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[bookmark: _Toc74754574][bookmark: _Toc153265687]Equality Screening and Impact Assessment
[bookmark: _Toc74754575][bookmark: _Toc153265688]Introductory Guidance 
[bookmark: _Toc71644268][bookmark: _Toc74754576][bookmark: _Toc153265689]What is it? 
Equality screening and impact assessment (ESIA) helps us consider the effect of our policies and practices[footnoteRef:2] on different people.  It helps us minimise negative impact and potential discrimination and promote opportunities to advance equality, inclusion and good relations between different groups of people.    [2:  Consistent with its broad definition in Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act and other equality legislation, this guidance uses the term ‘policy’ as a shorthand for policies, practices, activities and significant decisions about how we work and carry out our functions. The British Council’s ESIA process is equivalent to the Equality Commissions screening exercise and equality impact assessment (EIA) and should not be confused with EQIA which is a more detailed equality impact assessment (EQIA) carried out in accordance with Equality Commission guidance, ‘Practical Guidance on equality impact assessment (February 2005)’.] 

It is deliberately a time and resource intensive process because it encourages us to slow down and build in perspectives from a range of different people.  
There are two main parts to equality screening and impact assessment.  
Part 1 (Equality Screening):  The first part of the form presents a set of equality screening questions.  These questions help determine whether the policy is relevant to equality and whether it needs to go through an equality impact assessment.  
Part 2 (Equality Impact Assessment):  The second part of the form, is the equality impact assessment.  This is where a panel of people review the proposed policy, particularly thinking about its impact on different groups of people, trying to identify and counter any potential negative impact and promote any opportunities to enhance equality.  The panel suggests actions for the policy owner to adopt.  
[bookmark: _Toc71644269][bookmark: _Toc74754577][bookmark: _Toc153265690]Why do we do it? 
The process helps us improve our policies and build equality into our work.  Equality screening and impact assessment (ESIA) helps us consider the potential impact of what we do on different groups who are susceptible to unjustified discrimination, some of whom are legally protected against this, whether by UK or other law.  It helps us demonstrate that we have proactively considered equality when developing our policies.
[bookmark: _Toc74754578][bookmark: _Toc153265691]When should we do it? 
Assessing the impact on equality should start early in the development of a new policy or review of an existing policy.  Assessing the impact on equality should be ongoing rather than a one-off exercise because circumstances change over time, so equality considerations should be taken into account both as the policy is developed and also as it is implemented.  The guidance here is to help assess the impact on equality before the policy is implemented.  
It takes some time to properly set up an equality impact assessment meeting if one is needed, so the equality screening questions should be considered as early as possible once the policy is drafted.  If an equality impact assessment is required it will take a little time to identify a chair, a note-taker, a diverse panel and to set up the meeting arrangements.  
In addition, once the meeting has taken place there are likely to be actions to be implemented before the policy is launched.  All this needs to be considered when determining the best time to address equality screening and impact assessment.
When we are implementing a policy that has been developed elsewhere, for example by a government department, or by a partner organisation we also need to assess the impact on equality.  Although responsibility for the policy itself rests with the organisation that developed it, we may have choices in how it is implemented that can help eliminate potential discrimination and promote equality, inclusion and good relations.
For existing policies, please note that an ESIA must be carried out every five years or when any substantial change/review is taking place, whichever is soonest. In this context ‘Substantial change/review’ means it would affect people in a different way than identified when the original ESIA was carried out.
[bookmark: _Toc71644271][bookmark: _Toc74754579][bookmark: _Toc153265692]How do we do it? 
Consider the purpose of the policy, the context in which it will operate, who it should benefit and what results are intended from it.  Reflect on its potential impact on people with different equality categories and think about which aspects of the policy, if any, are most relevant to equality.  Answer the equality screening questions to determine whether an equality impact assessment meeting is necessary.
If an equality impact assessment panel meeting is necessary, identify someone to chair the meeting, and someone to take the notes.  The chair and note-taker play a crucial role and specific guidance has been developed to support them: 
ESIA Guide for Chairs;  
ESIA Guide for Note-takers 
A diverse panel should be approached, including a range of colleagues from different teams / departments / countries / regions as appropriate, some of whom should be directly involved in or impacted by the policy.  
Panel members should be sent the part-completed ESIA form (i.e.  Part 1 and Section 1 of Part 2) and the policy documents, giving them at least a full week to read them and prepare for the meeting.

