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INTRODUCTION

This is a short joint briefing written in the names of the organisations whose logos appear
on the cover page and are listed at the end of this briefing. For the reasons set out below,
we are united in our view that the Bill of Rights Bill (BORB) must be withdrawn entirely, and
the Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA) must be retained.

The BORB, widely known as the Rights Removal Bill, is unnecessary, unevidenced,
unworkable, and unwanted — and it is individuals who will bear the brunt of its harmful
effects. There is absolutely no need to repeal and replace the HRA, which has been vital to
securing dignity, justice, and respect for individuals, families, and communities across the
country over the past two decades.

As a coalition spanning the human rights and civil liberties, pan-equality, legal, disability
rights, criminal justice, military justice, trade union, care and social work, public health,
LGBTQ+ rights, violence against women and girls, racial justice, migrant and refugee rights,
children’s rights, privacy and technology, faith, environment, international development,
and other sectors, we call on MPs to vote against the Rights Removal Bill.

WIDER CONTEXT

1. Repealing the HRA goes far beyond the 2019 Conservative manifesto commitment
to ‘update’ the Act. The Rights Removal Bill would repeal and replace the HRA. The
Government does not have a mandate to significantly reduce rights protections in the
UK and drastically change our constitutional settlement.

2. The Government has ignored expert legal and policy analysis on their plans. The
report of the Independent Human Rights Act Review (IHRAR) was discarded, the views
of the over 12,800 respondents to the Government’s consultation have been dismissed,
and the recommendations of the Joint Committee on Human Rights (JCHR) have been
rejected. Some of the proposals in the Bill, such as those concerning interim measures,
have never been consulted on by the Government, and there is a severe lack of
evidence of need for the Bill as a whole.

3. The Government has denied calls for greater parliamentary scrutiny of the plans.
The Government has rejected calls for pre-legislative scrutiny from the chairs of the
Public Administration and Constitutional Affairs Committee, Justice Committee, Lords
Constitution Committee, and Joint Committee on Human Rights, supported by a broad
coalition of more than 150 civil society groups, the Domestic Abuse Commissioner for
England and Wales, the Victims’ Commissioner for England and Wales and the Children’s
Commissioners of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. The Chair of the Justice
Committee and Conservative MP Sir Bob Neill said, “It is disappointing that the
Government has chosen not to go down this path and | would urge it in the strongest
possible terms to reconsider.”



4. The consultation process for the Bill was inaccessible, exclusionary, and highly
flawed. Throughout the consultation period, and in spite of the significant constitutional
changes the Bill will bring about, the Government failed to provide accessible versions
of its consultation document to enable people to respond. This excluded those people
most likely to be impacted by the changes, such as people with learning disabilities. It
was only after more than 140 organisations wrote to the Justice Secretary, more than
200 disabled people led organisations and individuals wrote to the Joint Committee on
Human Rights, and a user-led disability campaign group threatened legal action, that the
Government finally published an Easy Read and audio version the day before the
deadline." Those requiring an Easy Read or audio received only half the time given to
everyone else to respond. There was no reason for the Government to publish its
consultation before ensuring that everyone could take part. The Government also failed
to publish a robust equality impact assessment of its proposals.

IMPACT ON INDIVIDUALS, FAMILIES, AND COMMUNITIES

5. The Rights Removal Bill undermines the State’s duty to protect our rights. These
duties, called positive obligations, are what enabled the victims of serial ‘black cab’
rapist John Worboys, the families of the victims of the Hillsborough disaster, and the
loved ones of people who have died in State custody and in state institutions, to seek
truth, justice, and accountability. They ensure disabled people are able to live dignified
lives, and enabled families to visit their loved ones in care homes during the Covid-19
pandemic; they are also the foundation of safeguarding. The Bill will stop the clock on
the further development of rights protections in response to changing conditions and




