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SUMMARY

The FiReControl project will reduce the number of fire control centres in England
from 46 to 9, with an approximate net loss of 400 full time equivalent control room
posts. The new arrangements are intended to improve service delivery and back-up
capability. The new centres are to be built to a standard design, at locations largely
already chosen at the time the REIA began, in March 2006.

An initial screening led us to identify three possible impact areas: employment;
service delivery; and procurement. These were the focus of the main assessment.

In relation to employment, we noted that the current control centre workforce is
predominantly white. Owing to the small number of ethnic minority staff, potential
adverse impact could be seen to be reduced because the numbers involved would
be too low to show a significant impact. Even though the numbers are low it would
be undesirable for the project to result in a further reduction in ethnic diversity. The
location of the London centre may be key to determining the overall impact on the
staff ethnic mix. Ethnic composition played only a small part in the model used to
make location choices, with stringent resilience requirements given the highest
priority.

The building design incorporates scope for a prayer or ‘multi-faith’ room with
suitable washing facilities.

To the extent that service delivery is improved or reduced, the impact on different
ethnic groups could vary on the basis of ethnic minority over-representation in
deprived areas where disproportionate numbers of fire deaths occur. A key project
objective is to improve service delivery, which should therefore have a differential
positive impact.

Improved arrangements for caller location and interpretation are likely also to be a
positive benefit for race equality, and need to be capitalised on.

We have not yet obtained a full picture of the extent to which, if at all, race equality
considerations were built into procurement, but there may be some scope for doing
so in new contracts, and for reminding existing contractors of their obligations
under the Race Relations Act. Procurement is the subject of another REIA currently
taking place, which may be relevant to this one.

Although race equality considerations had clearly informed many aspects of the
planning about implementation of the project, the earlier inception of a formal REIA
could have made this more systematic, and might have resulted in changes to some
aspects of the policy, but there is still scope for this REIA to affect its future
progress.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 GENERAL BACKGROUND

1.1.1 This assessment has been commissioned by the Equalities and Diversity Unit of the
ODPM, as part of a programme of race equality impact assessments (REIAs)
designed to help ODPM to meet its duties under the Race Relations (Amendment)
Act 2000. This is to be achieved both through the assessments of the policy areas
selected and by facilitating capacity-building in ODPM staff, to enable them to take
forward the impact assessment and to carry out others in the future.

1.2 BACKGROUND TO THE FIRECONTROL PROJECT

1.2.1 A full summary of the background to the project is set out in the FiReControl
Question and Answer Reference Guide, available at:
(https://www.firecontrol.odpm.gov.uk/pub/english.cgi/d150436/FiReControl%20Q%2
0&%20A%20version%203,%2019.7.05.pdf).

1.2.2 In brief, the project is part of the Fire and Rescue Service (FRS) modernisation
agenda, and follows from reviews of fire control centre arrangements,
commissioned from Mott MacDonald in 2000 and 2003, coupled with the Fire
Service Inspectorate’s 2003 Best Value Review of Fire Control and Communications.

1.2.3 The project will reduce the number of control centres from 46 (one for each
brigade) to nine, one for each of nine regions of England, corresponding to
Government Office regions.

1.2.4 The change will result in a net loss of approximately 400 full time equivalent (FTE)
control room posts, approximately one-third of the existing workforce. While many
of the jobs will be essentially the same in the old and new centres, and hence
subject to ‘ring-fencing’ arrangements, there will be some new posts at more senior
levels that will not be ‘ring-fenced’. Should more existing staff wish to move to the
new centres than there are posts available in their area of work, there will be a
selection procedure. Redundancy will be available to those for whom there is no
suitable opportunities for employment in the new centres or redeployment into
other FRS and local authority jobs.

1.2.5 The new centres will be built to a standard design, with some flexibility in relation
to final finishes and external appearance, to meet planning requirements and site
conditions, and will have to meet identical infrastructure requirements.
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1.2.6 The new arrangements are intended to deliver a better service, with full back-up
arrangements between all control centres in the event of failure or spate conditions.
Efficiency savings are seen as enabling more resources to be used for fire
prevention. Technological improvements will allow for pinpointing of caller location
from both landline and mobile telephones.