The panel will review the proposed policy, particularly thinking about its impact on people in different equality areas as listed in Part 2, Section 2 (point 3), trying to identify and counter any potential negative impact and promote any opportunities to enhance equality. The panel will suggest actions for the policy owner to implement. 
The impact assessment panel meeting must be held, and Part 2 of this tool used, when you still have time to make changes, otherwise it does not have real value.  As such the panel meeting should be held at least one month in advance of the planned implementation date for the policy.
[bookmark: _Toc71644272]After the meeting, the action points identified by the panel are reviewed by the policy owner and implemented as appropriate.  The policy owner confirms implementation of the action points or provides a planned date for implementation (and outlines a justification for any action points that will not be taken forward) and then signs off and sends the completed form to the ESIA@britishcouncil.org inbox for audit by the Diversity Unit.
[bookmark: _Toc74754580][bookmark: _Toc153265693]Northern Ireland
There is specific legislation in Northern Ireland which requires a more detailed process of equality screening and impact assessment for policies that are likely to have an impact on equality of opportunity and/or good relations. This includes external consultation with relevant contacts and organisations, which is done through publication on an external website available to the public. Given this, there is a need to confirm whether the proposed policy affects anyone in Northern Ireland. If it does, all parts of the form need to be completed and the guidance at Annex A must be read and followed.
[bookmark: _Toc71644273][bookmark: _Toc74754581][bookmark: _Toc153265694]Wales
As a public body operating in Wales there is a legal requirement for us to produce any information intended for the general public in Wales in the Welsh language.  Therefore, there is a section in the form seeking confirmation of whether the Welsh public will be affected by the proposed policy.
[bookmark: _Toc74754582][bookmark: _Toc153265695][bookmark: _Hlk74754415]Procedural notes
Please note, the document will be considered invalid for audit if not correctly completed. More information about the audit process can be found in the Guide to the audit of EDI planning tools. 
Complete Part 1 (Equality Screening) ensuring the Record of Decision is signed and dated by the policy owner (a digital signature including typed name is acceptable)
If Part 2 (Equality Impact Assessment) is required progress to Part 2
If Part 2 (Equality Impact Assessment) is not required, send the Part 1 (Equality Screening) form to ESIA@britishcouncil.org for audit by the Diversity Unit.  

Submitted tools which pass the audit are uploaded to SharePoint and form part of a database of examples accessible by colleagues.  
ESIAs that pass audit will inform and may be used as evidence of completed actions in the EDI planning tools section of the country/business area EDI action plans. Please note that this only applies where an Impact Assessment has taken place and both Parts 1 and 2 of the ESIA form have been completed. 

[bookmark: _Toc71644275][bookmark: _Toc74754583][bookmark: _Toc153265696]Part 1:  Equality Screening
[bookmark: _Toc71644276][bookmark: _Toc74754584][bookmark: _Toc153265697]Policy Details[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Consistent with its broad definition in Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act and other equality legislation, this guidance uses the term ‘policy’ as a shorthand for policies, practices, activities and significant decisions about how we work and carry out our functions.] 

	Title of policy 
	Reasonable Adjustments Policy

	Name of policy owner
	Lisa Paniccia-Brown

	Planned implementation date (dd/mm/yy)
	01/09/2025

	Policy type 
(for example global, regional, cluster, country, business area, department, sector policy)
	Global People Function

	Country/Business Area
	Global People Function


[bookmark: _Toc71644277][bookmark: _Toc74754585][bookmark: _Toc153265698]Background 
Provide brief background information about the policy or change to it.  Include rationale, intended beneficiaries and expected outcomes.  Use as much space as you wish, the table below will expand as you enter information.   
	
The current policy is called ‘Adjustments for Staff with Disabilities’ and is overdue for renewal. As Head of Global Wellbeing, I have worked closely with the Diversity Unit to undertake a large scoping exercise around how the British Council support colleagues with disabilities, and specifically around reasonable adjustments. There is vast improvement needed in this space. Many colleagues with disabilities have had dissatisfactory experiences, with many struggling through prolonged processes with multiple stakeholders and a lot of self-advocacy required, just to secure the adjustments they need to do their job. 
I created an action plan, which I have been working through for 6 months, to make improvements in how the British Council action reasonable adjustments: including simplifying and clarifying the process, training for HR colleagues, changing Occupational Health provider, establishing a reasonable adjustment committee, removing new joiner medical questionnaires, and more. Throughout this, I have focused on centering the employee experience. 
I have re-written the policy, renamed it as ‘Reasonable Adjustment Policy’ (as reasonable adjustments have a wider scope than only colleagues with disabilities), and tried to bring it to industry standard. I have worked with Jane Franklin who has reviewed the policy, as together we aim to steer the British Council approach towards the social model. I have added a few appendix documents to accompany the policy, to ensure HR colleagues, line managers and employees are well-informed. I have written a basic assessment framework to ensure that the way the British Council review if a requested adjustment is ‘reasonable’ is done fairly and using consistent criteria. This is to avoid decisions being made inconsistently across the organisation, or without sound reasoning that can be communicated to the employee. 
This policy, and the associated assessment framework, are my attempt to make the reasonable adjustment process much clearer and to a better standard, to ensure the British Council is compliant with equality law, and to improve employee experience. 
Additionally, we are establishing a reasonable adjustment committee who will oversee and ‘own’ the process, review any complex cases, and work with stakeholders across the organisation to ensure colleagues don’t have to advocate for themselves in tiresome processes to secure the adjustments they need. 
This policy will directly affect colleagues who require adjustments because of disability, health needs, returning to work from a long sickness absence period, and other reasons. It is key information for all line managers and HR colleagues. It affects everybody at the British Council because a more inclusive workplace benefits everybody. 

