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The Law Centre welcomes the opportunity to respond to this detailed consultation. It is 

important that the Tribunal process is governed by clear, accessible rules. However, the 

rules are just one piece of the complex jigsaw of dispute resolution. While simplified rules 

are a helpful component of reform, what is achievable through this aspect of the reform 

process is inherently limited. Therefore, in Part A, below, we set out the options for reform 

that go beyond the present consultation. In Part B, we respond specifically to the 

consultation questions drawing upon our experience of advising employees/workers.  

PART A: Context and reform of the Tribunal Rules 

The present consultation is one part of an ongoing process through which the Department is 

looking at the operation of the system for resolution of employment disputes. The recent 

Employment Law Review and forthcoming review of the operation of the LRA Arbitration 

Scheme will also form part of this process.  We see all of these elements as interlinked.  

In our response to the Employment Law Review (November 2013) we argued that 

fundamental reform of the system for dealing with employment disputes is necessary  to 

enhance access to justice and increase public confidence by delivering a swifter, cheaper 

and more effective process for resolving disputes. These draft rules seek to address the 

symptoms of a very complex and adversarial process. The rules do not - and cannot -  

address the underlying problem, which is that the tribunal system has become a very 

complex and legalistic environment that is very difficult and unforgiving for tribunal users to 

navigate. These problems are particularly exacerbated for those without representation: we 

note that two thirds of claimants and one quarter of respondents fall into this category.1 

At the roundtable, we heard many advisers speak of their frustrations of trying to assist 

claimants struggling to achieve justice. There was a clear sense that the current system is 

not working for claimants, especially those who seek a quick resolution to fairly 

straightforward issues and who are facing a real disadvantage as a result of an employment 

law transgression. We heard that one firm of solicitors have all but given up on using the 

Industrial Tribunal in cases involving unauthorised deduction of wages and instead run 

cases through the Small Claims court. This approach reflects poorly on the accessibility of 

the Tribunal process.  

We set out our concerns about the scale of the difficulties facing unrepresented workers in 

detail in previous consultation responses. In our response to the Employment Law Review, 

we recommended that the Department considers developing and integrating all the existing 

systems in a way that is designed to deal with employment disputes in as fair and 

proportionate a way as possible.  These include:  

 a return to a more informal and inquisitorial system for dealing with simpler cases, 

closer to that adopted in the Small Claims Court. This could be effected using 

existing structures, as the voluntary LRA Arbitration Scheme is underutilised and has 

not had the uptake necessary to have a transformative effect.  The same Rules and 

same complex adversarial system are applicable to claims worth £100,000 and 

                                                           
1
 http://www.employmenttribunalsni.co.uk/oitfet_annual_report_2013.pdf p 20 

http://www.employmenttribunalsni.co.uk/oitfet_annual_report_2013.pdf
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claims worth £100.   It is of note that an appetite for reform in Britain is reflected in a 

recent discussion paper published by the Law Society in England.2 

    

 Access to timely and tailored advice.  At the September roundtable, advisers 

articulated the high level of demand for advice and assistance.  Access to free, good 

quality advice is urgently needed if claimants and respondents are to be placed on 

an equal footing.  The  Law Centre set out this issue in response to the DEL 

consultation on reform of employment disputes in 2013 (see following  extract from 

that consultation response) 

Access to advice 

Whatever the shape of the dispute resolution process that emerges from this consultation, 

access to advice is paramount. Access to independent advice is the oil that makes the whole 

process run smoothly.  

 

As we have consistently highlighted in the past,3  the legal costs involved in instructing a 

solicitor and running a case can be prohibitive. The consequence is a high number of 

unrepresented claimants and, to a lesser extent, respondents.4 This causes particular 

difficulties for the Tribunal: pleadings being poorly drafted, parties not understanding how to 

present their cases and, in the worst cases, parties fundamentally misunderstanding the 

law.5  This leads to needlessly protracted hearings. More importantly, cases fail to resolve at 

an early stage. Access to advice would ameliorate these difficulties.  

Additionally, we strongly believe that parties will be more receptive and amenable to LRA 

services if advised to do so by a trusted and partial representative. This would increase 

uptake of ADR. In reality, getting proper informed objective advice serves a similar purpose 

to Neutral Assessment: to give the parties a clear indication of their position and likely 

prospects of success. The earlier employers and employees are given this steer, the better 

the prospects for preservation of good employment relations and successful ADR. The 

objective assessment/evaluation that specialised advice can give can have a significant 

impact in the early stages of a dispute where it is impractical to try to bring formal dispute 

resolution methods to bear. The Law Centre often advises callers to our advice line that their 

sense of grievance (however acutely felt) does not translate into an arguable claim. Without 

our advice, these callers might have proceeded to the Tribunal.  

 

Provision of expert, tailored advice for workers and small employers would make a 

significant contribution to the resolution of employment disputes in Northern Ireland.  

Although there would be an associated cost, we believe that there would be significant 

savings made as a result: in increased uptake of ADR; fewer Tribunal claims; and, where 

cases do proceed to the Tribunal, they would move through it more quickly. In short, 

                                                           
2 See Law Society discussion paper ‘making employment tribunals work for all’ (September 2015) accessible 
here: http://www.lawsociety.org.uk/policy-campaigns/articles/making-employment-tribunals-work-for-all/  
3
 Law Centre Response to 2012 Employment Law Review 

4
 65% of claimants to the Industrial Tribunal and 62% to the Fair Employment Tribunal are unrepresented. 23% 

of respondents to the IT and 33% to the FET are unrepresented, while 4% of claimants and 44% of respondents 
do not attend Industrial Tribunals at all. OITFET Annual Report 2012/13. 
5
 See Grainne McKeever, ‘Supporting Tribunal Users’ (2011) and Grainne McKeever & Brian Thompson, 

‘Redressing Users’ Disadvantage’ (2010) 

http://www.lawsociety.org.uk/policy-campaigns/articles/making-employment-tribunals-work-for-all/
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increased advice provision would be beneficial to all stakeholders, including the Tribunal and 

DEL.  

