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1 ‘An authority […]  must, when making decisions of a strategic nature about how to exercise its 

functions, have due regard to the desirability of exercising them in a way that is designed to reduce 
the inequalities of outcome which result from socio-economic disadvantage.’ (The Equality Act, 2010, 
part 1) 

Executive Summary 
 
The purpose of the report is to provide the Committee with an update on the Fairer 
Scotland Duty. 
 
The Fairer Scotland Duty (FSD) came into effect in April 2018 which required the Council 
and other listed public bodies, to actively consider what more can be done to tackle social 
or economic disadvantages at a strategic decision making or policy development level. 
 
The Programme of Work P005.2 (4) outlines the requirement to carry out a review of the 
Council’s approach to the implementation of the Fairer Scotland Duty has delivered on 
the duty to reduce socio-economic disadvantage. The review will also examine the 
synergies and opportunities between the Fairer Scotland Duty and the Tackling Poverty 
Strategy.  
 
The Council’s approach to the Fairer Scotland Duty has been the subject of discussion at 
the Tackling Poverty Member/ Officer review group and forms part of the updated action 
plan for the Towards a Fairer North Lanarkshire – Tackling Poverty Strategy. The start 
date for the review has been varied as a consequence of these considerations and to 
dovetail with the issue by the Scottish Government of new guidelines in the Autumn of 
2021.  
 
The approach to the Council’s review, recognises, in line with its legislative requirements 
and the Equality and Human Rights Commission position that “Socio-economic 
disadvantage impacts all aspects of life, including health, life expectancy and educational 
attainment in Great Britain. The ‘socio-economic duty’ (SED), Part 1 of the Equality Act 
(2010), aims to deliver better outcomes for those who experience this disadvantage. The 
duty states that certain public bodies, when making strategic decisions on, for example, 
priorities or objectives, must consider how their decisions might help to reduce the 
inequalities associated with socio-economic disadvantage. Such inequalities could 
include inequalities in education, health, housing, or crime rates.1 The SED came into 
force in Scotland as the ‘Fairer Scotland Duty’ (FSD) in April 2018. 



 

 

 
1. Background 
 
1.1 The Equality Act – Socio Economic Duty 
 
1.1.1 As members are aware, the Public Sector Equality Duty applies to nine protected 

characteristics: age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, 

religion or belief, sex, sexual orientation and marriage and civic partnership. 

1.1.2 The Equality Act also introduced a ‘socio-economic duty’ (SED). Which requires 

certain public bodies, when making strategic decisions on, for example, priorities or 

objectives, must consider how their decisions might help to reduce the inequalities 

associated with socio-economic disadvantage. Such inequalities could include 

inequalities in education, health, housing, or crime rates. 

1.1.3 However, the UK Government has not brought the SED into force. However, the 

Scottish Government and Welsh Government did not have the necessary powers to 

introduce the duty independently in 2010, but adjustments in devolved powers 

granted via the Scotland Act 2016 and the Wales Act 2017 have allowed them to 

implement it.  

1.1.4 The Fairer Scotland Duty places a legal responsibility on particular public bodies in 
Scotland to actively consider (pay due regard to) how they can reduce inequalities of 
outcomes caused by socio economic disadvantage, when making strategic decision. 
 

1.1.5 Previous reports submitted to the Youth, Communities and Equalities Sub- 
Committee, have outlined the requirements, and aims of the Fairer Scotland Duty for 
the Council. The aim of the Fairer Scotland Duty is to encourage better decision 
making and ultimately better outcomes for those who are socially or economically 
disadvantaged to help narrow inequality gaps. 

 
1.1.6 A report to the Youth, Communities and Equalities Sub-Committee, considered that 

its meeting on 9th August 2018, set out the Scottish Government’s interim guidance. 
 

1.1.7 In order to deliver the Fairer Scotland Duty, the Council has to date: 
 

• ensured that senior leadership and elected members have an, awareness of the 
Fairer Scotland Duty and the requirements that these place on the council; 

 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Policy and Strategy Committee approve the review process in 
terms of the council’s approach to the implementation of the Fairer Scotland Duty as set 
out in section 2 of this report. 

 

The Plan for North Lanarkshire 

Priority  Improve economic opportunities and outcomes 

Ambition statement (11) Increase economic opportunities for adults by understanding, 
identifying, and addressing the causes of poverty and deprivation 
and barriers to financial inclusion 



• integrated the need to actively consider how the council can reduce inequalities 
of outcomes caused by socio-economic disadvantage within our equality impact 
assessment process; 

 

• provided training for employees to promote understanding of the duty and the 
need to consider socio-economic disadvantage,  

 

• established toolkits and guidance to help with assessment, with an emphasis on 
making connections with other duties within the Public Sector Equality Duty, 

  

• promoted the requirement to consider local and national data when assessing 
and, 

 

• acknowledged the importance of, and supported the establishment of 
underpinning good community engagement, involvement and capacity building 
required. 

 
1.1.8 The Scottish Government is due to issue new guidance on the Fairer Scotland Duty 

in the Autumn of 2021. The Council provided a response to the Scottish 
Government’s consultation. The main focus of the consultation covered the following 
proposed key changes to the guidance :- 

 
1. Two new public bodies have been added to the list of bodies covered by the 

Duty: Scottish National Investment Bank and South of Scotland Enterprise. 
2. Further examples have been included of what constitutes a ‘strategic’ decision 
3. A new section is included: ‘organisational readiness’ that describes critical 

components that can lead to the successful delivery of the Duty:-  

• Leadership 

• Awareness Raising 

• Training 

• Developing a Fairer Scotland Duty Framework 

4. The addition of six questions that it would be useful for a public body to 
consider when demonstrating ‘due regard’  

5. Two new templates have been provided: 
a. an evaluation tool to help bodies demonstrate they have met the Duty and  
b. an Assessment Not Required Declaration form   

6. The data sources section has been updated; and  

7. New live example case studies have been added replacing the hypothetical case 

studies. 