Note – The original policy owner Amber left the British Council during the ESIA process; overall accountability for this policy still remains within the same People Function line, and the policy ownership has defaulted to Amber’s line manager. For the avoidance of doubt, Amber’s line manager had active involvement in the creation of this policy, and implementation will fall to her.  


[bookmark: _Toc71644278][bookmark: _Toc74754586][bookmark: _Toc153265699]Equality Screening Questions 
To determine if an EIA is necessary, please answer the following by ticking yes, no or not sure: 
	Question
	Yes
	No
	Not sure

	Is the policy potentially significant in terms of its anticipated impact on employees, or customers/clients/audiences, or the wider community? 
	/
	
	

	Is it a major policy, significantly affecting how programmes/services/ functions are delivered?
	/
	
	

	Might the policy affect people in particular equality categories in a different way?
	/
	
	

	Are the potential equality impacts unknown?
	
	
	/

	Does the policy have the possibility to support or detract from our efforts to promote the inclusion of people from under-represented groups?
	/
	
	

	Total responses Yes / No / Not sure
	4
	
	1



[bookmark: _Toc71644279][bookmark: _Toc74754587][bookmark: _Toc153265700]Deciding if an Equality Impact Assessment is necessary
If you answered ‘yes’ to any of the questions, then an equality impact assessment is necessary. Please answer these additional questions, by ticking yes, no or not sure:
	Question
	Yes
	No
	Not sure

	Will the policy have an impact on anyone in Northern Ireland? (*)
	/
	
	

	Will the policy need to be communicated externally in Wales and therefore translated into Welsh?
	
	/
	



When you have answered these questions, please move to the ‘Record of decision’ section below and record confirmation of this by indicating “is required”; then progress to Part 2. 
(*) If the proposed policy affects anyone in Northern Ireland, all parts of the form need to be completed and the guidance at Annex A must be read and followed.  



If you answered ‘no’ to all the Equality Screening Questions above, then an equality impact assessment is not needed.  Please move to the ‘Record of decision’ section below and record confirmation of this by indicating “is not required”.
If there are any ‘not sure’ responses to the Equality Screening Questions above, then please discuss next steps further with the Dedicated EDI Lead in your region/sector or with the Diversity Unit, who will help you decide if an equality impact assessment is necessary.   
[bookmark: _Toc74754588][bookmark: _Toc153265701]Record of Decision
	I confirm an equality impact assessment is required / (delete as relevant).  

	Policy Owner (Name): Amber Cowburn Armoogum

	Policy Owner (Role): Head of Global Wellbeing

	Policy Owner (Signature): Amber Cowburn Armoogum
(A typed signature is sufficient)

	Country/Business Area and Region: Global HR

	Date (dd/mm/yy):30.01.2025



[bookmark: _Toc74754589][bookmark: _Toc153265702]Procedural notes
Note 1: If an equality impact assessment is required, please complete Part 2, Section 1 and send this part-completed form to the panel along with any relevant background documentation about the policy at least one full week prior to the EIA meeting.  This should include the draft policy and any supporting data or relevant papers.
Note 2:  If an equality impact assessment is not required, this Equality Screening section (i.e. Part 1) of the form must be sent to ESIA@britishcouncil.org for audit by the Diversity Unit.


[bookmark: _Toc71644280][bookmark: _Toc74754590][bookmark: _Toc153265703]
Part 2:  Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)
[bookmark: _Toc74754591][bookmark: _Toc153265704]Section 1
This section is to be completed before the EIA panel meeting and sent at least 
one week in advance to the panel along with the policy and other relevant documents.

	Title of Policy 
	Reasonable Adjustment Policy



1.  	Please summarise the purpose of the policy, the context in which it will operate, who it should benefit and what results are intended from it.
	
The current policy is called ‘Adjustments for Staff with Disabilities’ and is overdue for renewal. As Head of Global Wellbeing, I have worked closely with the Diversity Unit to undertake a large scoping exercise around how the British Council support colleagues with disabilities, and specifically around reasonable adjustments. There is vast improvement needed in this space. Many colleagues with disabilities have had dissatisfactory experiences, with many struggling through prolonged processes with multiple stakeholders and a lot of self-advocacy required, just to secure the adjustments they need to do their job. 
I created an action plan, which I have been working through for 6 months, to make improvements in how the British Council action reasonable adjustments: including simplifying and clarifying the process, training for HR colleagues, changing Occupational Health provider, establishing a reasonable adjustment committee, removing new joiner medical questionnaires, and more. Throughout this, I have focused on centering the employee experience. 
I have re-written the policy, renamed it as ‘Reasonable Adjustment Policy’ (as reasonable adjustments have a wider scope than only colleagues with disabilities), and tried to bring it to industry standard. I have worked with Jane Franklin who has reviewed the policy, as together we aim to steer the British Council approach towards the social model. I have added a few appendix documents to accompany the policy, to ensure HR colleagues, line managers and employees are well-informed. I have written a basic assessment framework to ensure that the way the British Council review if a requested adjustment is ‘reasonable’ is done fairly and using consistent criteria. This is to avoid decisions being made inconsistently across the organisation, or without sound reasoning that can be communicated to the employee. 
This policy, and the associated assessment framework, are my attempt to make the reasonable adjustment process much clearer and to a better standard, to ensure the British Council is compliant with equality law, and to improve employee experience. 
Additionally, we are establishing a reasonable adjustment committee who will oversee and ‘own’ the process, review any complex cases, and work with stakeholders across the organisation to ensure colleagues don’t have to advocate for themselves in tiresome processes to secure the adjustments they need. 
This policy will directly affect colleagues who require adjustments because of disability, health needs, returning to work from a long sickness absence period, and other reasons. It is key information for all line managers and HR colleagues. It affects everybody at the British Council because a more inclusive workplace benefits everybody. 