 

Discussion at the roundtable identified particular problems arising from the increasing 

casualization of the labour market that makes it even harder for workers to enforce their 

rights. One CAB adviser at the roundtable described a company that he believes employs a 

standard practice of not paying their workers holiday pay unless the worker makes a specific 

request. His understanding is that the company then cynically delays the whole process, 

hoping to spin the case out over the three month deadline for lodging a tribunal claim while 

relying on the fact that most of the work force are casual workers and unlikely to challenge 

work practices. Cases like this suggest that some employers are not afraid of the 

consequences of employment law transgressions. The same adviser reported their belief 

that only a tiny fraction of claims reach the ET1 stage.  

Without access to timely and tailored advice, abusive employment practices can largely 

unchallenged. The most effective way to counter such practices is to support workers in 

coming forward and helping them to enforce their rights.  

Against this backdrop, the Law Centre has highlighted its concern about the Department of 

Justice’s proposals to remove Green Form from employment cases.6 Although Legal Aid is 

not available for representation in employment cases, Green Form is available for initial 

advice and assistance, which at the very least creates the possibility of solicitors providing 

free advice on employment matters at a preliminary stage. From an equality perspective, 

Green Form is absolutely crucial: it currently can pay for interpreters for those with limited 

English and medical reports for those with disabilities and/or poor health seeking to bring a 

claim for disability discrimination who require medical reports to support their claim. We 

recommend that DEL raises this issue with DOJ and that Green Form is protected in 

employment cases.  

 

PART B: Tribunal Rules 

 

1. Are the new rules less complex and easier for non-lawyers to understand? 

At the recent DEL/Law Centre consultation roundtable in September 2015, one of the 

attendees posed the question: “What is there for claimants in these rules?”  

These new rules are clearer and are therefore an improvement on the current rules. It is our 

experience that many unrepresented parties are not even aware that the rules exist.   Thus, 

raising awareness of the rules – and of their legal status – is a critical first step for DEL.   

2. Can the language or style of the rules be improved and, if so, how? 

Despite the consultation document’s robust and welcome comment about it being ‘easy to 

overstate the impact of unmeritorious claims’ (para 2.40), we nonetheless are worried that 

the rhetoric of vexatious claimants has shaped these draft rules. The complexity of the 

                                                           
6
 http://www.lawcentreni.org/Publications/Policy-Responses/LCNI-response-Civil-Legal-Aid-2015.pdf  

http://www.lawcentreni.org/Publications/Policy-Responses/LCNI-response-Civil-Legal-Aid-2015.pdf
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current system cannot be tackled through a rewriting of the rules alone: we urgently need a 

simpler system that can deliver quick results in relatively straight forward or low value cases, 

where the process is proportionate to the value of the case. Hence we have long called for 

the introduction of an Employment Adjudicator.  

3. Do any of the rules appear ambiguous or create confusion? If so please 

explain any improvements you feel could be made.  

We recommend that Rule 39 is amended so as to require that any written representations 

from a party who does not propose to attend the hearing be sent to the other party as well as 

to the tribunal. Otherwise, this is likely to lead to postponements of hearings.  

We are concerned about the possible impact of Rule 49, which could prejudice 

unrepresented claimants in particular as they may not have an understanding of the need to 

seek to preserve other causes of action before another court. We do not see the need for a 

change from the position currently set out in the existing case law in relation to estoppel, 

whereby a withdrawal leading to a dismissal does not bar further legal action where it is clear 

that the claimant is not abandoning the claim, but wishes to pursue it before another 

jurisdiction (for example, breach of contract or equal pay claims before the civil courts). This 

application of equitable principles allows for flexibility, rather than the potentially draconian 

impact of the Rule as drafted, which we fear creates a presumption against the claimant.   

4. Does the overriding objective in rule 2 set out the most important objectives of 

the tribunal process? If not, please explain 

The complexity of the system as it currently stands makes it difficult to ensure that parties 

are an equal footing. Nevertheless, the overriding objective reflects this laudable objective.  

We welcome this. 

The addition in Rule 2(b) of the requirement for the tribunal to deal with cases in ways which 

are proportionate to the financial position of each party is welcome. It is our experience both 

in representing claimants of limited means that some respondents use their financial 

resources as a tool in the tribunal process: for example by pushing a claimant to produce 

medical evidence in circumstances where the case does not merit same. A more robust 

approach by the Tribunal could be taken to such tactical applications if the Tribunal is 

allowed to factor in the relative cost to each part of such applications.  

We are concerned however by the inclusion in rule 2(b) of “and the amount of money 

involved”. A claim may be for a relatively modest amount of compensation and yet may be of 

crucial importance to a person’s own circumstances. It would be retrograde step if this 

provision were interpreted as such that low value claims are deemed inconsequential. The 

financial value of a case should not be of primary relevance where there are fundamental 

employment rights – such as unfair dismissal for alleged misconduct – are being 

adjudicated. We recommend that the words “and the amount of money involved” are 

removed.  

We also recommend that Rule 2 (f) is removed from the overriding objective. Abiding by the 

rules is important; however, this issue – which is primarily operational – should not have the 
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same status as the other objectives.  The rules should be a means to an end and not an end 

in them.  

We welcome the focus in other parts of the rules on steps to protect vulnerable parties and 

suggest that it would be appropriate to reflect this in the overriding objective by including as 

one of the objectives the obligation to take into account the ‘‘particular vulnerability of 

parties’. See response to question 18. 

5. Do the rules do enough to encourage the appropriate use of alternative means 

of resolving disputes? If not, please explain 

No. We think that the rules could do more to encourage the use of alternative dispute 

resolution by requiring tribunals to systematically consider this in each case.  

The rules focus on early conciliation. We think that there should be a similar focus on 

alternative dispute resolution throughout the lifespan of the proceedings. For example, Rule 

3 could be expanded to specifically require that the judge considers the suitability of ADR in 

each case, and where appropriate, recommends that parties explore a particular service. 

This would include arbitration.  

The Law Centre sees merit in early assessment applied such that the strengths of both 

parties’ arguments attract equal focus. For this to work, it needs to be regulated and 

monitored. . Our experience is that early assessment is not currently being conducted 

systematically and that it only intermittently takes place in CMDs even though it could be 

very beneficial.  Thus we suggest that Rule 27(a) (early case management) should be 

revised to provide that the chairman/judge  “shall” provide an assessment of the issues to be 

determined, the arguments and evidence that the parties propose to rely on and the 

opportunities that may exist for parties to resolve the matters through ADR.  