1.3 RACE EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT – TERMS OF REFERENCE AND
SCOPE

1.3.1 The Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 imposes a general duty and certain
specific duties on public authorities. Authorities are required to set out their
arrangements for assessing, and consulting on, the likely impact of its proposed
policies on the promotion of race equality. Race Equality Impact Assessments
(REIAs) are the mechanism for such assessment and consultation.

1.3.2 This assessment was carried out over March 2006. Decisions about the locations of
the new centres had been made and building procurement decisions made and
implemented, except in the case of London, about which a location decision still
has to be made.

1.3.3 Given the limited time available for the assessment, it was agreed at an initial
meeting with personnel from the FiReControl policy team that the assessment
should attempt to ‘screen’ the project, or aspects of it, for relevance, and then move
on to a fuller assessment, which it was recognised would not be ‘full’.

FiReControl Project Report
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CHAPTER 2

REIA Screening

2.1 POTENTIAL IMPACT AREAS

2.1.1 We had identified three main possible areas of impact, and potential differential
impact, for the project. These related to employment (including building design and
location issues), service delivery, and procurement.

2.2 EMPLOYMENT

2.2.1 Employment issues would relate to arrangements for selection for redeployment and
redundancy from existing staff; and arrangements for filling ‘new’ posts. There might
also be issues relating to the location of current control rooms and the new control
centres in terms of their proximity to areas of different ethnic population mixes.
Building design issues would relate to ensuring that the buildings would meet the
needs of a diverse community.

2.2.2 It became clear early on that the potential for negative impact in terms of job losses
would be very small, given the homogeneity of the current control centre work
force, which is overwhelmingly white, even more so than the FRS as a whole. Only
20 of the 1519 control staff shown in the 2004 Fire Service statistics are shown to be
of ethnic minority origin, just 1.3%. Nevertheless, it was agreed that it would be a
clear setback to efforts to improve diversity if the tiny number of ethnic minority
staff were disproportionately represented among the job losses (accepting that some
staff may be happy with a redundancy package).

2.2.3 The change might represent an opportunity to increase diversity in control centre
staff if the number of staff not moving across to the new centres were sufficiently
large to allow for external recruitment to these posts. It would be important to
ensure that selection arrangements for all new jobs, whether ‘ring-fenced’ or not
were as fair and free of adverse impact as possible.

2.3 SERVICE DELIVERY

2.3.1 Our initial view was that there seemed little potential for negative impact in service
delivery aspects. It seemed unlikely that a failure of the new arrangements would
have a differential negative impact on one section of the community as against
another. On the other hand, some of the new technology associated with the
project seemed to offer a potential for positive benefit; for example, the caller
location facilities might be of particular benefit to those for whom language issues
might otherwise have meant some delay in pinpointing their location. The need
seemed to be to ensure that the new control centre arrangements capitalised fully
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on the potential for enhanced capacity to meet the needs of a diverse public. But
the impact assessment should also be mindful of the need to check for and explore
any possible areas of adverse impact that were not immediately apparent at the
screening stage.

2.3.2 It was felt that service delivery impact could constitute significant impact, such as to
justify full assessment (which follows below) even though the numbers affected
might be small, given the potential for lives to be saved or lost.

2.4 PROCUREMENT

2.4.1 The FiReControl project entails the building of 9 new centres, with the introduction
of substantial IT and other infrastructure, as well as ultimately the procurement by
the new entities that ‘own’ the Centres, or nationally, of services such as
maintenance, catering and security. The scale of money involved can be
demonstrated by the fact that the total value of the accommodation procurement
alone is £332 million up to 2035. This represents a significant opportunity to
influence race equality employment policy and practice in contractors, and possibly
in some cases to ensure that the services procured (catering being the main
example) meet diverse needs. We are aware that ODPM procurement is the subject
of another REIA, but felt that we should nevertheless look at procurement in the
FiReControl context, making a link to the Procurement REIA as appropriate.

FiReControl Project Report
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CHAPTER 3

‘Full’assessment

3.1 METHODOLOGY

3.1.1 In the course of the Assessment, we undertook desk research, and meetings and
discussions with ODPM personnel. The desk research included examination of
documents relating to the thinking behind FiReControl (in particular the Mott
MacDonald report), written and oral evidence given to the ODPM Housing,
Planning, Local Government and the Regions Parliamentary Committee, and the
dedicated FiReControl website, in particular the Question and Answer Reference
Guide. We also looked at population and labour market data in relation to the
locations of existing and new centres, as well as the FRS’s own employment data,
and relevant CRE and other guidance documents.

