cycle of implementation has been to prioritise the formal policies rather than examining the less formal procedures, practices, processes and criteria. It could be argued that the informal procedures which exist in an institution are more likely to create differential treatment than those which are formalised. It will be important that the Institute maps its informal procedures so that a plan of action can be established to initiate the EqIA process in these areas. 

8.5
The Equality Impact Assessment process is designed to be embedded into Institute structures and the planning cycle. In order for the process to be effective, it must be applied to all functions within the Institute and regularly repeated to ensure that opportunities to promote equality are optimised and unlawful differential treatment is eradicated. It is recommended that the Institute formalises its commitment to Equality Impact Assessment by reminding all colleagues of the requirement for all new policies and procedures to be Equality Impact Assessed prior to submission for approval.  
ACRONYMS

	ECU


	Equality Challenge Unit

	EHRC


	Equality and Human Rights Commission

	EqIA


	Equality Impact Assessment

	ETGs


	Equality Target Groups (See footnote 1)

	HE


	Higher Education 

	HEFCE


	Higher Education Funding Council for England

	HEI


	Higher Education Institution

	HESA


	Higher Education Statistics Agency

	PR


	Public Relations

	SO(Eq)


	Senior Officer (Equalities) 

	UCAS


	Universities and Colleges Admissions Service


APPENDIX 1
EqIA Flow Chart 
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APPENDIX 2
Guidance Notes for EQIA Priority Category Decisions

Equality Relevance 
A policy is equality relevant if it could or does affect one or more of the equality target groups in a different way to other groups. 
Proportionality 
A policy which is likely to have wide ranging impact and apply across the whole Institute (students and/or staff) will require greater resources and be of a higher priority than a policy which affects fewer people.
Consider readily available data. 

You are the expert on your policies and practices. You know how they work in practice, how they are implemented, how they were constructed and who they apply to. This is the information you require in order to complete Stage 2: Screening.

Take into account: 

	Relevance 

(How relevant is it to equality?) 


	Proportionality 

(How many people does it affect?)


Screening is not carrying out a full impact assessment; it is the process of deciding which policies need a full impact assessment and then prioritising them. 
Screening is asking if there is something about this policy which could or obviously does affect people from an equality target group in a different way to others. 

Screening will establish if there is a need to carry out a full impact assessment on a policy.
THINK ABOUT - Is there evidence of any equality relevance? 

The following questions will help to identify the equality-relevance of each policy: 
(These questions are based on the questions in the online reporting tool) 

· Could or does the policy affect one or more equality target group(s) in a different way to other groups? 

· Could or do different equality groups have different needs in relation to the policy? 

· Could or does the policy actually or potentially contribute to or hinder equality of opportunity? 

· Does the policy offer opportunities to promote equality? 

Remember, we are, at this stage, establishing relevance and proportionality not determining the outcome. If the answer to any of the above is yes then equality relevance is established and the screening process moves to the next stage – full impact assessment. If the answer is no, then the policy will not need a full impact assessment and will not need to be considered further at this stage. 
Prioritise equality relevant policies: High, Medium or Low 

Having decided that a policy is equality relevant the next step is to prioritise action on the policy. Policies cannot all be scrutinised at once so they will need to be assessed according to an agreed timetable. Policies can then be categorised as high, medium or low relevance. It is envisaged that those policies which are high relevance will be impact assessed in the first year, medium relevance in the second year and low relevance in the third year. The priority of one item is relative to the priority of another so initial judgements may be reconsidered along the way. 
High relevance 
(The policy or process is very equality relevant) 

· The policy is institution wide or public facing 

· The policy has consequences for or affects significant numbers of people 

· There is significant potential for or evidence of adverse impact 

· The policy has the potential to make a significant contribution to promoting equality 

Medium relevance 
(The policy or process is somewhat equality relevant) 

· The policy is institution wide or cross-Department/Faculty, but mainly internal 

· The policy has consequences for or affects some people 

· There is some evidence to suggest potential for or evidence of adverse impact 

· The policy has the potential to make a contribution to promoting equality 

Low Relevance 
(The policy or process might be equality relevant) 

· The policy operates mainly within a section 

· The policy has consequences for or affects few people 

· There is little evidence to suggest that the policy could result in adverse impact 

· The policy may have the potential to contribute to promoting equality 

This is a simple exercise and it is very unlikely that you will agree with all the statements. What you are looking for is a ‘best fit’. If you cannot decide between two categories, it is advisable to opt for the higher relevance category to ensure that you do not give a policy a low priority and later find out that it was more highly relevant. Moving the relevance category down later if it is found to be incorrect is a less risky option. 