 
 

2. Report 
 
2.1 Review of the Council’s approach to the implementation of the Fairer Scotland 

Duty 
 
2.1.1 The Programme of Work P005.2 (4) outlines the requirement to carry out a review of 

how the Council’s approach to the implementation of the Fairer Scotland Duty has 
delivered on the duty to reduce socio-economic disadvantage. The review will also 
examine the synergies and opportunities between the Fairer Scotland Duty and the 
Tackling Poverty Strategy.  

 
  



2.1.2 The desktop review is underway through initial consideration of the findings of 
significant pieces of research, which have informed the review methodology, an 
example of which is the report Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and 
Wales (Equality and Human Rights Commission March 2021). 

 
2.2 Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales (Equality and 

Human Rights Commission March 2021) 
 

2.2.1 In September 2020, a report was commissioned by the Equality and Human Rights 
Commission (EHRC) to explore the impact of the SED on public bodies. 

 
2.2.2 The EHRC report (copy attached as Appendix 1 to this report for reference) presents 

research into how 24 public bodies in Scotland and Wales are implementing, or 
preparing to implement, the duty. It shows the barriers and facilitators to effective 
implementation, the impact of the duty on the behaviour of public bodies and the 
aspirations for long-term change. The report recognises that whilst public bodies in 
both Scotland and Wales were largely positive about the duty, the research suggests 
that more support is needed to ensure effective implementation.  Public bodies in 
both nations experienced a number of challenges. These included developing 
systems that avoided ‘box-ticking’ consideration of socio-economic disadvantage; 
setting success criteria and relevant outcomes; allocating time and budget to 
implement the duty; and developing different assessment processes and reporting 
mechanisms that avoided duplication of the work required under other duties. 

 
2.2.3 Providing real and measurable improvements to people’s lives was considered a 

longer-term aspiration for the duty in Scotland and Wales. This was expressed as a 
desire to reduce / eliminate poverty, or to see improvements in specific outcome 
indicators. Respondents suggested that the duty, the associated guidance and 
organisational approaches need to be more ambitious to achieve this.  

 
2.2.4 The steps identified through the EHRC research to ensure future success will be 

reflected in the review process within North Lanarkshire, with the following findings 
noted or specifically considered in the North Lanarkshire review process as 
appropriate: - 

 

• clear success criteria and measures so that the impact of the duty on inequalities 
of outcomes can be monitored; 

• further guidance and support from governments on data use and consultation 
with those experiencing socio-economic disadvantage; 

• mechanisms that hold public bodies accountable to the duty; 

• collective responsibility for the duty among all staff members within public bodies; 
and 

• greater focus on changes to outcomes rather than decision-making processes. 
 

2.2.5 The methodology for the review will consist of: 
 

• a key document review of related reports/other local authority/public body 
approaches; 

 

• focus group interviews with third sector and other stakeholders who have an 
interest in the duty; 

 

• a desktop review of published North Lanarkshire Equality and Fairer Scotland 
Duty Assessments carried out by Services,  



 

• qualitative research with Heads of Services (Questionnaire); 
 

• an examination of the interdependencies between the Fairer Scotland Duty and 
the Council’s strategic approach to Tackling Poverty;  

  

• consider the need for the Fairer Scotland Duty to be used in operational decision 
making as well as strategic decision making; and 

 

• align the Council’s approach to the Fairer Scotland Duty with the new guidance 
issued by the Scottish Government in the Autumn.  

 
2.2.6 The outcome/recommendations of the review will be submitted to the Committee for 

approval following the publication of the new guidance issued by the Scottish 
Government.  

 

 
3. Public Sector Equality Duty and Fairer Scotland Duty 
 
3.1  The review on the Council’s approach to the implementation of the Fairer Scotland 

Duty will meet the requirements of the Fairer Scotland Duty to reduce socio-economic 
disadvantage. 

 
3.2 No groups will be disadvantaged or excluded through the implementation of the 

recommendations of the report. Indeed, approval of the recommendation presents an 
opportunity to promote equality and ensure greater access to public services. 

 

 
4. Impact 
 
4.1 Financial impact 
 
4.1.1  There are no financial impacts 
 
4.2 HR policy / Legislative impact 
 
4.2.1 There are no HR/Policy/Legislative impacts. 
 
4.3 Technology / Digital impact 
 
4.3.1 N/A 
    
4.4 Environmental impact 
 
4.4.1 N/A  
 
  



4.5 Communications impact 
  
4.5.1 N/A  
  
4.6 Risk impact 
 
4.6.1 The review of the Fairer Scotland Duty will support the Council to improve the 

measures in place to tackle poverty and thereby have a positive impact on a key 

corporate risk.  

 
5. Measures of success 
 
5.1 The review will seek to developing and improving the Council’s approach to deliver 

outcomes related to tackling poverty and reducing socio-economic disadvantage that 
go beyond the asks of the Fairer Scotland Duty by actively considering socio-
economic inequality in not only strategic decisions, but in operational matters.  

 
 

6. Supporting Documents 
 
6.1 Appendix 1 – Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales (Equality 

and Human Rights Commission March 2021) 
 

 
 
Lizanne McMurrich 
Head of Communities  
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© 2021 Equality and Human Rights Commission 

First published March 2021 

ISBN 978-1-84206-840-3 

Research report number 136 

Equality and Human Rights Commission Research Report Series  

The Equality and Human Rights Commission Research Report Series publishes 

research carried out for us by commissioned researchers. 

We are publishing the report as a contribution to discussion and debate. 

Please contact the Research Team for information about our other research 

reports, or visit our website. 