3.1.2 The main meetings were with staff of the FiReControl policy team, but we also
interviewed representatives with responsibility for Accommodation, People and
Organisational Design, and Infrastructure Services. It was not possible to meet the
FiReControl procurement representative, but questions were addressed to this
person by e-mail.
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CHAPTER 4

Assessment Findings

4.1 THE ‘BUSINESS CASE’

4.1.1 We address the question of the ‘business case’ only briefly, in relation to its possible
relevance to arguments about possible ‘justification’ for any adverse impact found
and hence whether such adverse impact might constitute ‘indirect discrimination’.1

The business case arguments are set out in the Mott MacDonald report, in the
‘business case’ section of the FiReControl website, and in the correspondence and
other material associated with the proposed introduction of FiReControl. They seem
to show that the project represents a ‘proportionate means of achieving a legitimate
aim’. We are aware that the FBU are very opposed to the project, and that some of
the other oral and written submissions to the Select Committee express what appear
to be legitimate concerns, although it appears that the overwhelming majority of
FRSs broadly support the change. We are not in a position to substitute our
judgement for that of ODPM and its consultants, or indeed of the Select Committee.
We can see no evidence that would suggest that the project is not grounded in a
rationale sufficient to show it to fall outside any possible charge of indirect
discrimination, short of there being evidence of massive differential impact in either
employment or service delivery (given that the test of indirect discrimination
requires a balance between discriminatory effects and the needs behind the policy).

4.2 EMPLOYMENT

4.2.1 In assessing the employment impact, we looked at the location of new and old
centres, the rough size of the ethnic minority population in each, and the numbers
of ethnic minority staff in current locations. These are rough and ready figures, and
the employment ‘catchment area’ for each centre may vary in size and shape
according to travel facilities, and economic and other factors affecting employment
prospects.

4.2.2 The largest number of ethnic minority control staff in a single location is, not
surprisingly, in London. The current centre is located at Greenwich View Place in
Canary Wharf, where the population and workforce contain a high proportion of
ethnic minorities. The location of the London regional centre is not yet decided, but
it seems to us that the various resilience requirements that inform the choice make
it unlikely that it will be located at the current site; for instance, its current
proximity to an airport, and being on a flood plain. It is impossible to gauge how
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many of the current employees will be willing/able to relocate to the new London
centre, nor what the likely proportion of new ethnic minority staff will be. The
ethnic diversity of London should be a factor in favour of achieving a diverse
workforce, but this could be diminished, potentially even reducing the current
ethnic minority staff representation, if the centre was located in a relatively ‘white’
(by London standards) borough such as Havering or Sutton, or in a travel to work
area of relatively low ethnic minority population density.

4.2.3 In the South East, the six ethnic minority employees seem all to be based in centres
some distance from the new one in Fareham, which is an area with only a small
proportion of ethnic minority people in the workforce, so there is a risk of a net
loss of ethnic minority staff.

4.2.4 In other regions the current ethnic minority staff figures are smaller, and seem less
likely to be adversely affected by the change, and in the East the move to
Cambridge may offer the potential for net gains.

4.2.5 As already noted, the figures are very small, and the control centre workforce
predominantly white, but it does not seem desirable that it should possibly become
even more so. The location of the London centre is likely to have the greatest
influence on this.

4.2.6 We are aware that the responsibility of taking action in respect of race equality does
not ultimately fall solely with the national FiReControl project team and that a
considerable number of the issues associated with this matter fall to the new
employing entities (whose precise status is still under consideration), who will be
managing and controlling the new regional control centres. The national project
note that “this means that there is a joint responsibility to ensure that where
decisions are taken on such matters as defining criteria for selection for redundancy,
an assessment of the impact on the current staff needs to be taken.”

4.2.7 The project team have also noted that “The race equality impact assessment in
respect of all HR policies and procedures will be positively encouraged to all those
representing this area of work. There is joint ownership between the national
project team but delivery will fall to the employing entity to ensure that they can
demonstrate compliance with this issue. The opportunity to improve diversity
should be included where appropriate ie. where external recruitment is required
and positive action used to assist this. There is a wealth of good practice being used
within the FRSs and it would be beneficial to link into many of the established
networks locally and nationally to assist with improving representation within the
workforce.”