The Law Centre is concerned that the current low uptake of arbitration is as low and would 

recommend that DEL considers ways to encourage more. A more directive approach at early 

CMDs may result in more parties considering arbitration.  

Ultimately, we think the best solution would be for the tribunal rules to incorporate a ‘filtering 

mechanism’ whereby straightforward claims are directed to an employment adjudicator. 

Here is an extract from our response to the Employment Law Review 2013: 

On receipt of the claim, a Tribunal Chair assigns each claim to the most appropriate route so 

as to maximise the likelihood of resolution. 

Claims are directed to either adjudication or neutral assessment. Adherence to this direction 

is compulsory; this mandatory element is key to our model and distinguishes it from existing 

ADR mechanisms and the current DEL consultation proposals.  

When deciding which route is most appropriate, the Chair takes a holistic view of the case 

and considers any legal or factual complexities, any public interest component as well as the 

value of any possible award. There may be a small number of cases that are not suitable to 

either process (e.g. equal pay for equal value cases covering large numbers of employees, 
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public interest disclosures or other lead cases). In such instances, the Chair directs the case 

through the usual tribunal process.  

Regardless of which route the case is referred into, parties remain free to avail of LRA 

conciliation or mediation outside of the tribunal process.   

This filter mechanism chimes with Mr Justice Underhill’s recommendation of introducing an 

‘early paper sift’ to ensure that cases are managed more effectively and to ensure that 

employment judges have an opportunity consider the case earlier in the process.7  

 

 

6. Please identify any potential issues with the proposed interface between early 

conciliation and the tribunal system? 

There is an opportunity to learn from the experience in GB with regards to pre-claim 

conciliation. Unfortunately, the emerging caselaw is reminiscent of the ill-fated statutory 

grievance procedures and thus our concerns about the prospect of satellite litigation are 

proving well founded. We would highlight the following cases in particular.  

- Cranwell v Cullen8 - a case involving alleged sexual harassment and assault which 

raises serious issues about access to justice.  The Claimant did not apply for early 

conciliation due to her fear of having to deal with the respondent.  The claim was held 

to be out of time due to the Claimant not qualifying for exemption from early 

conciliation.   

 

- Chandwell v Thanet District Council9 is an employment tribunal case involving an 

analysis of how the time limit for presentation of a claim should be calculated when 

early conciliation started before the Claimant’s EDT.  Again, the complications 

demonstrated by this case are very reminiscent of issues that arose under the 

statutory grievance procedures.  

 

- Sterling v United Learning Trust10 is a case where the EAT held that an error in the 

early conciliation number quoted on the ET1 was grounds for rejection of the claim 

form.  This case lends further support to our argument below that a procedural error 

should not give rise to a claim being rejected.   

We hope these difficulties can be avoided in Northern Ireland. See our comments to 

question 8, below. 

 

                                                           
7
 The Honourable Mr Justice Underhill, ‘Fundamental Review of Employment Tribunal Rules’ (29 June 2012). 

The recommendations were accepted by the Department for Business Innovation & Skills, ‘Government 
response to Mr Justice Underhill’s review of employment tribunal rules of procedure’ (March 2013) 
8
 UKEAT/0046/14 

9
 ET Case No. 2301782/14 

10
 UKEAT0439/14 



DEL Tribunal Rules consultation September 2015 
 
 

7 
 

7. Do you support the concept of Presidential guidance being issued under rule 8 

and, if so, how might it be used? 

Yes.  We support the concept of Presidential guidance to support consistency in decision 

making and to give tribunal users a better sense as to how their claims will be handled.  We 

would hope that there would be some consultation when selecting the issues to be covered 

in presidential guidance. See our comments on engagement, below at question 34. 

 

8. Should any changes be made to the grounds for rejecting a claim under rules 

11 and 12? If so, which changes and why? 

We recommend that provision 11(1)(a) is removed: the secretary should not be required to 

reject a claim that is not made on a prescribed form. While we can understand that the 

Tribunal would prefer to receive in a standard format, making this a requirement adds to the 

‘formalisation’ of the system and is potentially a barrier to justice, particularly to more 

vulnerable claimants.  This may potentially engage ECHR Article 6.  

We are particularly concerned about claims falling out of time simply as a result of being 

rejected by the tribunal for relatively minor errors in the application.   This is show to already 

be happening in England and Wales (see response to Question 6). We propose a different 

approach: rather than requiring the secretary to reject claims,  

An inflexible approach on administrative matters could be a bar to justice.  The following 

recommendations may assist here: 

 Rules 11 and 12 should specify that claims cannot progress until all the information is 

supplied within a reasonable timescale and the Early Consideration certificate is 

attached.  

 Rule 12 (b) should be removed. The term “which cannot be sensibly responded to” 

introduces subjectivity and ambiguity into what should be an objective test i.e. does 

the Tribunal have jurisdiction? This test may also be a barrier to justice to people with 

mental health issues, literacy problems and those whose first language is not 

English. Further, whether a claim is an abuse of process is a matter that should be 

dealt with at a preliminary hearing.  

 To ameliorate the risks of cases being unjustly barred (e.g. Cranwell v Cullen, see 

above) we think Judges should have discretion to enable any claim to progress.  

 

9. Do you support developments in the early case management process and can 

you suggest any improvements? 

As we have highlighted above, we think that the early case management process should 

specifically include a requirement to consider early assessment.  

We are supportive of early case management. The process may be very useful for claimants 

who are unrepresented as they get a good sense as to what to expect next. Such claimants 

can benefit from a directive Chair, who clearly sets out what information to gather and who 

also helps identify the legal issues.  Equally, however, we have experience of advising 
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unrepresented claimants who, despite having been through the early case management 

stage, have still no idea what is happening and are unable to identify the key legal issues. 

Some users benefit from written materials provided by the tribunal. For example, fast track 

claimants receive ‘Guidance notes for your tribunal hearing’ alongside their Notice of 

Hearing. This is useful and recommends that similar information provided for all tribunal 

users.  Information of this type is not, however, a substitute for advice and representation.   

10. Are the case management powers provided for in the rules sufficiently clear 

and flexible? Please explain. 

See response to question 5 on early case management.  

We welcome Rule 30 that gives the Tribunal powers to obtain information, evidence and 

witnesses from United Kingdom and to compel evidence from within EU Member States.  

11. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the lead case mechanism for 

dealing with multiple claims in Rule 36? 