APPENDIX 3

Training Presentation Worksheets
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[image: image3.emf]EqIAs & why we are doing them



A legal requirement & a powerful vehicle for change
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Ongoing challenges:
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Stage 1: Mapping - DONE

Stage 2: Screening - DONE



Priorities have been set at High, Medium

and Low.



In priority order, the policies now need to be fully 

assessed.
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[image: image6.emf]Stage 3: Collecting Evidence

Are there differences in impact on equality target groups?

Internal and external data (Quantitative/Qualitative) relevant to the 

policy

Internal data may include:

• Ethnic/equality monitoring reports

• Staff/student surveys

• Complaints and grievances

External Data may include:

• Data collected by UCAS and HESA relating to students and 

staff in HE

• Research undertaken by the Equality Commissions 

• Research undertaken by HE Trade Unions

• Commissioned research and reports

• Census data

• Labour force surveys
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what evidence to collect?

The answer to the question:

How could someone tell if this is really having an 

effect?



This should indicate the evidence needed. 



This evidence may be difficult to find or

inconclusive.

THIS IS A SIGNIFICANT FINDING!



For policies judged to be high priority, it may be 

necessary to carry out a special evidence gathering 

exercise

.



Remember the Equality Forum 
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• What do you know already about how the 

policy affects the different equality groups?

• Is this enough to form a judgement?

• What else might you need?

• Can you get it easily?
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[image: image9.emf]Please don’t harass other 

sections!

• Use the Intranet  ‘Benchmarking Data’

• Check out the Internet for data and 

guidance = QAA, ECU, UCAS, HEFCE

• Speak to other people in YOUR section, 

they may know about something useful

• Contact the SO(Eq) – Katie Potts
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[image: image10.emf]TIME TO ASSESS THE DATA

http://aib.macmeia.co.uk
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[image: image11.emf]EqIA Questions 1-5

1. Does the policy impact less favourably on a certain 

group or groups in comparison with others? 

2. Is there indication of a higher or lower 

participation/uptake rate by particular equality groups?

3. Do some groups have lower than average success 

rates in particular processes and/or access to 

services?

4. Do criteria or requirements in relation to the policy 

disadvantage certain groups, either explicitly or 

inadvertently? 

5. Is access to services and benefits reduced or denied 

for some groups in comparison with other groups?
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[image: image12.emf]EqIA Questions 6-10

6. Do particular groups face increased difficulty or 

indignity as a result of the policy?

7. Are there higher complaint rates or lower satisfaction 

rates for particular equality groups in connection with 

the policy, in comparison with other groups?

8. Is there evidence that the policy fails to respond to the 

needs of a particular group, in comparison with other 

groups?

9. If you have identified adverse impact, could this 

amount to unlawful discrimination?

10. If the policy intends to result in different outcomes for 

different groups by using positive action to redress 

disadvantages, is this lawful?

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION??
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You may find that you need to make 

changes to a policy

Use the Equality Sub Groups as a panel

(Gender, Disability and Race)

You may find you would like to consult 

stakeholders about how your policy works 

in practice

Use the Staff and Student Equality Forum
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Any Questions?


	
	


APPENDIX 4

EQIA Scrutiny Group DRAFT Terms of Reference

	Membership



	Dr Bethan O’Neil
	Institute Secretary

	Heidi Cooper-Hind
	Head of Student Services

	Kerry Murray
	Employee Relations Manager

	Katie Potts
	Senior Officer (Equalities)


The purpose of this group is -

· To review the EQIA screening completed by policy owners in order to ensure consistency across the Institute in the designation of High, Medium, Low and ‘None’ categories of priority.

· To ensure that the same decision-making criteria are employed across all sections of the Institute. 
· To add a supplementary level of verification to the EQIA process. 
· To discuss any concerns raised by the Scrutiny Group members about priority levels of screened policies.

· To facilitate consultation with the relevant policy owner who might be asked to justify their priority level choice. 
· To make a final decision on the priority category for the policy in question and inform the policy owner.

Policies designated as Low and None will be scrutinised first. Medium level policies will be scrutinised in the second phase of the Scrutiny process.