4.3 LOCATION CHOICES

4.3.1 We have been told that a key consideration informing the choice of locations was
the availability of a potential workforce, and that ethnicity considerations were one
element in this consideration. Ethnic composition of the workforce was one element
in the model developed of which economic considerations, such as expected pay

Assessment Findings

11



level held a higher weighting. Overall however, the published stringent resilience
requirements that every site had to meet were the key indicator in line with the
buildings classification as Critical National Infrastructure (CNI).

4.3.2 We can not judge whether the inclusion of considerations about increasing control
centre ethnic diversity would have had a significant impact on location choices
given the wide range of factors that had to be considered, but feel that it should
perhaps have been somewhere in the balance. Wider diversity considerations could
also have included the opportunity to promote economic activity and regeneration,
although we accept that these factors might come into play only in an ‘other things
being equal’ situation where all key requirements were met.

4.3.3 The ODPM has issued interim (consultation) guidance on ‘Choosing locations for
Government business – Guidance on integrating wider economic and policy
objectives into location decisions’, which touches on ‘the relative contribution of
options to the government’s social inclusion agenda, neighbourhood renewal and
sustainable communities’, considerations that might or might not have affected
location decisions. The guidance was in January 2005, after the RCC location criteria
were drafted, but ODPM may need to consider how to ensure that social inclusion
criteria are incorporated into location decisions in the future where it is appropriate
for them to be.

4.4 BUILDING DESIGN

4.4.1 We are advised that a ‘multi-purpose’ room incorporated into the building design
has always been intended as a prayer or ‘multi-faith’ facility, and incorporates
appropriate washing facilities to meet the needs of Muslims. Although there are no
published government requirements for the inclusion of such a room, the project’s
architects considered that it was necessary to be in line with current legislation on
race equality.

4.4.2 Taking a broader view, there could be a need to ensure that these features of
regional control centres are formally incorporated into design requirements for new
government workplaces in the future. This may entail consultation with a range of
organisations to ensure that all needs are taken into account at the right stage of
design or commissioning.

4.5 SERVICE DELIVERY

4.5.1 As already indicated we found no initial reason to believe that the proposed
changes would give rise to adverse impact in relation to service delivery, and have
seen nothing to suggest that this initial assessment was wrong. The Select
Committee sought and considered evidence in relation to both the FiReControl
project and diversity, but no evidence we have seen has made any reference to a
link between the two, or suggested that the project would have a negative diversity
impact.

FiReControl Project Report
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4.5.2 Broadly speaking, if the project delivers a worse service to the public, all sectors of
the population will suffer equally. Conversely if service improves, everyone benefits.
However, there is some possible differential impact, negative or positive, in that
‘fire-vulnerable’ groups could be disproportionately affected by the change. For
example, over half of all fire deaths take place in the 88 most deprived local
authority areas in England, despite the fact that less than 40% of the overall
population live there. 67% of the ethnic minority population lives in these areas.
Thus provided the project achieves its objectives, we would expect the general
service delivery impact to be a positive one for disadvantaged groups, including
ethnic minority groups.

4.5.3 As noted, the project seems to offer a potential for significant improvements to
service for people whose first language is not English. We were struck by anecdotes
in evidence put forward by the FBU and others of control centre staff saving lives
by talking to callers while they waited for appliances, and telling them what to do
while they waited. How could those who did not speak English receive such a
service? We were told that experienced control centre staff said that they had hardly
ever needed to call on the services of interpreters. One good reason for this is that
even those with very limited English are still able to pass their address, but this will
not allow them to receive fire safety advice if needed. Other reasons suggested
were that people with language needs might have ambivalent attitudes to seeking
the help of the Fire Service, who could be perceived as authority figures, or might
simply call on a relative or community leader and ask them to seek help on their
behalf. This seems unsatisfactory as an explanation, or as a state of affairs, if it is
true.

4.5.4 Everyone should have the opportunity to obtain instant advice and support in the
event of a fire, and should feel confident that a call to the Fire Service will afford
this help. While we are still not clear of the extent to which every FRS currently
gives control centres access to interpretation services (anecdotal evidence suggests
that it varies considerably between FRSs), this will be a mandatory requirement for
the new centres and we can not see this as anything other than beneficial.
However, there may need to be an investigation of current interpretation service use
with a view to establishing how often it is used, and whether there are barriers to
its use, so that these can be overcome. For example there may be a need for better
training of operators and/or for outreach to communities with greatest language
needs to ensure that they can expect and receive a level of support from the control
centres equivalent to fluent English speakers.