In principle, we support the concept of lead cases in the context of multiple claims as it 

improves efficiency and can secure group justice.  

However, it is important that there are safeguards in place to ensure that ‘lead cases’ do not 

hinder other cases from progressing in some circumstances. Therefore, we suggest that 

Rule 33 is amended to allow the Tribunal to consider requests by parties that their case is 

not subject to a stay and can proceed. In such cases, there would be an onus on the party to 

demonstrate that their case can be distinguished from the lead case or that is otherwise in 

the interests of justice for their case to progress. Essentially, we think that the review 

function in Rule 33(3) should also apply to staying orders.  

12. Are the strike-out mechanisms set out in rule 35 reasonable and 

proportionate? Please explain proposing any alterations. 

The Tribunal already has strike-out powers. We would be interested to know whether there 

has ever been any review of their current use. Our experience is that Tribunals do not tend 

to strike out claims; arguably this is because it is an onerous (and time consuming) task for 

Tribunals to satisfy itself of all facts before striking out claims.  

13. Should tribunals have power to require one deposit per issue identified as 

unlikely to succeed? 

14. Should tribunals have power to require claimants to pay deposits per named 

respondent in order to proceed? 

15. What should be the maximum level of an individual deposit? 

16. Should there be a maximum cumulative deposit if multiple deposits are 

permitted? 

We reject the idea of multiple deposits or an increase to the maximum level of a deposit as 

set out below.  
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Deposit Hearings can be a useful tool in challenging the substance of claims and defences 

and we can see the rationale for them being part of the Tribunal process.  Statistics show 

that 58% of Deposit Orders were made against claimants.   It is not clear whether 

unrepresented claimants are aware of the right to make an application for a deposit hearing.  

We do not think that the maximum level of an individual deposit should be increased. The 

cumulative effect of raising a deposit to £1000, and then multiplying that amount by the 

number of issues, and then again by the number of Respondents, would very quickly result 

in a figure that would be absolutely prohibitive. It is important to recognise that a deposit is 

qualitatively different to a costs order, as it has to be paid before the party has a chance to 

have their case heard, and is therefore more likely to act as a bar to access to justice. 

Evidence from the figures on the use of deposit hearings does not, in our view, point to the 

need for greater application of these.  

 There had been 150 Deposit Order Hearings listed.  Ninety-four of those had led to 

formal Deposit Order determinations; 52 claimants had been ordered to pay deposits.  

During the last 12 months, deposits of between £50 and £500 were ordered.  So far as is 

known, there were only three instances during that period in which the maximum £500 

Order was decided upon.  Out of all the Deposit Orders which were made, only 12 

deposits had been paid.11   

Two salient points arise from this information: firstly, it appears that the deposit orders made 

led to over 75% of the cases not proceeding, which indicates that the system is already 

having the desired effect; second, that this effect was achieved with only 3 out of 52 deposits 

being made at the current £500 maximum level. Based on this information, we see no need 

for an increase to the £500 limit.   This would be a considerable bar on access to justice for 

some claimants.   

We recommend that prior to any further consideration on this matter, DEL conducts research 

on  the application of Deposit Hearings and to assess whether the circumstances in which 

they are being applied and the levels of awareness of same.. 

17. Should a party who has lost a case for the reason(s) identified in a deposit 

order forfeit the relevant deposit even when no costs order is made? 

No. The current rules do not provide for this and we see no reason why this should change.  

18. Do the rules give sufficient protection to vulnerable people? 

19. How might Presidential Guidance address the needs of vulnerable parties? 

20. Does Rule 47 make the privacy and restricted reporting regime sufficiently 

flexible?  

21. What additional measures or rules should the Department consider 

implementing to support vulnerable parties? 

We welcome DEL’s commitment to ensuring that vulnerable workers have an effective 

means of redress. This commitment could be bolstered by including ‘particular vulnerability 

                                                           
11

 Tribunal Users Meeting on 18 September 2014. See here: 
http://www.employmenttribunalsni.co.uk/index/publications_statistics/publications.htm  

http://www.employmenttribunalsni.co.uk/index/publications_statistics/publications.htm
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of parties’ in overriding objective 2. This would ensure that this factor is at the forefront of the 

Tribunal’s consideration whenever vulnerability becomes an issue. 12  That said, we reiterate 

our preliminary comment: there is a limit to what the Rules can do to ensure that Tribunals 

are accessible.  The best way to support vulnerable users is to ensure that they have access 

to advice and representation, tailored to their needs. 

The DoJ proposal to withdraw Green Form will have an adverse effect on some vulnerable 

tribunal users e.g. users who require an interpreter or assistance/support. It goes without 

saying that difficulties experienced by all claimants are magnified for those who are 

vulnerable: Green Form is essential where claimants require an interpreter or provision of 

medical evidence in preparation for their case and are unable to obtain same this clearly is 

detrimental.  

In terms of Presidential Guidance, we would advise that the Tribunal is not overly 

prescriptive about the meaning of vulnerabilities. We are conscious that ‘vulnerable adult’ 

has a specific meaning in a community care context;13 however, we suggest that the Rules 

retain a wide focus on vulnerability in a tribunal context.  

We particularly welcome Rule 43, which provides for electronic communication. While we 

see the benefits for vulnerable claimants, we hope that this Rule is applied much more 

broadly and that many tribunal users can benefit from it.  

With regards to Rule 47, we oppose the extension of privacy and restricted reporting orders 

to corporate entities under the proposed new rule 47(1)(c)(iii) . Open justice is vital and 

privacy restrictions should only be put in place in the most limited of circumstances. It would 

clearly be open to any corporate entity which is the subject of tribunal proceedings to argue 

that such proceedings will cause “substantial injury” to it as a “person” – whether to profit or 

to corporate image – but this is clearly not what privacy and restricted reporting orders 

should be about.   

We note that the government argued that the equivalent rule in England was only bringing 

the rules into line with caselaw (specifically the decision in F v G14).  This is not correct.  The 

decision in F v G was based on the need to protect the privacy and right to family life of staff 

and students of the Respondent employer – it was not aimed at protecting the Respondent 

entity itself.  Under the current rules, it is possible for the identity of a Respondent entity to 

be anonymised or for a Restricted Reporting Order to be put in place if same is necessary in 

order to protect the identity of individuals.  We do not dispute that this may be necessary to 

protect the rights of vulnerable parties/witnesses.  However, we are not aware of any 

arguments that would justify the extension of privacy/ restricted reporting orders to corporate 

entities on the grounds of risk of damage to the entity and we do not believe that such 

extension is justified.  