APPENDIX 5
Equality and Inclusivity Committee Structure 07/08

E&I Committee
Chair -   Jon Renyard, Director Academic Services

Race Equality Sub Group
Chair -   Anne Dixon, Director Institute Services
Disability Equality Sub Group
Chair -   Tim Robinson, Senior Disability Officer

Gender Equality Sub Group
Chair -   Katie Potts, Senior Officer (Equalities)
Staff and Student Equality Forum
Chairs – Heidi Cooper-Hind, Head of Student Services & Kerry Murray, HR Advisor

Equality & Inclusivity Committee and Sub Groups
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APPENDIX 6 – Progress of Policies

	
	Policy name
	Person(s) responsible
	Low/Med/High
	Status

	1
	Admissions Policy
	Astrid Mackellar
	High
	Screened

	2
	Admissions procedure for international students
	Hilary Colvey
	High
	Screened

	3
	Distribution policy for financial support
	Heidi Cooper-Hind
	High
	Assessed

	4
	EMail Filtering Procedure
	Steve Harvey
	High
	Screened

	5
	Equality and Inclusivity Policy
	Katie Potts
	High
	Assessed

	6
	Halls of Residence Administration and Allocation policy
	Heidi Cooper-Hind
	High
	Screened

	7
	Learning Support Policy
	Brian Long
	High
	Screened

	8
	Special Leave Policy
	Kerry Murray
	High
	Screened

	9
	Student complaints procedure
	Heidi Cooper-Hind
	High
	Assessed

	10
	Student Disability Statement
	Brian Long
	High
	Screened

	11
	Car Park Policy
	Simon Adams
	Medium
	Screened

	12
	Dignity at Work Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Medium
	Screened

	13
	Disability Equality Scheme
	Katie Potts
	Medium
	Screened

	14
	Disciplinary and Dismissal Procedure
	Kerry Murray
	Medium
	Screened

	15
	Double Marking Guidelines
	Alison Aspery
	Medium
	Screened

	16
	Employment Disability Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Medium
	Screened

	17
	Fees and charges payment policy
	Mary O'Sullivan
	Medium
	Assessed

	18
	Fees for international students
	Hilary Colvey
	Medium
	Screened

	19
	Fire Evacuation
	Brian Wheatley
	Medium
	Screened

	20
	Flexible Working Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Medium
	Screened

	21
	Gender Equality Scheme
	Katie Potts
	Medium
	Screened

	22
	Gender Identity Policy Statement
	Katie Potts
	Medium
	Screened

	23
	Grievance Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Medium
	Screened

	24
	Library Handbook for Students
	Julia Waite
	Medium
	Screened

	25
	Plagiarism and Cheating
	Alison Aspery
	Medium
	Screened

	26
	Race Equality Policy
	Katie Potts
	Medium
	Screened

	27
	Recruitment Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Medium
	Screened

	28
	Rewarding Excellence
	Kerry Murray
	Medium
	Screened

	29
	Sexual Orientation Policy
	Katie Potts
	Medium
	Screened

	30
	Staff Development Policy
	Kavita Hayton
	Medium
	Screened

	31
	Student Attendance Policy
	Alison Aspery
	Medium
	Screened

	32
	Widening Participation Strategy
	Pauline Smith
	Medium
	Screened

	33
	Adoption Leave Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	34
	Annual Review Process
	Alison Aspery
	Low
	Screened

	35
	AP(E)L*
	Alison Aspery
	Low
	Screened

	
	Policy name
	Person(s) responsible
	Low/Med/High
	Status

	36
	Attendance Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	37
	Careers Education and Guidance
	Katie Potts
	Low
	Screened

	38
	Code of Conduct Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	39
	Counselling Service Policy
	Jon Renyard
	Low
	Screened

	40
	Educational Visits Policy
	Alison Aspery
	Low
	Screened

	41
	Emergency and call out procedures
	Brian Wheatley
	Low
	Screened

	42
	English Language levels
	Hilary Colvey
	Low
	Screened

	43
	Entry Requirements
	Alison Aspery
	Low
	Screened

	44
	Environmental Policy
	Brian Wheatley
	Low
	Screened

	45
	Guide to Employment
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	46
	Halls of Residence regulations
	Heidi Cooper-Hind
	Low
	Screened

	47
	Health and Safety Policy
	Brian Wheatley
	Low
	Screened

	48
	Institute regulations
	Alison Aspery
	Low
	Screened

	49
	Laptop Policy - Staff
	Sandie Nicholson
	Low
	Screened

	50
	Laptop Policy - Students
	Sandie Nicholson
	Low
	Screened

	51
	Learning Strategy
	Kavita Hayton
	Low
	Screened

	52
	Library Collection Development Policy
	Julia Waite
	Low
	Screened

	53
	Library Strategy
	Julia Waite
	Low
	Screened

	54
	Maternity Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	55
	Mitigation Policy
	Alison Aspery
	Low
	Screened

	56
	Parental Leave
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	57
	Paternity Leave
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	58
	Purchasing Policy
	Simon Adams
	Low
	Screened

	59
	Quality Policy
	Alison Aspery
	Low
	Screened

	60
	Recognition and Procedure Agreement
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	61
	Redundancy Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	62
	Retirement Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	63
	Security Policy
	Brian Wheatley
	Low
	Screened

