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Hallam and another v. Cheltenham Borough Council and others (Case No. [2001] 

UKHL 15) 

 

1) Reference Details 

 

Jurisdiction: United Kingdom, House of Lords 

Date of Decision: 22 March 2001 

Link to full case: 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200001/ldjudgmt/jd010322/hallam-1.htm 

 

 

2) Facts 

The mother of S, a Romany gypsy, arranged to hire a local authority building for S’s 

wedding. Two local police officers informed the local authority that they were anticipating a 

tenfold increase in the numbers attending S’s wedding, that they feared disorder and that 

S’s family was “well known” to them. The authority imposed extra conditions on the hire of 

the venue and S and her mother brought a claim for breach of contract against the authority. 

The claim was successful and the local authority was also held to have breached s. 20 and s. 

21 the Race Relations Act 1976. However, a further claim against the two police officers 

under s. 33(1) was dismissed on the basis that they had not been party to the decision to 

alter the terms of the contract.  

S appealed, contending that the decision that the police were not guilty of aiding and 

abetting the authority was flawed. The appeal was dismissed on the grounds that a 

secondary liability could not exist without knowledge that the primary party was treating 

or intending to treat someone less favourably on racial grounds. H appealed against the 

decision. 

3) Law 

 

National Law 

 

• Section 33(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 (aiding unlawful acts) 

 

4) Legal Arguments 

 

The Appellants 

 

The appellants argued that the police officers had knowingly aided the council to 

discriminate against them and therefore should be treated for the purposes of the Act as 

themselves committing an unlawful act. 

 

The Respondent 

 

It was denied that the police officers had acted with any discriminatory intent. 
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5) Decision 

The House of Lords (the Lords) dismissed the appeal on the basis that, to find that a person 

had, within the meaning of s. 33(1), aided another to commit an offence, something more 

than a general attitude of helpfulness and cooperation was needed. The Lords opined that it 

had not been shown that the police officers had knowingly aided the council to unlawfully 

discriminate against H, given that neither officer had been involved in the council’s decision 

to impose the new contract terms. 

 