Post: Research Team 

Equality and Human Rights Commission 

Arndale House 

The Arndale Centre 

Manchester M4 3AQ  

Email: research@equalityhumanrights.com 

For information on accessing one of our publications in an alternative format, 

please contact: correspondence@equalityhumanrights.com. 
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Executive summary  

Overview 

Socio-economic disadvantage impacts all aspects of life, including health, life 

expectancy and educational attainment in Great Britain. The ‘socio-economic 

duty’ (SED), Part 1 of the Equality Act (2010), aims to deliver better outcomes for 

those who experience this disadvantage. The duty states that certain public 

bodies, when making strategic decisions on, for example, priorities or objectives, 

must consider how their decisions might help to reduce the inequalities 

associated with socio-economic disadvantage. Such inequalities could include 

inequalities in education, health, housing, or crime rates.1 The SED came into 

force in Scotland as the ‘Fairer Scotland Duty’ (FSD) in April 2018. It is due to 

come into force in Wales on 31 March 2021. The UK Government has no plans 

to introduce the SED in England, although a number of English local authorities 

(such as Newcastle City Council and the North of Tyne Combined Authority) 

have adopted the duty voluntarily.  

This report presents research into how 24 public bodies in Scotland and Wales 

are implementing, or preparing to implement, the duty. It shows the barriers and 

facilitators to effective implementation, the impact of the duty on the behaviour of 

public bodies and the aspirations for long-term change.  

Public bodies that participated in the research had largely welcomed the duty, 

with most positively engaging with it. Scottish public bodies had developed 

several methods to implement it. Public bodies in Wales were at different stages 

in their preparations for implementation, and some had not yet taken any 

significant steps to prepare. While public bodies in both Scotland and Wales 

were largely positive about the duty, the research suggests that more support is 

needed to ensure effective implementation.  

 

 

1 ‘An authority […]  must, when making decisions of a strategic nature about how 
to exercise its functions, have due regard to the desirability of exercising them in 
a way that is designed to reduce the inequalities of outcome which result from 
socio-economic disadvantage.’ (The Equality Act, 2010, part 1) 
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Key findings 

Implementation 

̶ In Scotland, the duty encouraged public bodies to review and formalise their 

consideration of socio-economic disadvantage within strategic decision-

making processes. Most participating public bodies introduced dedicated FSD 

impact assessments or expanded existing equality impact assessments to 

include the consideration of socio-economic disadvantage, alongside the nine 

protected characteristics outlined in the Equality Act.   

̶ In Wales, a number of public bodies reported a lack of clarity about how to 

implement the duty or how it differed from their current approach. Opinions 

varied about how, and to what extent, the duty would change or add to 

existing practices. Most respondents felt that the key change would be the 

formal incorporation of poverty and socio-economic disadvantage into the 

decision-making process. Most also wanted to incorporate assessment of the 

duty into their existing equality impact assessment to avoid duplication of 

effort and issues.  

̶ Most public bodies in Wales had begun to take preparatory steps. These 

included providing internal guidance and training sessions about the duty; 

engaging with those with lived experience of socio-economic disadvantage; 

and integrating the duty into their corporate plans and strategies, equality 

impact assessments, and equality plans.  

Barriers, challenges and enablers 

̶ Buy-in from senior management, clear identification as to what constitutes a 

‘strategic decision’ and a strong evidence base relating to socio-economic 

disadvantage were all identified as necessary for effective implementation in 

both nations. 

̶ Enablers, which helped public bodies prepare for, and effectively implement 

the duty in both nations, included the statutory nature of the duty, the 

supporting resources provided by government (interim guidance and the 

Improvement Service in Scotland), the development of organisation-specific 

frameworks for the duty and the provision of training to staff and board 

members. The fact that the duty complemented existing duties and legal 

requirements was also seen as a positive feature.  
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̶ Public bodies in both nations experienced a number of challenges. These 

included developing systems that avoided ‘box-ticking’ consideration of socio-

economic disadvantage; setting success criteria and relevant outcomes; 

allocating time and budget to implement the duty; and developing different 

assessment processes and reporting mechanisms that avoided duplication of 

the work required under other duties.  

Impact 

̶ Most public bodies in both nations felt that the duty already ensures, or will 

ensure in the future, that inequalities of outcome resulting from socio-

economic disadvantage are considered as part of strategic decision-making.  

̶ Some Scottish public bodies reported that the duty had begun to influence 

and change the outcomes of decisions. Several, however, felt that the duty 

had not, as yet, made any significant changes to the outcome of decisions 

that had been made, and had not been used to set or tackle specific priorities 

to date.  

̶ Providing real and measurable improvements to people’s lives was 

considered a longer-term aspiration for the duty in Scotland and Wales. This 

was expressed as a desire to reduce / eliminate poverty, or to see 

improvements in specific outcome indicators. Respondents suggested that 

the duty, the associated guidance and organisational approaches need to be 

more ambitious to achieve this.  

Steps needed to ensure future success  

Public bodies in both nations identified a number of elements that are needed to 

ensure future success and the effective implementation of the duty: 

̶ clear success criteria and measures so that the impact of the duty on 

inequalities of outcomes can be monitored 

̶ further guidance and support from governments on data use and consultation 

with those experiencing socio-economic disadvantage 

̶ mechanisms that hold public bodies accountable to the duty 

̶ collective responsibility for the duty among all staff members within public 

bodies, and 

̶ greater focus on changes to outcomes rather than decision-making 

processes.  
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Methodology  

We interviewed staff from 12 public bodies each in Scotland and Wales and held 

focus groups with third-sector and partner organisations in both nations to 

understand how the SED was operating in practice. In addition to this, we 

reviewed the publications of participating public bodies.   

This research provides a snapshot of practices to date. The Equality and Human 

Rights Commission does not promote or endorse any particular implementation 

method outlined in this report. 
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Introduction  

Background to the research 

The Equality Act 2010 provides a legal framework to protect the rights of 

individuals and advance equality of opportunity for all.  

Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 introduced the Public Sector Equality Duty 

which requires public bodies, in exercising all their functions, to have due regard 

to the need to:  

̶ eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that 

is prohibited by or under the Equality Act 2010  

̶ advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 

protected characteristic and persons who do not share it, and 

̶ foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 

characteristic and persons who do not share it. 

The Public Sector Equality Duty applies to eight protected characteristics: age, 

disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, 

sex and sexual orientation. 