                                                           
12

 We note that DOJ considers all victims of slavery/trafficking as vulnerable. See DOJ Action Plan 
13

 http://www.dhsspsni.gov.uk/safeguarding_vulnerable_adults-resourcelibrary ; See also s.3 of the 

Safeguarding Vulnerable Groups (NI) Order 2007: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/nisi/2007/1351/article/3  

14
 2012 ICR 246, EAT 

http://www.dhsspsni.gov.uk/safeguarding_vulnerable_adults-resourcelibrary
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/nisi/2007/1351/article/3
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22. What, if any, quantifiable evidence do you have of failure to pay tribunal 

awards and its impacts?  

We are interested to read the Department’s assessment that only a ‘minority’ of employers 

fail to pay tribunal awards (2.58). We have evidence of this practice in our work. The GB 

evidence collected by BIS is quite stark: only half of claimants who are successful at appeal 

receive all the compensation owed to them.15 We recommend that DEL commissions similar 

research to that in GB so as to identify the prevalence of non payment of awards in Northern 

Ireland.  

This is an issue that causes a great deal of frustration and upset. Claimants find it difficult to 

believe that, at the end of an arduous tribunal process, they might end up with nothing – 

despite having a determination in their favour.16 This undermines confidence in the tribunal 

process. 

23. What additional measures, if any, are necessary to address non-payment of 

awards? 

We think that a financial penalty might act as a deterrent effect to employers who do not pay 

employment awards and therefore we welcome the concept. However, we think that any 

recovered financial penalties should be paid to the claimant rather than to the state.  

The TUC has suggested a range of measures17, all of which we think merit exploring:  

- A policy of ‘naming and shaming’ employers who fail to pay employment tribunal 

awards on time  

- Requiring the HMRC to play an active role in recovering unpaid employment tribunal 

awards.  

- Ensuring that companies which fail to pay employment tribunal contracts are not 

awarded public contracts.  

- Preventing bosses from placing their companies into insolvency in order to avoid 

paying employment tribunal awards only to start trading through ‘phoenix’ 

companies. Individuals who are found /liable for of such practices should be barred 

from acting as company directors.  

Non payment of awards is a serious issue and we believe it warrants joint consideration by 

DEL and DOJ.  

24. Are there any drawbacks to the approach adopted in rule 50, which enables 

pre-hearing reviews and case management discussions to proceed as part of 

one or more preliminary hearings? 

                                                           
15

BIS, ‘Payment of Tribunal Awards’ (2013) 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/253558/bis-13-1270-
enforcement-of-tribunal-awards.pdf  
16

 See CAB, ‘The cost of a hollow victory’ (2013) 
https://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/global/migrated_documents/corporate/cab-evidence-et-awards-nov-
2013.pdf  
17

 Written evidence submitted by TUC to Small Business, Enterprise and Employment Bill 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmpublic/smallbusiness/memo/sb14.htm  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/253558/bis-13-1270-enforcement-of-tribunal-awards.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/253558/bis-13-1270-enforcement-of-tribunal-awards.pdf
https://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/global/migrated_documents/corporate/cab-evidence-et-awards-nov-2013.pdf
https://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/global/migrated_documents/corporate/cab-evidence-et-awards-nov-2013.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmpublic/smallbusiness/memo/sb14.htm
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Rules 50 and 51 would benefit from clarity as to which sequences of case progression are 

permissible.  Streamlining of preliminary hearings with CMDs is welcome. However, allowing 

an early case discussion to change into a preliminary hearing where a key aspect of the 

case could be determined could adversely impact unrepresented claimants. We therefore 

suggest that the rules are clarified to make clear that a CMD cannot be converted into a 

preliminary hearing.  

25. Are there any potential interface issues between preliminary hearings under 

rule 50 and early case management under Rule 27? If so, please explain.   

See comment above. The Tribunal should continue to exercise discretion e.g. to postpone 

an early CMD to allow a preliminary hearing to take place or alternatively, to allow a further 

CMD to take place after a preliminary hearing.   

26. Do you agree with the proposed approach to giving reasons in Rule 60? 

We suggest that Rule 60(2) should be amended to provide that written reasons are also 

provided where oral reasons are given. This is important for transparency and is particularly 

important for unrepresented tribunal users to understand why their case has been 

determined in such a way and to enable them to take further advice on a decision where 

necessary and to assist the adviser in providing advice on possible points of appeal.  

By way of illustration, we frequently speak to unrepresented claimants who have attended a 

CMD or preliminary hearing and who are very unclear as to what has been decided at said 

hearing (indeed some callers are not even sure what type of hearing they had attended).  

This makes it extremely difficult for us to advise.  

27. Does Part 14 make appropriate provision in respect of costs preparation time 

and wasted costs? 

The award of legal costs against a party to the proceedings is the main sanction that the 

Tribunal uses as a tool to ensure compliance with orders and to penalise unreasonable or 

vexatious behaviour. The current system favours those who are legally represented:  

the claimant is potentially liable for very large legal costs (and will often be threatened with 

such), but there is not the same risk or level of sanction for the employer, given the 

comparatively low level likely to be recoverable at a preparation time rate. 

 

We believe that this sometimes leads to Respondent representatives not complying with 

Tribunal Orders for discovery, producing documents at a very late stage in proceedings, and 

ignoring deadlines for witness statements for example, without any fear or likelihood that any 

serious consequences will follow from their non-compliance. More seriously, an employer 

who insists on presenting a weak, misconceived and unreasonable defence all the way up to 

final hearing can do so without fear of a significant sanction.  

  

We note that an unrepresented party is currently only able to claim for preparation time prior 

to the hearing, and not for the hearing itself. In contrast, the legal costs of an employer who 

is using its own in-house lawyer to represent can be recoverable. In our view, this indicates 

that the system favours parties who are able to pay for legal representation. We would ask 
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DEL to consider a wholesale review of the use of the costs-based system and to consider 

whether a more equitable approach can be devised.  