2.  	Please explain any aspects of the policy you’ve been able to identify that are relevant to equality.  This will contribute to the equality-focused discussion the panel will have.
	
The entire policy as it relates primarily to colleagues with a disability. 






3.	Please outline any equality-related supporting data that has been considered.  This could include consultation with Trades Union Side or staff associations, equality monitoring data, responses from staff surveys or client feedback exercises, external demographic and benchmarking data or other relevant internal or external material.

	[bookmark: _Hlk74056912]
Scoping exercise has looked at the current usage of Occupational Health services and spoken to many stakeholders about this process. A wide range of colleagues have contributed their insights and experiences, which has informed this policy, not least the useful contributions of the Disability Working Group.





[bookmark: _Toc74754592][bookmark: _Toc153265705]
Section 2
This section captures the notes of the Equality Impact Assessment panel meeting.

	Title of Policy[footnoteRef:4]:  [4:  Consistent with its broad definition in Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act and other equality legislation, this guidance uses the term ‘policy’ as a shorthand for policies, practices, activities and significant decisions about how we work and carry out our functions.] 

	

	Date of EIA Panel Meeting: (dd/mm/yy)
	6/2/25

	Name of Panel Chair:
	Furqan Bashir

	Name of Note-taker:
	Christine Fraser



1. Please list the names, roles/business areas and geographical location of the panel members.  If contributions have been received in writing by people who could not attend please list their details too and note ‘input in writing’ by their name.

	Furqan Bashir 
Chair
	MENA EDI Lead, ESIA Chair and panel participant, personal interest in disability
	Dubai

	Javid Iqbal
	Director Data and Technology / Manchester Office SRO / ESIA Chair and panel participant
	Manchester

	Basma Aftab
	SA EDI Lead experienced ESIA panel member
	Islamabad

	Andrew Skinner
	Diversity Lead, Project Lead in disability, experience of being a Policy Owner
	Bahrain

	Andy Philips
	Head of People Insight, Disability Working Group member, ESIA experienced, brings data / evidence insight / practical application evidence 
	Manchester

	Amber Cowburn Armoogum, Policy Owner
	Head of Wellbeing People Function 
	Stratford

	Hama Khan
	Project Manager EDGE, EDI Lead for Pakistan, ESIA panel experience
	Pakistan

	Christine Fraser – Note Taker
	Head of Workplace Performance, Global Estates, ESIA Chair and panel participant
	Edinburgh



2. Summarise the main points made in the discussion, noting which documents were reviewed.  Note any points relating to clarity / quality assurance as well as points relating to equality issues.