The Equality Act also introduced a ‘socio-economic duty’ (SED). The duty states 

that certain public bodies, when making strategic decisions on, for example, 

priorities or objectives, must consider how their decisions might help to reduce 

the inequalities associated with socio-economic disadvantage. Such inequalities 

could include inequalities in education, health, housing, or crime rates.2  

However, the UK Government has not brought the SED into force. The Scottish 

Government and Welsh Government did not have the necessary powers to 

introduce the duty independently in 2010, but adjustments in devolved powers 

granted via the Scotland Act 2016 and the Wales Act 2017 have allowed them to 

implement it.  

 

 
2 ‘An authority […]  must, when making decisions of a strategic nature about how 
to exercise its functions, have due regard to the desirability of exercising them in 
a way that is designed to reduce the inequalities of outcome which result from 
socio-economic disadvantage.’ (The Equality Act, 2010, part 1) 
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The SED came into force in Scotland as the ‘Fairer Scotland Duty’ in April 2018. 

It is due to come into force in Wales on the 31 March 2021. Only certain public 

bodies, those listed in the Equality Act or added by regulations, are under a 

statutory duty to comply with it. 

The UK Government has no plans to introduce the SED in England, although a 

number of English local authorities (such as Newcastle City Council and the 

North of Tyne Combined Authority) have adopted the duty voluntarily (Just Fair, 

2018). 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission has produced several reports 

highlighting the impact of socio-economic disadvantage on people’s lives. ‘Is 

Britain Fairer?’ (EHRC, 2018a) showed that socio-economic disadvantage 

affects health, life expectancy and educational attainment. The complementary 

reports ‘Is Scotland Fairer?’ (EHRC, 2018b) and ‘Is Wales Fairer?’ (EHRC, 

2018c) highlighted particular inequalities around socio-economic disadvantage in 

those nations. 

In September 2020, this report was commissioned by the Equality and Human 

Rights Commission to explore the impact of the SED on public bodies. This 

research relates to the Equality and Human Rights Commission’s core aim: to 

see strong equality and human rights laws that protect people, and data that 

show what is happening to people in practice (EHRC, 2019). Improving the 

implementation of the socio-economic duty and identifying examples of good 

practice will help to ensure this. This research will inform the Equality and Human 

Rights Commission’s core aim: to see strong equality and human rights laws that 

protect people, and data that show what is happening to people in practice. This 

report responds to the Scottish Government’s review of the SED guidance. It will 

also provide an information base for the implementation of the duty in Wales and 

a vision for its delivery. 

Aims of the research 

The research sought to understand:  

̶ how public bodies are implementing the duty in Scotland and preparing to 

implement the duty in Wales 

̶ the impact the duty has had on internal working practices and decision-

making in Scotland and what public bodies in Wales expect the impact will be 

on their working practices and decision-making 

̶ any barriers and facilitators to effective implementation (experienced or 

expected), and  

̶ aspirations for long-term change as a result of the duty. 
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This research seeks to provide a snapshot of practices to date to further learning 

and ensure effective implementation of the SED. The Equality and Human Rights 

Commission does not promote or endorse any particular implementation method 

or reporting format outlined in this report.  

Methodology  

The research took a mixed-methods approach consisting of: 

- semi-structured interviews with public bodies who are subject to the duty 

- a review of participating public bodies’ published documents and  

- focus groups and mini-group interviews with other stakeholders who have 

an interest in the duty – this included third-sector and other public-sector 

organisations and supporting organisations who are not subject to the 

duty but may have experienced knock-on effects of the duty via their 

partnership work with public bodies. 

The same methods were used for Scotland and Wales.  

Interviews and focus groups  

Due to the lockdown restrictions of the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, we 

conducted interviews and focus groups either by telephone or online. Calls 

lasted between 60 and 90 minutes on average. We developed separate topic 

guides for Scotland and Wales, and for each of the respondent groups (see 

appendix A).  

Interviews with public bodies sought information on how the duty had changed, 

or was expected to change, their strategic decision-making process, the 

facilitators and challenges faced in implementing the duty, priority areas and 

success criteria, and perceptions and expectations of the success of the duty.  

Topic guides for third-sector and partner / supporting organisations sought 

information about any observable differences in strategic decisions / work of 

listed public bodies (and any knock-on effects on partner organisations), general 

success of the duty as well as what long-term success should look like, and what 

more is needed to support successful implementation and successful outcomes.  

Sample  

We selected the public-body sample from the population of public bodies that 

were subject to the duty in Scotland and Wales. We drafted a shortlist of public 



Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

13 

bodies to represent a mix of organisations by geography, urban / rural location, 

size and sector. The sample also sought to provide a mix of those who have 

historically considered / focused on socio-economic disadvantage, and those for 

whom this was a new consideration. We invited a range of other public sector / 

partner organisations who were not subject to the duty but who could have 

noticed a change or felt knock-on effects as a result of it. We also invited third-

sector organisations with an interest in poverty and / or who represented or 

campaigned for those with lived experience of poverty or inequalities of outcome 

resulting from socio-economic disadvantage. A complete list of participating 

organisations is included in appendix B.  

The final sample included 24 public bodies (12 in Scotland and 12 in Wales), 14 

third-sector organisations and support networks (9 in Scotland and 5 in Wales) 

and 8 partner organisations (3 in Scotland, 5 in Wales).  

Participants in the public-body interviews included board members, members of 

the executive and / or senior management teams and equality officers from 

within the selected public bodies. Similarly, participants in the focus groups 

included Directors and other senior managers, as well as policy, research, 

strategy and information leads / officers.  

Document review 

The document review focused on public bodies subject to the duty in Scotland 

and expected to be subject to the duty in Wales. It sought to determine the 

extent to which any changes to practice or decision-making criteria were formally 

reflected in published documents. We restricted the document review to only 

those public bodies who participated in the research, and considered documents 

from April 2018 onwards, which is the point from which the duty came into force 

in Scotland.  