 

28. What are your experiences of cost threats? 

We are extremely concerned about the use of cost threats. Our experience is that they are 

used extensively and our experience is that some respondents issue cost threats as a matter 

of course, irrespective of the merits of the claim. However, the use of unjustified and purely 

intimidatory cost threats remains a hidden problem because they are used under the cloak of 

“without prejudice” correspondence. The abuse of costs threats will rarely come to the 

attention of the Tribunal, as the Claimant will either feel forced to withdraw, or no costs 

application will ever be brought. This is a significant blight on the Tribunal system.  

We regularly have to advise unrepresented Claimants with perfectly good claims, who have 

nonetheless been threatened that they will have to pay costs of £10,000 or more if they do 

not withdraw their case immediately. Someone who is unrepresented has no way of knowing 

whether this is actually a real possibility or not.  Our experience is that some of these 

claimants are often terrified, feel over-matched and threatened. 

In one case we were approached for assistance by a client who had received a costs threat 

and who was on the point of dropping his case. The client had been dismissed without any 

procedures being followed, in breach of the statutory procedures, and would certainly be 

found to have been automatically unfairly dismissed.   When we came on record for the 

client, the case subsequently settled for £20,000.  

Another Law Centre client described the effect of a costs threat in this way:  

A Law Centre advice caller: 

 

“I thought I had a proper case, but I don’t have £10,000 to gamble with to try to bring a case.  

My wife was very upset, she was in tears.  We thought the only way they could take £10,000 

off us was to take our house, make us sell it.  We were up to high doe all weekend, petrified 

about what would happen. 

I thought I was in the right and if I pulled out it would look like I was lying, but I thought I had 

no choice.  It wasn’t worth the risk if it meant we might lose the house.  I felt they were 

forcing me not do it.” 

 

When we were able to provide representation to the above advice caller, again the employer 

quickly agreed to settle the case.  

The serious issue that needs to be addressed is not the use of costs threats in appropriate 

cases.   This may be entirely legitimate.  We are concerned however, about the effect that 

use of blanket costs threats can have on unrepresented claimants. 

Whist the Law Centre and other claimant representatives are able to deal with such costs 

threats, unrepresented claimants are not. Without prejudice costs letters issued against 

unpresented claimants can cause great distress and anxiety and, in our experience, on 

occasion, are used as a blatant tactic to “bully” a claimant out of proceeding with a case.  
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In a recent piece of research conducted on behalf of CABs (which included Northern 

Ireland), the researchers found that cost threats have become ‘routine’:  

Many felt they were bullied by the legal professionals from the other side. It seems to 

have become routine for employers’ lawyers to threaten their opponents with having 

to pay the legal costs of the respondent if they lose (which could amount to 

thousands of pounds).18 

This research chimes with our own experience of cost threats being used in a very 

intimidatory manner. One of the challenges we face is being able to bring “without prejudice” 

cost threats to the attention of the Tribunal under the existing system.  

Our experience is that Tribunals can be reluctant to address costs threats even where the 

issue can be put before them. In one case, where we were able to raise the use of what we 

believed to be an unreasonable cost threat, the Tribunal declined to deal with the issue until 

after the proceedings were fully concluded. This was a thoroughly disappointing outcome. 

We recommend that the Tribunal takes an active interest in the application of cost threats 

(consistent with the overriding objective). The tribunal rules need to give the Tribunal the 

power to deal with this and should be given the tools within the Rules to take appropriate 

action to combat abuse (see the response to question 29). 

While an award of costs may well be appropriate in certain cases, caselaw confirms the 

principle that the Tribunal should be “a jurisdiction where an order for costs is very much the 

exception rather than the rule”19. Caselaw also identifies duties on lawyers: “lawyers..... have 

an obligation not to let their weight become overbearing whether on the Tribunal or opposing 

party”20.  Further research is required to identify the extent and nature of the use of costs 

threats before the tribunal in Northern Ireland.   

 

29. What changes, if any, should be made to deal with the issue? 

We believe that the use of blanket costs threats and costs threats would significantly 

decrease if the party issuing the threat knew that the threats could be held up to public 

inspection.  

We propose an amendment to the Rules to the effect that the issuer of a costs threat that 

requires the other party to withdraw whole or part of its claim or defence (whether marked 

“without prejudice” or not) should be required to seek a deposit order hearing, where the 

prospects of success of that claim or defence would be evaluated in public by a Judge. 

                                                           

18
 Morag McDermont, Samuel Kirwan and Adam Sales, “Journal of Poverty and Social Justice, Poverty, social 

exclusion and the denial of rights to a fair hearing: a case study of employment disputes” (, University of 

Bristol), pg. 9 

 
19

 Gee –v- Shell UK Ltd (2003) IRLR82 CA at paragraph 22 
20

 “ibid at paragraph 36 
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This is very much in keeping with the existing and developing practice of the Tribunal, where 

increasing emphasis is being put on seeking deposit order hearings in appropriate cases. 

Where a party does apply for costs it is also increasingly the case that the question of 

whether they previously sought such a deposit hearing is a significant factor in deciding 

whether any costs should ultimately be awarded. If the unrepresented claimant’s case is 

actually misconceived, or wholly unreasonable or vexatious, the Respondent’s solicitor 

should have no qualms about putting that issue before a public Tribunal.  

We do not think our proposed system would not involve a significant increase in costs for 

Respondents. This is because the number of cases where it is appropriate to issue a threat 

of costs if a case is not withdrawn is likely to be low. The test for award of costs is a higher 

one than that for issuing a deposit order, yet in a calendar year only 52 deposits were 

ordered from 94 such hearings. It follows that the number of cases where costs are actually 

a real possibility is likely to lower still. These figures also serve to highlight how 

unreasonable it is for large numbers of unregulated and indiscriminate costs threats to 

continue to be issued when there is no actual equivalent likelihood of a costs award.  

We also do not think that our proposal would interfere with “without prejudice” negotiation or 

the possibility of settling cases, which is crucial in the operation of the Tribunal system. A 

Respondent wishing to make a genuine offer of settlement through a “Calderbank letter”, 

which threatens costs if it is not accepted and the Claimant is not awarded a higher amount, 

would not be affected.  

Attendees at the DEL/LCNI roundtable suggested a number of ameliorations / solutions. 