	Amber outlined the changes that have been made in the new policy, reprovision of Occupational Health Provider (OH), improvements in the procedure and the practical implementation, movement away from self-advocacy, specification of timelines for implementation, improved clarity and defined accountability.  She apologised for the length of the document but felt it benefitted from it’s instructive and inclusive nature.  The assigning of the ‘Reasonable Adjustment Committee’ made up of delivery stakeholders and the assessment framework underlined the shared responsibility within the organisation.  In producing the document Amber had taken a multitude of feedback from previous user experience and had worked closely with the EDI Unit.  
The policy aimed to 
· Remove barriers for applicants
· Adhere to the social model of disability rather than the medical one
· Move away from induvial managers opinions
· Provide an assessment framework which removed the primary focus from cost
· Ensured decisions were evidence based
· Provided standardisation of approach
NB Amber is leaving shortly and responsibility for the policy will transfer to her Line Manager Lisa Paniccia-Brown.
Discussion
The panel reflected on the organisation’s reliance on homeworking and the equity of staff requiring adjustments both in the office and the home. It was noted this may have a cost implication.
AC said she had looked for the British Councils policy on homeworking and there wasn’t one. Further the approach in the UK was managed differently to the approach in the regions. Additionally regions and countries applied different approaches to homeworking further complicating the approach. Associated with homeworking is the requirement for routine Display Screen Equipment Assessments (DSEs).  This policy is not owned by Wellbeing / People Function as it is in other organisations, but owned by Julia Wallace in Safety, Security and Continuity.  It was noted there is a strong link between physical adjustments and the DSE process. AC hoped in the future to bring DSE process under the same contract and ownership as the Occupational Health services, to provide a more streamlined experience for employees. 
The panel thought the document was a good starting point.  Context was shared regarding insight into the numbers of staff globally who were line managers – 2,700.  Of those, 341 manage one staff member and a further 700 manage two people. (AP shared Line Manger numbers by pay grade data with the panel.) Also the gender of the line manager has an influence on staff leaving numbers.  Most of our managers are on lower pay bands.  The effectiveness of line managers was discussed and the responsibilities of line managers in their delivery of the policy and ongoing support for staff was felt to be variable. Layered on top of this were global biases and lack of knowledge.
How would managers be assessed in their support for Reasonable Adjustment applications?
What data would be available to assess the policy delivery?
The interpretation of ‘Reasonableness’ by Line Managers or the Reasonable Adjustment Committee is subject to challenge legally and therefore extreme care should be taken allowing a large number of culturally diverse staff the power to veto reasonable adjustments.
Managers are required to routinely review the effectiveness of reasonable adjustments in some cases the technicalities of this requirement can be quite specialist.  E.g. the transition to new software or modifying work after sight loss where managers are unlikely to have the specialist knowledge to effectively support the person.
Actions were identified around the assessment and review of the Policy and the need for training of Line Managers.
It was stressed the importance of the People Function and its key responsibilities in this specialised area.
AC agreed with the importance of staff training. She had hoped to role out a Managers Training Plan for this area before she left but will need to delegate this to her Line Manger. The Policy was intended to empower mangers to make small adjustments (those under a cost threshold of £500) without further escalation. Larger spend would require central funding.  Some supporting guidance has already been produced which had been hoped to be attached / sign posted in the appendices to the document.
A clear referral process with timescales should be reflected in the document given there are multiple ways of accessing professional recommendations for adjustments.
AC reiterated that the timescales given were to ensure that past delays were improved on.  Further the new OH provider was delivering an improved service.
The panel sought clarity on where the £500 ‘limit’ had come from and how these costs would be met locally when (most) managers had no financial delegated authorities? Payment of adjustments should not come down to the availability of local budgets. The use of the word ‘limit’ was negative and should be changed.  Before implementation the central pot of funding should be in place. Further the hidden cost in productivity in the delay in implementation should be set out in the application where appropriate.
Regarding equipment and training' it should be made clear that colleagues issued with new, unfamiliar, or alternative software to that which they requested need to also be given training on how to use it.
The Reasonable Adjustment Committee was discussed and the complexity of those with technical knowledge in their area but not necessarily with the application in terms of a disability.  Also discussed was the lack of representation of people with disabilities on the committee. It appeared the only representation would come from the Diversity Unit and this should be addressed.
Access to Work although a UK only resource could be better sign posted so staff understand that financial support in the UK is available if the employee makes the necessary application. It is the People Functions intention to have a dedicated person supporting the Access to Work process.
Where adjustments are not reasonable or effective the policy document could add more details on what the outcomes might be where it is deemed not possible for the staff member to remain in employment.
Data sharing: it should be clearer that personal data should only be shared where absolutely necessary.  AC supplied reassurance that the employee is in control via consent throughout the process. Clinical boundaries are adhered to. HR staff training has been undertaken, and protocols are in place regarding anonymising details, no multiple sharing and the inclusion of safeguarding best practice has been included.  It was pointed out that the consequences, legal and financial of data privacy breaches were onerous.
Given that there is a lot of detail in the Line Managers Guidance document which will support the policy the panel recommended that this document is subject to an ESIA.
In Annex 1. remote working is a suggested adjustment – should this not be a normal option rather than an adjustment? Especially as in many locations desk numbers in offices are being cut with the expectation that staff will work from home.  Acknowledgement was given to the requirements of customer facing roles and this led to the conclusion that the organisation had to be clear what level of cost it was prepared to commit. Further ideally there should be a Global Home Working Policy which would provide clarity on these issues. As well as reasonable adjustment there was also a safeguarding interdependency here.
It was felt that not all language in the document reflected the social model of disability and that the text over medicalised the content. Support was offered to improve on the language used.
Discussion returned to the Reasonable Adjustment Committee.  AC advised that the terms of reference for this committee had still to be written. It was felt it should be made clear that the participants were not experts on disability nor the implementation of associated adjustments.
Concluding comments; the new policy should be communicated globally emphasising that no local adjustments are acceptable, to ensure that the policy is working there should be a review after one year and the document should include clarity on where employees should go if they fear their manager has not dealt with their request satisfactorily. 








3. [bookmark: _Toc153265706]Capturing information about the protected groups / characteristics  
Based on the notes of the discussion (section above), record here any potential for negative impact identified and any opportunity to promote equality, inclusion and good relations.  (The header row in the table will repeat if the table continues on to a new page.)