4.5.5 Another infrastructure requirement for the control centres is a facility for phonetic
prompts in a number of common languages, advising the caller to stay on the line
(pending a link to interpretation services). The language should be identified with
the prompt, but of course a key difficulty for the operator will be to know which
language to use. It is possible that the new centres, in covering larger areas, will
reduce chances of a control operator accurately guessing the language being used
on the basis of the address that the call is coming from (although there is no
evidence to suggest that this capacity exists at the moment). However, the speedy
access to interpretation facilities should at least outweigh this risk, particularly given
that interpretation services seem to be little used at present (though we are still
awaiting information about their availability and use in current centres). A
suggestion made to us is that map overlays (the facility for which is an

Assessment Findings
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infrastructure requirement) could be used to show operators the languages most
likely to be used in a particular location, to enable them to select the correct
phonetic prompt). We welcome this suggestion as worthy of further exploration. We
would also suggest that further consideration be given to improving even further
the options for improving service delivery to those whose first language is not
English (particularly bearing in mind that the stress of a fire may diminish people’s
ability to manage in a second language), and to monitor the use of interpretation
services.

4.5.6 But the key benefit of the new centres in respect of language needs may lie in the
new centres’ access to technology for pinpointing mobile and landline caller
location, relieving the operator of the need to obtain from the caller information
about where s/he is calling from. This could speed the dispatch of appliances to the
right place for callers unable to communicate their location either for language
reasons or because of unfamiliarity with the area.

4.5.7 It could be argued that these technological improvements do not flow from the
FiReControl project as such and could have been implemented in the current
network of control rooms, and the Select Committee have pursued this point. The
position seems to be that yes it would be possible to deliver the technology in
existing control rooms, but not as cost-effectively as in the new network, given
economies of scale. The ‘standard line’ in response to the question is put by the
FiReControl policy team as follows:

4.5.8 “All of the technological capabilities we propose using are in place in some of the
Fire & Rescue Services in England, and some of them have been available since as
early as 1997. Mobile data capability is available in some form in 27 out of the 46
FRSs, two of whom use it for dynamic mobilizing in the way envisaged by the new
control centres. A further 9 have the capacity to mobilize using Mobile Data
Terminals but not in the same way. Caller identification is also currently in service
in 18 of the 46 control rooms, 10 of which can locate callers from mobile phones.
Some of the features are also being used by other fire control rooms in other parts
of the UK and by other UK emergency services. The FiReControl project will give
every FRS in England the best available technology for their control service.”

4.5.9 It appears that without the FiReControl project there would be no guarantee that all
FRSs would use the technology available, whereas in the FiReControl project it will
be a requirement that the technology is universally available and used. Thus we are
inclined to accept that it is fair to attribute the race equality benefits to FiReControl.

4.6 PROCUREMENT

4.6.1 We do not yet know the extent to which equality considerations have been built
into the contractual arrangements with the developers responsible for the new
centres, which are to be built by the developers’ contractors. The developers own
the sites and until the buildings are completed and subsequently leased back to the
new ‘owners’ of the centres, they can not be seen as the premises of that authority.
This seems to preclude the incorporation of clauses that would be permissible in

FiReControl Project Report
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relation to contractors working on ‘the authority’s’ premises as set out in the CRE’s
publication ‘Race Equality and Public Procurement – A guide for public authorities
and contractors’.

4.6.2 Thus, given that the major procurement, of the centres themselves and of the
infrastructure, can not be argued to have race equality as a ‘core requirement’ in
terms of service delivery, only the PQQ questions and contract clauses described by
the CRE as ‘suitable for all contracts’ could probably be used. These are largely
confined to questions establishing whether it is the contractor’s policy to comply
with the Race Relations Act, and contract clauses prohibiting unlawful
discrimination.

4.6.3 For contracts already let, it may be too late to incorporate any of these basic
questions or clauses, but it was suggested to us that it might be possible to write to
developers reminding them of their obligation to comply with the law, and asking
for information about how they propose to do this. We feel that this could be
helpful in at least drawing developers’ and contractors’ attention to their legal
obligations, particularly if they want to continue to receive government business.