Suggestions included: legislation that prevents cost threats letters being marked ‘without 

prejudice’ and requires them to be copied to the tribunal; that advisers report cost threats to 

the Law Society; that DEL/LRA look to practice guidance in GB that has identified particular 

wording that must be used if cost threats are issued; that legislation prohibits cost threats 

being made against vulnerable claimants, etc.  Other suggestions include: to substantially 

limit the maximum amount of a cost order; seek a regulatory/reporting role – perhaps for 

LRA? – to examine the application of cost threats (where known) and to investigate any 

cases where it appears that a company has a blanket policy on issuing cost threats; to allow 

the Tribunal to order an uplift on compensation where it is deemed that a respondent has 

made an unreasonable costs threat.21  

Our preferred approach is a requirement on any party seeking a costs order to first seek a 

deposit order hearing. This approach is in keeping with developing Tribunal practice. 

30. Should legislation formally provide for reference to be made to the position of 

employment judge? 

Yes, we think this is a sensible proposal. Unfortunately, it reflects the sad reality that 

tribunals have become a very formal procedure.  

31. Taking into account the sources of information already available, is there a 

need for further guidance on the tribunal process? If so, what types of 

                                                           
21

 See here: http://hardlabourblog.com/2014/11/20/costs-threats-in-employment-tribunals-a-proposal-for-
reform/ 

http://hardlabourblog.com/2014/11/20/costs-threats-in-employment-tribunals-a-proposal-for-reform/
http://hardlabourblog.com/2014/11/20/costs-threats-in-employment-tribunals-a-proposal-for-reform/
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information and guidance should be developed and what issues would benefit 

from a particular focus? 

 

Yes. Increased information and guidance is always helpful, however, it is no substitute for 

tailored advice. We made this precise point earlier this year to the DOJ consultation on Civil 

Legal Aid. 

Extract from Law Centre response to DOJ consultation Civil Legal Aid 

 

The previous Review clearly identified the importance of early advice and assistance in 

employment matters. The Department of Employment and Learning is very keen to promote 

alternatives to dispute resolution e.g. by encouraging claimants to access arbitration, 

mediation and conciliation services offered by the Labour Relations Agency. The Law Centre 

has consistently welcomed this focus and agree that it is helpful to keep employment 

disputes out of legalistic inter parties tribunals where possible. However, we have also 

argued that early legal advice is often key as a means to encourage claimants to avail of 

LRA services and to keep cases away from formal legal arenas. Indeed, Lord Justice 

Sullivan made this point in his recent oral submission to the House of Common Justice 

Committee’s review of the impact of LAPSO: 

[…] I would certainly put in a plea for legal advice. It is much cheaper than legal 

representation. If you can advise people as to the merits of their claim so that they 

are discouraged from putting in duff claims and encouraged to put in good ones in a 

sensible way, you can probably leave it in the tribunals world to the expert tribunal to 

sort it out.22  

 

We have consistently sought to highlight the difference between information and advice. […] 

A significant amount of material is available which provides information about a person’s 

rights and entitlements. Much of this material is produced by the voluntary and community 

sector. The material varies from simple leaflets explaining where people might get help, to 

comprehensive information about legislation and guidance (for example the Law Centre’s 

online Encyclopaedia of Rights). In an employment context, the Labour Relations Agency 

provides a helpline and advice guides where both employees and employers can receive 

impartial information about employment law and dispute processes. However, these are 

information resources and distinct from tailored advice relating to the specifics of the issue at 

hand.  

 

32. Do you support the suggestions of a multimedia familiarisation resource and, if 

so, what should be its focus? 

Yes. This is a good idea. The thought of a tribunal hearing can be very daunting. A series of 

short webcasts that ‘walk’ users through a hearing would be useful. This would include an 

                                                           
22

 Lord Justice Sullivan Senior President of Tribunals,  Oral Evidence to House of Commons Justice Committee 1 
December 2014 HC311: 
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/justice-
committee/impact-of-changes-to-civil-legal-aid-under-laspo/oral/16072.pdf  

http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/justice-committee/impact-of-changes-to-civil-legal-aid-under-laspo/oral/16072.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/justice-committee/impact-of-changes-to-civil-legal-aid-under-laspo/oral/16072.pdf
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explanation of the different steps within a hearing, the role of the different people involved 

and commonly used terminology.   

It would also be useful to explain the different types of hearings e.g. CMDs and CMRs and to 

provide some kind of sequence map to help users understand how all the different parts of 

the process fit together and at what stage their own case is at.  Again, this is not a substitute 

for advice.   

33. How else can users to be helped to understand the nature of the process, 

including the value of particular claims? 

The only way that this can be achieved is through the provision of advice. Advisers are 

skilled at helping users to understand the tribunal process and to appraise the value of their 

claim. As advisers, we do not just advise on the tribunal process: in fact, one of our key roles 

is to help the claimant to understand the various ADR mechanisms on offer and to 

encourage their uptake, where appropriate.  

34. How can engagement between the tribunal system and its users be improved? 

We believe that engagement needs to be improved. 

The Tribunal Users Group is primarily attended by representatives who predominantly 

represent respondents. Because they are not ‘repeat users’ of the system, the voice of 

claimants at the Tribunal Users Group is not sufficiently heard. It is also worth noting that 

although attendees have experience of ‘using’ (i.e. ‘working at’) the tribunal, they do not 

actually have any stake in the tribunal outcome itself and therefore their interests are unlikely 

to always coincide with the interests of the claimants or respondents themselves. 

The Law Centre has already highlighted that two thirds of claimants are unrepresented:23 

this is the silent majority and yet they currently have virtually no opportunity to input in to the 

tribunal process or consultation. This needs to be rectified. 

We recognise the difficulty in obtaining the input of unrepresented claimants/respondents 

directly (although perhaps DEL should consider asking the Tribunal to periodically write to 

users and invite them to attend meetings and/or provide feedback?) This is perhaps an 

opportunity to revisit a recommendation proposed by Dr McKeever whereby research should 

be conducted with a representative sample of tribunal users to understand the experiences 

of tribunal uses in Northern Ireland.24 

Additionally, improved engagement with those who advise/assist claimants i.e. trade unions 

and voluntary and community organisations would be of assistance. The Law Centre’s 

roundtable discussions have worked effectively to date and have always generated 

interesting discussion. Therefore, we would welcome the opportunity to formalise this 

arrangement with DEL. We suggest that such discussions could initially take place twice a 

year. The minutes of the discussion would be shared with the Tribunal Users Group and the 

LRA working group. Likewise, information from those groups would be shared with the 

                                                           
23

 http://www.employmenttribunalsni.co.uk/oitfet_annual_report_2013.pdf p 20 
24

 Grainne McKeever, ’Supporting Tribunal Users: access to pre-hearing information, advice and support in NI’ 
Recommendation 13, pg. 10 

http://www.employmenttribunalsni.co.uk/oitfet_annual_report_2013.pdf
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DEL/LCNI group. This would provide an opportunity for claimants’ representatives to feed 

into policy and operational matters.  