To help direct and focus the document review, we developed a list of key 

strategic, policy and monitoring reports that could be expected to contain 

information about the duty. We also developed a list of key search terms to be 

applied to each document / report (see appendix C). We asked interview 

respondents to identify any key strategic documents that could be included in the 

review, and we searched organisations’ websites for relevant reports. We then 

applied the various search terms to each document to support a rapid review and 

to determine the extent to which the documents did or did not include relevant 

information about the duty itself or about socio-economic disadvantage more 

generally.  
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We reviewed 84 published documents from Scottish public bodies and 48 

published documents from Welsh public bodies. In addition to the list of 

document types listed in appendix C, the Scottish review also considered board 

Papers, Fairer Scotland Duty impact assessments and equality impact 

assessments3 where available and relevant to determine the inclusion of SED 

consideration. 

It should be noted that the types of documents considered across each public 

body was not consistent and depended on the dates the most recent versions 

were published and what was available via public bodies websites during the 

research period. For example, some organisations’ most recent strategic plans 

were published before 2018 and so were not included in the review.  

Limitations of the research 

The research was qualitative and explored the range of factors relevant to public 

bodies when considering the duty. While this allowed a deeper understanding of 

each respondent’s experiences of the duty to date, the research should not be 

considered as providing robust statistical findings of public bodies’ experience in 

Scotland and Wales.   

The results are based on a small number of public bodies subject to the duty in 

Scotland and Wales. The findings may not capture the full range, or be 

representative, of the experiences of all public bodies. Similarly, the people 

interviewed as part of the research may not fully represent the range of work in 

an organisation. Although we highlight elements of good practice, poor practice, 

missed opportunities, and enabling factors and challenges, other elements may 

not have been uncovered by this work. The document review considered only a 

sample of published reports for each participating public body and does not 

provide a comprehensive review of all documents. Some key reports may not 

have been included in the review.  

 

 
3 As part of the general equality duty, any public body planning to introduce a 
new policy or make changes or cuts to a service should ensure it has sufficient 
evidence to consider whether the decision would have a disproportionate impact 
on people sharing one or more protected characteristics, and address negative 
impacts where possible. This is often done via an equality impact assessment.  
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Report structure 

The remainder of this report sets out the results from the Scottish fieldwork, 

followed by the Welsh results. A conclusion chapter then draws together the 

similarities, differences and learning between the experiences of the two nations. 
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Scotland   

The Scottish context 

The socio-economic duty (SED) came into force in Scotland in April 2018 and is 

known as the Fairer Scotland Duty (FSD). The duty is currently subject to a 

three-year implementation period in Scotland and the Scottish Government has 

published non-statutory interim guidance for public bodies on how to implement 

the duty effectively during this period (Scottish Government, 2018). The Scottish 

Government plans to review the interim guidance and publish final guidance, 

which will aim to support practice improvement and effective implementation, in 

April 2021. 

This chapter outlines the steps Scottish public bodies have taken to implement 

the FSD to date, discusses the enablers and challenges to implementation and 

delivering successful outcomes. It also considers what future success should 

look like and how to achieve this.   

Implementing the duty 

Implementing the FSD alongside other duties 

Public bodies are subject to various laws and duties. This includes, but is not 

limited to, the FSD, the Equality Act 2010, The Equality Act 2010 (Specific 

Duties) (Scotland) Regulations 2012 as amended, the Child Poverty (Scotland) 

Act 2017, the Education (Scotland) Act 2016, and the Community Empowerment 

(Scotland) Act 2015. In addition, there are duties and requirements related to 

human rights, the environment / sustainability / climate change, the Islands Act 

2018, and data protection, which often require impact assessments and specific 

consideration when developing policies and strategies.   

Generally, respondents felt that the FSD sat well alongside their other duties, 

that they complemented each other, and that there were no tensions between 

the different duties or responsibilities:   
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We see it as integrated, we don’t see it as a separate thing. We 

see it as an additional consideration within the framework of 

those things [other existing legislation] because that’s where it 

sits best. (National / local government) 

It was noted that the laws and duties, while pointing to the general direction of 

travel of the Scottish Government (which was felt to be aimed at making 

Scotland fairer generally, and to tackle poverty and inequality for its population), 

were distinct from each other and focused on different aspects or characteristics 

for public bodies to consider. However, it was felt these were often 

interconnected and complementary, with a few respondents suggesting that 

these links needed to be better incorporated and made more explicit throughout 

the legislation to help with implementation and delivery:   

I think they’re distinct… they are looking at different things, but I 

think there are links between them, and there may be people who 

find themselves in the lesser income deciles who may also have 

protected characteristics, and we just have to factor in these 

issues in the round. (National / local government) 

Only one public body experienced a conflict between the FSD and its primary 

legal requirement (to provide a fair and impartial service setting). This 

organisation had concerns that promoting the interests of a particular group 

could be considered, in certain areas of its work, as undermining its principle 

requirement to provide a fair and impartial service setting. This limited the 

organisation’s scope to apply the FSD. The limitations were agreed with the 

Scottish Government at the outset and flagged in key documents that reported 

on coverage of the FSD. To date, due regard has been paid to the duty in 

relation to development of the organisation’s corporate plan, major procurement 

activity, and maintaining Living Wage Employer accreditation for all staff and 

subcontractors.  

Developing models of implementation  

The FSD requires public bodies to have due regard to reducing inequalities of 

outcome resulting from socio-economic disadvantage when making strategic 

decisions. Most public bodies considered a strategic decision to be something 

that had to be put to their board and / or executive / senior management teams 

for a decision or approval, but which excluded operational decisions. This 

included (but was not limited to) anything related to the allocation of resources 

(including budgeting), anything related to the strategic direction of the 

organisation, the development of new policies, any changes to the size, nature 

and location of the organisation’s estate, staff numbers / profile, or service 

provision. 
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Most respondents felt that their approach to strategic decision-making in relation 

to addressing socio-economic disadvantage was somewhat mixed and 

inconsistent before the FSD was introduced. It appears that previous 

consideration depended on the nature of the service delivered, the nature of the 

proposal, and the backgrounds and interests of the team members involved. Few 

felt that socio-economic disadvantage had always featured strongly in their 

thinking and decision-making process, with only two public bodies noting formal 

mechanisms for consideration (that is, that socio-economic disadvantage had 

always been included in their priorities, their equality scheme and / or in their 

equality impact assessments4): 

I don’t think there was an awful lot there, it tended to be more 

service-led, so there were some services that were more likely to 

address this. (National / local government) 

Respondents generally reported that the introduction of the FSD had helped 

public bodies to review and formalise their processes in relation to socio-

economic disadvantage, and that it had strengthened the need for this 

consideration across all staff levels, including at Senior Management Team 

(SMT) and board level.  