	64
	Sickness Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	65
	Stress Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	66
	Student Charter
	Heidi Cooper-Hind
	Low
	Screened

	67
	Third party consent form
	Heidi Cooper-Hind
	Low
	Screened

	68
	Travel Plan
	Simon Adams
	Low
	Screened

	69
	Validation and Periodic Review Procedure
	Alison Aspery
	Low
	Screened

	70
	Working Time Policy
	Kerry Murray
	Low
	Screened

	71
	Acceptable use of IT Policy
	Sandie Nicholson
	None
	Screened

	72
	Appeals Policy HE
	Alison Aspery
	None
	Mapped

	
	Policy name
	Person(s) responsible
	Low/Med/High
	Status

	73
	Appeals Policy PrepHE
	Alison Aspery
	None
	Mapped

	74
	Assessment regulations
	Alison Aspery
	None
	Mapped

	75
	Campus Tour, Showreel
	Frances Naylor
	None
	Screened

	76
	Cascade Policy
	Sandie Nicholson
	None
	Screened

	77
	Computer and Data Security Policy
	Steve Harvey
	None
	Screened

	78
	Data Protection Policy
	Julia Waite
	None
	Screened

	79
	Directories, publications and marketing collateral
	Frances Naylor
	None
	Screened

	80
	Email, Internet and Telephone Guidelines
	Sandie Nicholson
	None
	Screened

	81
	Employability Strategy
	Steve Gordon
	None
	Screened

	82
	ERASMUS University Charter
	Hilary Colvey
	None
	Screened

	83
	Facilities Administrator Manual
	Simon Adams
	None
	Screened

	84
	Facilities Policy & Service Level Agreement
	Simon Adams
	None
	Screened

	85
	Financial Regulations
	Mary O'Sullivan
	None
	Screened

	86
	Information Strategy
	Julia Waite
	None
	Screened

	87
	Internal verification guidance for Prep HE
	Jim Hunter
	None
	Mapped

	88
	International promotional materials (various)
	Hilary Colvey
	None
	Screened

	89
	IT Strategy
	Steve Harvey
	None
	Screened

	90
	Leaver Procedure
	Sandie Nicholson
	None
	Screened

	91
	Marketing Strategy
	Frances Naylor
	None
	Screened

	92
	New Starter Procedure
	Sandie Nicholson
	None
	Screened

	93
	Office Relocation Guidelines
	Sandie Nicholson
	None
	Screened

	94
	Risk Assessment
	Brian Wheatley
	None
	Screened

	95
	Student Complaints form
	Heidi Cooper-Hind
	None
	Screened

	96
	Student disciplinary procedure
	Jon Renyard
	None
	Mapped

	97
	Style Guide(s)
	Frances Naylor
	None
	Screened

	98
	Travel guidelines
	Hilary Colvey
	None
	Screened

	99
	Travel, Subsistence and Entertaining Policy
	Simon Adams
	None
	Screened


Report and publish findings, decisions and actions and monitor as required





NO


Monitor and review in future





Consult/involve equality target groups on draft proposals – involvement in the decision making process





YES


Can changes be made to the policy to mitigate the adverse impact?


Can anything be done to improve the experience of those who are or could be adversely affected?








NO


Monitor and review in future





Is there evidence of ACTUAL or POTENTIAL adverse impact?





Collect and analyse data and evidence in order to assess the policy’s equality relevance in greater detail.





YES


Prioritise equality relevant policies


HIGH, MED, LOW





Is there evidence of equality relevance?





Using your prior knowledge of how the policy works in practice, screen it for equality relevance using the Marshall ACM software. Consider RELEVANCE (How relevant is it to equality?) and PROPORTIONALITY (How many people does it affect?)





List all policies, practices, procedures etc. for your section and state the policy-owner.








SCREENING





FULL IMPACT ASSESSMENT








REPORT








MAPPING








Academic Board





E&I


Committee





Race Equality 


Sub Group





Disability Equality Sub Group





Gender Equality Sub Group





Staff and Student Equality Forum








� Equality Target Groups (ETGs) correlate to the 6 equality areas protected by UK legislation: race, disability, gender, sexual orientation, religion or belief and age.





� Appendix 3 shows the training presentation on how to complete stages 3&4 of the EqIA process.


� The Screening Scrutiny Group Terms of Reference can be found in Appendix 4.


� Conducting Equality Impact Assessments in Higher Education – ECU & HEFCE p33 � HYPERLINK "http://www.ecu.ac.uk/publications/equality-impact-assessment-in-HE" ��http://www.ecu.ac.uk/publications/equality-impact-assessment-in-HE�


� Appendix 5 contains a diagram of the Equality and Inclusivity Committee Structure. 