35. Do you concur with the Department’s assessment of the impacts of the 

proposals set out in the consultation? 

36. What, if any, additional impacts need to be considered? 

As we have highlighted above, it is essential that Green Form is not removed from 

employment cases. If it is removed, there will be disproportionate impact on some s.75 

groups.  

37. Do you have any other views on how the tribunal process could be improved? 

 

a) Redundancy Payment Service 

One of the issues identified at the recent DEL/LCNI roundtable is the difficulties faced by 

claimants in seeking to obtain payments from the DEL Redundancy Payment Service. 

Despite having a tribunal award in their favour, it was reported that some claimants are 

effectively required to restate their entire case to DEL. This strikes us as being wholly 

unnecessary and indeed DEL’s approach here seems to usurp the role of the Tribunal. We 

recommend that DEL reviews accessibility to this particular service. This issue is a good 

example of the sort of concerns that could be identified and examined further through the 

operation of a claimant-focussed engagement group (see above).  

b) Legal Aid for victims of human trafficking / forced labour 

Ensuring support for redress in instances of labour exploitation and forced labour is a 

strategic priority for Department of Justice. Specifically, the Action Plan states that Legal Aid 

is available to trafficked or slavery victims as necessary. 25 We are highlighting this is in the 

context of DEL’s approach to vulnerable tribunal users: it is essential that there is a clear 

mechanism that enables such victims to obtain legal aid in employment cases.  We draw 

DEL’s attention to the first caste discrimination case before the Employment Tribunal in 

GB.26 In an accompanying press released, the claimant’s legal team stressed the importance 

of Legal Aid.27  

The Department of Justice is currently considering making the National Referral Mechanism 

available for victims of slavery who are not victims of human trafficking. This would mean 

that a NRM referral could trigger eligibility to legal aid in employment cases. However, this 

has still not been finalised and therefore there is currently a need for clarity as to how victims 

of slavery can obtain legal aid (and other assistance owed to victims of trafficking.  

 

                                                           
25

 http://www.dojni.gov.uk/index/publications/publication-categories/pubs-policing-community-

safety/community-safety/organised-crime/human-trafficking-strategy-2015-2016.pdf pg. 25-26 
26

 http://www.cloisters.com/news-pdf-downloads/caste.pdf  
27

 http://www.cloisters.com/images/Tirkey_v_Chandok_press_release_21_09_15.pdf  

  
 

http://www.dojni.gov.uk/index/publications/publication-categories/pubs-policing-community-safety/community-safety/organised-crime/human-trafficking-strategy-2015-2016.pdf
http://www.dojni.gov.uk/index/publications/publication-categories/pubs-policing-community-safety/community-safety/organised-crime/human-trafficking-strategy-2015-2016.pdf
http://www.cloisters.com/news-pdf-downloads/caste.pdf
http://www.cloisters.com/images/Tirkey_v_Chandok_press_release_21_09_15.pdf
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Summary of recommendations 

a) Wider issues / context 

We recommend that DEL: 

- Accepts the need for further, more fundamental reform to make the dispute resolution 

process simpler, less formal and more efficient and equitable. 

- Specifically, consider introducing an Employment Adjudicator and a Filtering 

Mechanism. 

- Increase funding for specialist employment advice and representation.  

- Work with DOJ to protect Green Form in employment cases.  

- Work with Tribunal raise the awareness (and legal status) of the Tribunal Rules with 

tribunal users. 

 

 

b) Rules specific 

 

We recommend that DEL revises the draft Tribunal Rules as follows: 

 

- With regards to Rule 2: 

· Remove the words “and the amount of money involved” from 2(b) 

· Remove Rule 2(f) 

· Embed vulnerability into the Rule. 

- Expand Rule 3 to require the judge to consider suitability of ADR and to make 

recommendation that parties explore a particular service where appropriate. 

 

- With regards to Rules 11 – 12: 

· Remove 11(1) (a) so as not to reject claims that are not made on a prescribed 

form. 

· Amend Rules 11 and 12 so that claims are not rejected but rather that their 

progression is halted 

· Remove 12(b) and the term “which cannot be sensibly responded to” 

· Ensure that Judges have discretion to ensure that any claim can progress. 

- Amend Rule 27 (a) to provide that the Chair “shall” provide an assessment of the 

issues to be determined. 

- Amend Rule 33 to allow the Tribunal to consider requests by parties that their case is 

not subject to a stay (i.e. apply the review function in Rule 33(3) to staying orders) 

- Amend Rule 39 to ensure written representations are sent to the other party. 

- Review Rule 47 (1) (c) (iii) so as to preserve open justice. 

- Review Rule 49 so it does not prejudice unrepresented claimants. 

- Review Rules 50 and 51 to clarify permissible sequences of case progression. 

- Amend Rule 60(2) to ensure that written reasons are also provided where oral 

reasons are given. 

- With regards to deposits: 

· Do not introduce multiple deposits or increase maximum level of a deposit 
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· Introduce a Rule that requires a party seeking costs to first apply for a deposit 

order hearing. 

·  

c) Improved information and engagement: 

 

We recommend that DEL improves information available for tribunal users and engagement 

by: 

- Devising multimedia familiarisation 

- Additional information provided by tribunal to users 

- A formalised engagement structure 

 

d) Areas that would benefit from further examination and/or research  

We recommend that DEL: 

- Reviews the application (and equity) of Deposit Hearings 

 

- Works with DOJ to identify prevalence of non-payment of tribunal awards in Northern 

Ireland and to consider remedies 

 

- Reviews the application of costs (including cost threats, preparation costs) 

 

- Reviews accessibility to Redundancy Payments Service 

 

- Works with DOJ to ensure that victims of slavery/trafficking can obtain legal aid in 

employment cases.  


