Case 6/2009 – Appeal against the Ombud’s decision to drop the case was not allowed. Question regarding discrimination because of ethnic background by refusing access to a camping site. 
A man and his family were refused access when they wanted to check in to a camping site. They arrived at the site by car. The Claimant was of the opinion that the refusal was on the grounds that he is a gypsy (Romany). 
The man requested the Ombud to decide whether he and his family had been treated contrary to the Gender Equality Act.  
Ther Ombud referred to the fact that the matter was not sufficiently elucidated by A, and dropped the case.  

The Tribunal considered  the case  in accordance with Section 3, subsection five, third sentence of the Act relating to the Equality and anti-discrimination Ombud: 

The Ombud can in certain cases drop a case if the Ombud finds no grounds for further consideration. 
The Tribunal refers to the fact that the Ombud had started general case handling with a requirement for a report from the camping site and obtaining information from the Police. Therefore, it was not resource considerations which indicated dropping the case. 
The Tribunal was of the opinion that the Ombud should have completed the case handling of the matter by concluding that there was insufficient evidence to be able to establish a violation of the Gender  Equality Act, instead of dropping the case. In this manner, the Claimant would have been given the possibility of having a more complete re-examination carried out by the Tribunal’s treatment of the complaint. It was also unfortunate that the Ombud had given the Claimant an expectation of finished consideration. 
Nevertheless, the Tribunal found no reason to re-examine the Ombud’s decision to drop the case. The Tribunal referred in particular to that a re-examination would serve little purpose in establishing whether discrimination had taken place or not. It was difficult to see what new and decisive evidence would appear for the Ombud and the Tribunal by a re-examination 
The Tribunal therefore did not find for the Claimant. 
The decision was unanimous.  