	Equality categories 
(with prompts to guide full consideration)
	Potential for negative impact
	Opportunity to promote equality, inclusion and/or good relations between different groups

	Different ages (older, middle-aged, young adult, teenage, children; authority generation[footnoteRef:5]; vulnerable adults) [5:  The term ‘authority generation’ refers to cultural or national norms and customs in relation to particular age generations.  For example, in some countries older people are held in high esteem and are considered to have a form of social authority by virtue of age.  In addition, different generations (Generation X, Y, Millennials, Baby Boomers) are also thought to have varying common attitudes towards authority, with for example Baby Boomers commonly questioning authority.] 

	Unless trained properly managers of all ages were likely to perform poorly supporting staff with Reasonable Adjustment.
	Supporting training and guidance for managers accompany the policy will improve the Policy’s delivery and the experience of those requesting reasonable adjustment.

	Different dependant responsibilities (childcare, eldercare, care for disabled and/or extended family)
	The policy is not clear on the treatment of an adjustment request where it is as a result of the requirement to provide dependants with care.
	

	Disabled people (physical, sensory, learning, hidden, mental health, HIV/AIDS, other) and neurodiversity
	Clear lack of funding could impact delivery of adjustments. The definition of Disability is different in different countries which could lead to discrimination in applications depending on their location in the world.

	The Policy aims to improve and standardise the delivery of Reasonable Adjustments for staff with disabilities.
The new OH provider will deliver a better global service to people with disabilities

	Different ethnic/racial and cultural groups (majority and minority, including Roma people, people from different tribes/castes/clans)
	The failure to apply a Homeworking Policy Globally could negatively impact different races. The ability to work from home can be a reasonable adjustment, if this is not available universally then regional variations may occur.
If the policy is interpreted differently in different regions, then racial inequality could occur.
	

	Different sexes and genders (men, women, non-binary, transgender or intersex people, other issues)
	Where those who have medical treatment / procedures as a result of transitioning sex would they be able to access adjustments as part of the policy.
Would menopause be included here / be supported through this policy?
	

	Different languages (Welsh and/or other UK languages, local languages, sign language/s)
	
	

	Different marital status (single, married, civil partnership, other)
	
	

	Different political opinions or community backgrounds (particularly relevant to Northern Ireland)
	
	

	Pregnancy, maternity, paternity and adoption (before/during/after)
	Would adjustments be considered for lactating mothers? (Might this fall under another policy?)
	

	Different or no religious or philosophical beliefs (majority/ minority/ none)
	
	

	Different sexual orientations (gay, lesbian, bisexual, heterosexual)
	
	

	Additional equality grounds (such as socio-economic background, full-time/part-time working, geographical location, other[footnoteRef:6]) [6:  Any other categories people share that might impact on how the policy affects them.] 

	Geographic variations in the interpretation of this and other policies could lead to inequity of application.
Socio economic grounds could discriminate against staff who cannot afford to pay for their own adjustments as a result of time delays or anxiety over requesting / needing funding for adjustments.
Part time workers may feel that their applications are not of equal value to the organisation as those of full-time counterparts.
	

	British Council values (open and committed; expert and inclusive; optimistic and bold)
	
	The policy aims to improve on the delivery of adjustments to staff in a more methodical way which show transparency and commitment.

	Alignment with our commitments to decolonise our work (positioning of UK and other countries, power, status and privilege)
	As the current policy is written with UK Disability legislation in mind, without the expansion of the definitions contained there in it is likely that regional interpretation could cause inequality.
	




4. [bookmark: _Toc153265707]Agreed actions
Insert additional rows for more action points and number each individual action point.  (The header row in the table will repeat if the table continues on to a new page.) 


	Action identified by Panel
	Agreed by Policy Owner (Yes / No)

	If not agreed, please provide justification
	Has action been completed?
(Yes / No)
	Completion date
	If not, indicate planned date to complete

	Include monitoring criteria for the purpose of evaluation on the effectiveness of the policy.  This should be included in the appendices of the Policy.
	No
	This will be done by the reasonable adjustment committee who can develop this over time, when they identify the gaps/issues.
	No
	
	

	Include details of the frequency and methodology for the review of the policy and its effectiveness.
	Yes – will be yearly
	
	Yes – have written it on the policy
	12.02.2025
	

	Create Mandatory training for managers on how to support staff with disabilities and how to administer the Reasonable Adjustment Policy.
	No
	Unclear why training should be mandatory. Policy is clear on the steps to be taken, and anything complex can be escalated to the Reasonable Adjustments Committee.
Creating mandatory training will push the release of the policy back by several months

We are creating a line managers guidance but that will require an ESIA and will be available after the publication of this policy
	
	
	

	Establish clear finance guidance on how to meet costs under £500.
	No
	Policy owner cannot define finance guidance on how to meet the costs. The cost will sit with the relevant function and it is for them to determine how best to meet the cost
	
	
	

	Set up a separate SAP cost code so the spend could be monitored / analysed 
	No.
	A separate cost code means there is one budget owner – there is no central budget for this 
	
	
	