The duty and interim guidance did not provide a fixed model for how public 

bodies should integrate the FSD within their strategic decision-making process, 

rather it was for public bodies to develop systems that work best for them. Some 

had undertaken a combination of approaches, while others had implemented just 

one. Four general models emerged from the research: 

1. Impact assessment only: Most public bodies we spoke to had adopted 

this model. In this situation, either a dedicated FSD impact assessment was 

conducted or the organisation’s equality impact assessments had been 

expanded to consider socio-economic disadvantage alongside protected 

characteristics. Respondents suggested, however, that there may be gaps 

in this approach because not all proposals required an impact assessment. 

In these cases, it was not clear what consideration (if any) would be given 

to the outcomes of those experiencing socio-economic disadvantage, and it 

was felt that it would depend on the SMT / board members asking about 

this unprompted.   

 

 
4 Equality impact assessments are a tool used by public bodies to identify the 
potential impact of new legislation, strategies, policies or significant changes to 
service delivery on members of the community with protected characteristics, 
with the aim of minimising any negative impacts. 
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2. Wider framework: Several public bodies had developed a supporting 

framework and / or adopted multiple prompts throughout the paperwork 

required for strategic decisions. Supporting frameworks included project 

initiation documents which outlined the various legislation and duties that 

they must comply with, as well as various internal guidance documents and 

templates for the FSD which covered scoping, evidence gathering, 

summarising conclusions and decision-making. Multiple prompts included 

combining: 

̶ reporting prompts (such as a heading or question around consideration 

of the FSD within templates) and a FSD impact assessments /  

enhanced equality impact assessment  

̶ detailed project initiation form with a FSD impact assessment /  

enhanced equality impact assessment, or  

̶ use of a comprehensive set of templates to support staff with FSD 

considerations throughout the proposal development process.   

3. Board report prompt only: A few organisations incorporated a written 

prompt within board papers / reports which pressed authors to consider and 

outline socio-economic impacts / implications of the proposal / decision. 

This typically took the form of a heading within the report template 

prompting the writer to outline any impacts of FSD on the proposal. The 

document review suggested that only basic summary information was being 

provided in this respect, but interviews confirmed that this acted as a 

prompt for more detailed discussion within board meetings to ensure board 

members understood the issues and implications of their decisions. 

4. No formal framework: Two public bodies generally had no formal prompt 

in their paperwork when considering relevant strategic decisions or reports. 

For one organisation, the respondent noted that one person was typically 

responsible for preparing the relevant documents for the SMT / board who 

needed to incorporate and generate discussion around the FSD where they 

considered it to be appropriate. For the other organisation, the development 

of formal prompts within paperwork was a work in progress. They had 

developed a pilot project to develop supporting paperwork and 

assessments within one department, and an Improvement Group had been 

set up to develop an organisation-wide approach (expected to contain a 

screening and assessment process). Currently, however, the FSD was 

addressed in a more unstructured/ad hoc way as needed when strategic 

decisions were being considered. Report writers and the SMT take 

responsibility to request and gather the necessary information. 
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5.  Public bodies who had a dedicated FSD impact assessment, or other 

detailed supporting paperwork, such as project initiation documents and 

templates, generally felt that this was useful and ensured that socio-

economic issues would be given careful consideration. However, it was 

noted that having separate paperwork and assessments for different duties 

could become time-consuming for staff and risked the assessments 

becoming a box-ticking exercise and / or diluting the results. It was also 

noted that there could be overlap and interplay between the issues and 

groups considered across the various assessments which could lead to 

repetition. 

Several public bodies felt that, by including consideration of the FSD across the 

preparation of reports and / or within all equality impact assessments, they were 

applying the duty more widely. It was not being restricted to high-level strategic 

decisions but was being considered during project / service development and 

informing the implementation of frontline service delivery. 

Reporting mechanisms 

The interim guidance published by the Scottish Government to support the 

implementation of the FSD required public bodies to publish information to show 

that due regard had been given to meeting the duty in relation to each strategic 

decision taken. This suggested that information could be published: 

̶ as a section in or an annex to a publication setting out the strategic proposal, 

plan or decision 

̶ as a Fairer Scotland Assessment document, published separately, or 

̶ as a separate section within an equality impact assessment focusing on the 

strategic proposal, plan or decision. 

These were simply suggestions and public bodies were free to decide the best 

approach for themselves.  

In most cases, public bodies either published their FSD impact assessments / 

equality impact assessments, or the associated information in the papers 

available for board and committee meetings. In some cases, these publications 

included the full assessment documents while in others they included summary 

information which acknowledged that a FSD assessment had been completed 

and provided key findings where relevant. A few public bodies noted that they did 

not publish this information in any format as yet.   

While there was no formal requirement for public bodies to evidence use of the 

duty in wider publications, 29 of the 84 strategic reports/documents that we 

reviewed for this research did mention the FSD. This was typically restricted to 

briefly naming the duty, with a few also providing a short outline of the aims / 
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purpose of the duty, but with few links made between the FSD and any priorities 

set. Much more prevalent across public bodies’ publications was the 

consideration of socio-economic disadvantage, poverty and inequalities more 

broadly: 46 reports included socio-economic related issues within their priorities. 