4.6.4 For contracts still to be let we would hope to see maximum use made of the
powers available to the ODPM to secure fair employment policies and practices
throughout the procurement chain, and in service delivery arrangements where race
equality may be a ‘core requirement’ of a contract. However, we would expect the
procurement REIA to throw more light on all of this, and its recommendations
should be applied to FiReControl procurement.

Assessment Findings
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CHAPTER 5

The timing of the REIA

5.1

5.1.1 As already noted, the REIA comes at a time when many decisions have already
been made, and this is essentially contrary to what is recommended by the CRE in
relation to the impact assessment process.

5.1.2 The CRE notes that:

“It is important to remember that doing a race equality impact assessment is not
an end in itself, but a means of ensuring that your policy or legislative
proposals do not result in unlawful racial discrimination, and that they promote
equal opportunities and good race relations.

5.1.3 Full assessment of a proposed policy should be carried out in eight stages:

1. Identify all aims of the policy

2. Consider the evidence

3. Assess likely impact

4. Consider alternatives

5. Consult formally

6. Decide whether to adopt the policy

7. Make monitoring arrangements

8. Publish assessment results.

5.1.4 It is clear that Stage 6 has already been reached, with some of the earlier stages
only partially completed, if at all. Beginning the REIA process at an earlier stage
might have resulted in changes to some aspects of the policy, although it is unlikely
that its essence would have been different. But earlier addressing of race equality
considerations might have, for example, led to a fuller use of procurement
opportunities to achieve race equality more widely.

5.1.5 On the other hand, it is clear that race equality considerations have been
incorporated into much of the planning and thinking that have taken place,
particularly in relation to employment matters. We are also aware that the CRE
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participated in a Practitioners’ Forum that was consulted about the policy, although
the CRE made no separate response, something that might suggest that they had no
major concerns.

5.1.6 There is still scope for the REIA to lead to race equality improvements in the
implementation of the policy as indicated in our recommendations below.

5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.2.1 We recognise that some of these recommendations are already incorporated into
plans for implementation, particularly in relation to employment matters, but set
them out here in the interests of completeness. They are addressed both to the
FiReControl project team and to the new employing entities as appropriate, and the
wider recommendations in the last bullet point to the EDU for consideration.

• The ethnic composition of existing staff who seek/obtain
employment/redeployment/redundancy should be subject to continued
monitoring so that disparities can be investigated (although it may not be
possible to influence individuals’ choices about re-location opportunities).

• Procedures for selection into the new posts, whether ‘ring-fenced’ or not,
should be transparent and fair, checked for adverse impact.

• Application and selection rates should be monitored for all posts.

• Every effort should be made to use the various outreach strategies already
adopted by some brigades to try to ensure that ethnic minority applicants are
well represented among those seeking employment in any vacancies arising
either in respect of jobs not ‘ring-fenced’ or of posts left vacant as a result of a
net surplus of current staff seeking redundancy. Outreach efforts should be
sustained over a long period, with a view to improving the ethnic diversity of
control centre staff.

• If possible, diversity considerations should play some part in the choice of
London location should a decision be made not to use the current site, even if
only as an ‘other things being equal’ criterion after key resilience and other
criteria are met.

• The technological potential for the new centres to meet language needs and to
help non-English speakers should be fully exploited, and the use of
interpretation facilities should be monitored and reviewed regularly, with
additional staff training provided should the need for this be suggested by the
monitoring and reviews.

• Outreach and publicity efforts may be required to ensure that people with
language needs feel that they can turn to the 999 call as a first resort, rather
than possibly feeling the need to rely on third parties to make contact for them.

• Consideration may need to be given to other ways of ensuring that ethnic
minority communities are aware of what they need to do in the event of a fire.

The timing of the REIA
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• Subject to what is already in development agreements/contracts already let,
FiReControl should contact developers and contractors to remind them either of
their contractual obligations in relation to race equality or of their legal
obligations under the Race Relations Act, and to ask them what steps are being
taken to meet these obligations.

• Future procurement should make full use of the opportunities afforded for
building race equality into all stages of procurement throughout the
procurement chain.

• As wider recommendations, there may be a need for specific guidelines to
ensure that all workplace designs take account of the needs of a diverse
community, as the RCC design did in this project. There may also be a need to
ensure that location choices take account of the kind of social inclusion
objective touched on in current draft guidance on ‘Choosing Locations for
Government Business’.