	Change the wording in document from £500 limit to £500 ‘threshold’
	Yes
	
	Yes – changed it in the policy
	12.02.2025
	

	Confirmation that under £500 funding mechanisms have been implemented prior to the policy implementation.
	No
	Links to previous comments about budget – the people function cannot unilaterally decide on the funding mechanism for functions
	No
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk190699929]Confirmation that the high-level funding pot has been established prior to the policy implementation.
	No
	Links to previous comments about funding / budget. People Function cannot unilaterally set up a funding pot for high cost cases. If an adjustment is deemed complex (cost or implementation) then this will be escalated to the committee, to ensure that the request is not being declined due to cost. However, costs will still be borne by the relevant function
	
	
	

	Add a link / appendix to the document signposting Access to Work website and more information.
	Yes
	
	Yes – created an appendix with information about Access to Work.
	12.02.2025
	

	Add more detail on when it is not possible for the staff member to remain in employment.
	No
	The policy cannot define when someone should / should not remain in employment – that is a discussion with the line manager and ER for expert advice – each case is different as should be treated as an individual not a process.
	
	
	

	Include text regarding the legal consequences of sharing data inappropriately.
	No
	Link to the IGRM SharePoint site is provided that gives details on how to report a breach and our obligations / risk of fine 
	
	
	

	Add the requirement to carry out an ESIA on the ‘Line Managers Guidance’ document.
	Yes
	
	No 
	
	Will need to be reviewed by ESIA panel, and further information added after the reasonable adjustment policy is published. 

	The documents text contains over medicalised content. This needs to be corrected.
	Partly
	Although we have not agreed completely to this recommendation, we have made some changes, but there is a need to retain some terminology used by HR and Occupational Health professionals
	
	12.02.2025
	

	Change the language used in relation to the Reasonable Adjustment Committee expertise as their expertise is not in disability or adjustment implementation but supporting departments who can enable works.
	Yes
	
	Yes 
	12.02.2025
	

	Include a note to say that there are to be no regional variations applied to the policy.
	Yes
	
	Yes 
	12.02.2025
	

	Include a 12-month review including the review of process, spend and user feedback.
	Yes
	
	Yes 
	12.02.2025
	

	In the 12-month review specifically consider if the Assessment Framework is delivering the required outcomes.
	Yes
	
	No
	01.09.26
	Review to occur 12 months after policy publication

	Include clarification on where employees should go if they fear their manager has not dealt with their request satisfactorily.
	Yes
	
	Yes 
	
	

	Reasonable Adjustment Committee to include representation from people with lived experience of disability.
	Yes
	With caveats – the committee needs to be small to enable quick decision making therefore we should limit the membership to a max of 2 from the disability working group onto the reasonable adjustments committee 
	
	
	

	Reasonable Adjustment Committee terms of reference to undergo an ESIA
	No
	TORs are not normally subject to ESIA so unclear why this is being requested
	
	
	

	The guide as a document needs to use Brand's Word doc templates and accessibility formatting edits which are needed to better ensure users of assistive technology can access the information inside.
	Yes
	Transferred the policy to the Policy bank template
	Yes
	01/08/2025
	

	Annex A should be completed.
As there is potential for negative impact in Northern Ireland this area should be delegated to the Diversity Unit for further consideration.
	Yes
	
	Yes
	30 June
	

	Greater clarity is need in the guide, that should a decision be made that an adjustment is contextually not reasonable, the findings that led to this decision must be recorded and shared. This is important both for transparency for the applicant, and as confirmation that the decision was evidence-informed, should it be contested internally or externally.
	Yes 
	
	Yes
	30 June
	

	In Annex 1, Workplace Adjustments, under Equipment and Technology, the bullet point which says "Providing specialist software or hardware" needs the addition of "... Including arranging training where technology is new or unfamiliar.
	Yes
	The list is not exhaustive, but we have added this as an example
	Yes
	24/06/25
	

	The reasonable adjustments policy need to link to global homeworking policy and if there is no homeworking policy globally, signposting it to people function relevant colleagues to have one.
	No
	A separate flexible working policy is being reviewed to address home working – this will be going through ESIA 
	
	
	

	Line-manager’s guidance should clearly state that in British Council we follow the disability definition from UNCRPD for reasonable adjustments.
	Yes
	
	No
	
	This will be updated when Line Manager guidance is reviewed and published

	The scope section needs to set out what is in/out of scope in terms of reasonable adjustments (e.g.temporary adjustments  - for broken leg, menopause, transitioning, lactating mothers, etc; adjustment requests from people caring for disabled partners/children who are ‘disabled by association’ according to the GB Equality Act, etc) – see equality categories table above
	Yes
	
	Yes
	24/06/25
	


[bookmark: _Toc74754593][bookmark: _Toc153265708][bookmark: _Hlk74826956][bookmark: _Toc74754594]Sign-off by Policy owner
	I confirm that the policy has been amended as identified in the agreed actions table above. Any actions planned but not yet completed will be implemented before the policy is introduced. If the policy has an impact on people or functions in Northern Ireland, I confirm Annex A (below) has also been completed.  
Please ensure the majority of agreed identified actions have been taken before the policy owner signs and the tool is submitted for audit.