These priorities included (but were not limited to) tackling the poverty- based 

attainment gap; child poverty; fuel, food and period poverty; health inequalities; 

supporting low-income households / families and working on income 

maximisation; and reducing the employment gap between disabled people and 

the rest of the working-age population. 

Responsibility for the duty 

While the FSD is focused on strategic decision-making, most public bodies felt it 

was important that responsibility for its delivery be distributed more widely. It was 

considered important for the SMT and board members to be aware of the duty 

and their responsibilities within it as they were accountable for the decisions 

made. It was seen as equally important, however, that those completing impact 

assessments, writing reports, developing proposals and policies were aware of 

the FSD and incorporated it into their work because this information was used to 

inform SMT / board decisions.  

A few public bodies noted that the key responsibilities for the FSD lay with a 

small number of staff, typically those responsible for developing equalities 

policies and/or key reports, but that their SMT / board were also supportive of the 

duty and engaged enthusiastically in discussions where required. One also noted 

that other staff would be responsible for contributing to the implementation of the 

FSD without really knowing, for example, they would contribute to data analysis 

or complete impact assessments to consider socio-economic disadvantage, but 

as this was not ‘badged’ as FSD work they may not know this was a contributing 

factor to meeting the duty.   

Awareness-raising activities 

To support staff members responsible for implementing the duty, public bodies 

had taken a variety of awareness raising measures. This included providing the 

implementation models and frameworks outlined above to prompt staff to 

consider the FSD, and making the interim guidance available to them. Several 

respondents had attended or provided training on the FSD. In particular, training 
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provided by the Improvement Service5 and training provided by a law firm had 

been accessed by public bodies. One public body had developed this to be 

delivered across the organisation by their own staff. All training discussed was 

voluntary and focused on the responsibilities of those staff developing proposals, 

as well as SMT and board members who will be responsible for the decisions.  

The provision of training and awareness-raising sessions was considered to be 

an area of continuing development for some public bodies to ensure wider 

dissemination and understanding across the relevant staff groups.  

Data use 

Public bodies generally felt that having access to robust data was important, both 

in considering socio-economic disadvantage within their decision-making 

process and in understanding impacts or outcomes of these decisions. 

Respondents listed many useful data sources, including:   

̶ well-being measures 

̶ various health and lifestyle-related data, such as life expectancy, early 

mortality rates, breastfeeding rates, smoking statistics, drug and alcohol 

statistics 

̶ educational attainment data and positive destinations for school leavers  

̶ child-poverty data  

̶ household earnings and income data, including data related to benefits 

̶ employment / unemployment figures 

̶ crime data 

̶ levels of fuel poverty  

̶ Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 

̶ Office for National Statistics data 

̶ postcode data 

̶ the Scottish Government’s Evidence Finder 

̶ local authority data 

̶ research findings, and  

̶ consultations and public bodies’ own evidence bases. 

 

 
5 The National Coordinator for the FSD and it’s implementation is based within 
Improvement Service Scotland. More details for their work can be found at the 
Improvement Service Scotland website.  

https://www.improvementservice.org.uk/
https://www.improvementservice.org.uk/
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A few noted that measures still focused more on equalities and protected 

characteristics and less on socio-economic disadvantage / poverty. It was 

suggested, however, that due to the overlap of inequalities due to socio-

economic disadvantage with inequalities due to protected characteristics, this 

data could also be used as evidence for the FSD.  

One respondent noted that it was relatively easy to measure the component 

parts or contributing factors linked to socio-economic deprivation, for example via 

health, education, income data, Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation, etc., but 

that it was much harder to measure the ‘bigger picture’ impacts.  

It was also suggested that additional support and advice would be welcomed to 

identify relevant data and set priorities aimed at reducing inequalities of 

outcomes. This was particularly important for public bodies who considered this 

to be a relatively new area for them, and they noted a need / desire to improve 

their use of data.  

Consultation activities 

Methods employed by public bodies  

The interim guidance suggests it is important for public bodies to involve relevant 

communities in meeting the FSD, particularly people with direct experience of 

poverty and disadvantage. This engagement was also considered important by 

public bodies to support the development of robust data and an evidence base.  

Most public bodies noted that they do undertake consultation / engagement 

activities with stakeholders, typically during the evidence gathering phases of 

strategy development, which included the development of strategic aims and 

objectives, strategic plans, annual budget development, and specific policy 

development. This included consulting with third-sector organisations, local 

community groups, and those with lived experience via focus groups, workshops, 

events, surveys and feedback forms, public consultation methods, youth and / or 

user-group forums, expert advisory / reference groups, via Community Planning 

Partnerships mechanisms for community empowerment, and via partner 

organisations’ engagement activities. 

A few public bodies noted that consultation efforts were still being set up or that 

this was an area for future development, and one noted that their efforts varied 

over time and between initiatives.  

Consultation methods and stakeholder groups did not appear to have changed 

significantly since the introduction of the FSD, and no organisation identified any 

dedicated FSD consultation. Rather, FSD considerations were integrated with 
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and explored alongside other issues. Public bodies noted that consultations were 

structured to inform thinking around inequalities generally, and protected 

characteristics and socio-economic disadvantage specifically, but that, again, 

consultations were not ‘badged’ as FSD work and covered wider topics than 

socio-economic disadvantage. Therefore, it was considered unlikely that 

stakeholders would realise they had contributed to FSD work.  

Two organisations suggested that it was particularly difficult to consult with those 

with lived experience of socio-economic disadvantage because perceived stigma 

and judgement prevents people from identifying as experiencing poverty. One 

noted that they often had to ‘badge’ work as being focused on the specific 

proposal and then ask about socio-economic issues within this, otherwise the 

people invited to participate would not attend. It was felt that other equality 

issues typically involved less stigma / judgement and were therefore easier and 

more natural to discuss. 