	Actual policy implementation date (dd/mm/yy):  01 September 2025
(if different from planned implementation date) 

	Policy Owner (Name): Lisa Paniccia-Brown

	Policy Owner (Role): Global Director People Experience 

	Policy Owner (Signature): Lisa Paniccia-Brown
(A typed signature is sufficient)

	Country / Business Area and Region: Global People Function

	Sign-off date (dd/mm/yy):01/08/2025


[bookmark: _Toc153265709]Procedural Note  
[bookmark: _Toc71644281]The majority of actions identified at the panel meeting must be completed before the policy start date. Once the actions table has been updated to show that the majority of actions have been completed, or commented on to explain why actions will not be implemented, the Policy Owner (or someone acting on their behalf) must send the completed ESIA form for audit to: ESIA@britishcouncil.org (this can be before or after the policy start date).   
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[bookmark: _Toc74754595][bookmark: _Toc153265710]Annex A: Policies with an impact in Northern Ireland
In accordance with the Guide for Public Authorities, policies which have a major impact on equality will share some of the following factors:  
they are deemed to be significant in terms of strategic importance; 
the potential equality impacts are unknown; 
the potential equality and/or good relations impacts are likely to be adverse or experienced disproportionately by groups who are marginalised or disadvantaged;
the policy is likely to be challenged by a judicial review;
the policy is significant in terms of expenditure.

Policies which have a minor impact on equality will share some of the following factors:
they are not unlawfully discriminatory, and any residual potential differential impact is judged to be negligible;
aspects of the policy are potentially unlawfully discriminatory, but this possibility can readily and easily be eliminated by making the changes identified in the action points at Section 4;
any differential equality impact is intentional because the policy has been designed specifically to promote equality for particular groups of disadvantaged people;
by amending the policy there are opportunities to better promote equality, inclusion and/or good relations.

Policies which have no impact on equality will share some of the following factors:
they have no relevance to equality, inclusion or good relations;
they are purely technical in nature and have no bearing in terms of the impact on equality, inclusion or good relations for people in different equality groups.

For policies impacting on people or functions in Northern Ireland, you must identify whether any of the issues identified by the EIA panel in the table at Section 2, Point 3 above are likely to have a major, minor or no impact on equality.
This consideration must be given to all the items listed in the table at section 2, Point 3 whether they have potential for negative impact or the opportunity to promote equality, inclusion and good relations.


The following questions are applied to all our policies as part of the ESIA process:
· Are a large number of people affected by the proposed policy?
· Are a small number of people who are particularly under-represented, or disadvantaged, or excluded, affected by the proposed policy?
· Are the proposed changes (if this is a new policy, or a change to an existing policy) profound?
· Might the proposal benefit people within any of the groups identified above?
· Might the proposal disadvantage people within any of the groups identified above?
   
	Equality categories
	Negative / Positive impact on equality, inclusion or good relations



	
	No
	Minor
	Major

	Age
	
	X
	

	Dependants
	
	X
	

	Disability
	
	X
	

	Ethnicity
	
	X
	

	Marital status
	
	
	

	Political opinion
	
	
	

	Religious belief
	
	
	

	Sex and gender
	
	x
	

	Sexual orientation
	
	
	



If the answer to the above questions is NO, no further action is needed.   
If minor impact is identified and the actions listed at Section 4 will address this, no further action is needed.  Where the actions listed at point 4 will not sufficiently address the impact, additional measures that might mitigate the policy impact as well as alternative policies that might better achieve the promotion of equality of opportunity and/or good relations should be considered.   
If mitigating measures and/or an alternative approach cannot be taken then the policy should be subject to full Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) aligned to Northern Ireland’s equality legislation.   
If a major impact is identified in any of the answers above, then the policy must be subject to full Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) aligned to Northern Ireland’s equality legislation.   
For guidance on completing full EQIA aligned to Northern Ireland’s equality legislation, see http://www.equalityni.org/archive/pdf/S75GuideforPublicAuthoritiesApril2010.pdf.   
A member of the Diversity Unit should be involved in any EQIAs that take place.

[bookmark: _Toc71644282][bookmark: _Toc74754596][bookmark: _Toc153265711]Record of Decision and Sign-off by Policy Owner
Please delete two of the following statements (those that do not apply).
Statement 2
I confirm that a full EQIA is not needed, providing all the Agreed actions at Section 4 (‘Agreed Actions’) and/or other noted mitigating actions are carried out.
Note other mitigating actions that are not listed at Section 4 here:
	






Signed by
	Name:
	Lisa Paniccia Brown

	Role:
	Global Director People Experience

	Date: (dd/mm/yy)
	01/08/2025



Procedural Note  
[bookmark: _Hlk159849297]The majority of actions identified at the panel meeting must be completed before the policy start date. Once the actions table has been updated to show that the majority of actions have been completed, or commented on to explain why actions will not be implemented, the Policy Owner (or someone acting on their behalf) must send the completed ESIA form for audit to: ESIA@britishcouncil.org (this can be before or after the policy start date).   
   

Prepared by the Diversity Unit
[bookmark: _Hlk159943776]Version 3: November 2023 (update February 2024)
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