Two examples of good practice in relation to engagement activities are outlined 

below: 

Free-form consultation methods 

One public body outlined an innovative consultation method they piloted where 

it was considered difficult to bring people together in a group setting. People 

with lived experience of socio-economic disadvantage were matched with 

decision-makers. Each pairing met around 10 times in an informal and 

unstructured setting, with the aim of improving decision-makers’ knowledge 

and understanding of the challenges and inequalities faced by those 

experiencing socio-economic disadvantage, and the impact this had on them. 

This yielded positive results, changed thinking and informed decision-making 

over the longer term. It was felt that decision-makers increased their 

knowledge and understanding of inequalities, and that decisions were now 

more considered in terms of inequalities of outcome and socio-economic 

disadvantage as a result. The model was being rolled out more widely.   

‘Their decisions are a lot more considered, you can see that they’re actually 

thinking… so that has influenced and informed decisions over the last year or 

so.’ (National / local Government) 
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Creation of a lived-experience board 

One partner organisation (a public body not subject to the FSD) created an 

independent board which consisted of those with either current or past lived 

experience. Board members were selected from current and previous service 

users and key functions included identifying and recommending improvements 

to the service, carefully looking at and supporting the work of partners and 

holding the service to account. This was achieved via board meetings and by 

taking part in various projects aimed at improving the service, including 

involvement in recruiting service members, training key professionals, taking 

part in consultations, and creating resources. 

‘Their main focus is about how do we start to give a voice back to that group… 

who have largely been disenfranchised and excluded from quite a lot of the 

social network or social fabric to a large degree… They’re certainly growing in 

confidence and strength.’ (Partner organisation)  

Experiences of other stakeholders 

No third-sector organisation recalled any involvement in FSD work for public 

bodies and the development of their strategic decisions. A few were aware of 

FSD assessments taking place (although they had not been invited to 

contribute).  

Generally, third-sector respondents had contributed to consultation or 

engagement events aimed at specific strategies / policy development. These 

tended to have a wider focus and were not dedicated to, or framed around, the 

FSD or socio-economic disadvantage. Some suggested that the focus was still 

largely on equality impact assessments / protected characteristics and human 

rights.  

Third-sector organisations also felt that consultation exercises often focused on 

identifying the likely impacts and minimising potential risks of a proposal on 

certain groups, rather than being co-designed exercises. It was felt that this was 

a missed opportunity, and it would be better for public bodies to engage with 

stakeholders from the start of the design process to develop strategies that 

would provide the best outcomes: 

I’d like to see the FSD be a big part of participation when 

developing strategies. So the whole strategy can be grounded in 

the priorities and experience of people and communities affected 

by poverty and inequality. (Third-sector organisation) 
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It’s not just about mitigating risk, it’s about identifying 

opportunities, and the lack of the explicit focus means that we’re 

probably just looking at the traditional mitigation of risk… as 

opposed to also doing some of what the guidance was also 

about, so pro-actively identifying ways to improve things as 

opposed to avoiding bad things. (Other public body) 

Impact on public bodies 

Influencing decisions 

Some public bodies suggested that the FSD and the consideration of inequalities 

of outcome due to socio-economic disadvantage had begun to influence and 

change decisions. This included public bodies taking decisions:  

̶ not to close certain local services 

̶ helping public bodies to cope with reduced budgets while having the least 

impact on the most socio-economically vulnerable groups 

̶ locating new offices in areas with a similar demographic and socio-economic 

profile to the previous site to boost the economic impact for local communities 

compared to other more affluent areas), and 

̶ around the development of a specific new policy and how this should be 

implemented: 

In terms of its impact on the policy-making process, my 

experience has been a positive one… it’s led us down a certain 

route, it’s made us think about things in a different way, and 

made us reach the right conclusions… It gives you a level of 

confidence that you’ve thought through the issues properly. 

(National / local government) 

Greater consideration of socio-economic issues 

It was also felt that the FSD had made public bodies, their project / service 

managers, SMTs and boards think more about socio-economic disadvantage. It 

helped to reinforce the message that this was an important area to be 

considered, and provided more weight and priority to this aspect. For those who 

were already aware of socio-economic disadvantage, the legal requirement of 

the FSD was seen as reinforcing and formalising this. It was also considered 

successful in encouraging and supporting public bodies to review and formalise 

their processes to ensure that socio-economic disadvantage was considered 
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consistently within an organisation, although the implementation / delivery of this 

was still considered to be a work in progress for many:  

My impression is that it has helped to raise awareness and 

understanding of the issue across the organisation… People are 

talking about it which is a good thing. (National / local 

government) 

Identifying priority areas 

Many public bodies had also set priority areas focused on addressing socio-

economic disadvantage, although to what extent this was done as a direct result 

of the FSD is unclear. For national and local government in particular, many 

priority areas across a wide range of services aimed to tackle socio-economic 

disadvantage, either directly or indirectly, although some noted these had been 

priorities for them since before the introduction of the FSD. Most priority areas, 

however, tended to focus more on tackling poverty and socio-economic 

disadvantage rather than inequalities of outcome which arise from this – 

respondents often conflated the two, which suggests a high level of interplay in 

their interpretation of the concepts.  

Several key priority areas for public bodies which focused on addressing socio-

economic disadvantage were highlighted. These included: 

̶ tackling the gender pay gap 

̶ tackling low pay and in-work poverty 

̶ increasing the use of the Living Wage 

̶ household money maximisation (that is, maximising income and minimising 

household outgoings)  

̶ improving employment rates, quality of employment, and tackling insecure 

employment  

̶ tackling food insecurity 

̶ focusing on areas of disadvantage / localities / community planning 

̶ tackling child poverty and educational attainment, and   

̶ tackling fuel poverty.  

Several public bodies also noted that, while the FSD was considered in much / 

all of their strategic decisions, it had not been used to set or tackle specific 

priorities to date.   
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Limitations of successes achieved to date 

Many public bodies felt that the impact on the FSD was still a work in progress, 

that more work was needed to embed the approach / ethos of the FSD, and that 

wider culture change was needed: 

I think it’s been limited… I don’t think it’s changed anything 

dramatically that I’m aware of. (Health-focused public body) 

Lack of visible changes or outcomes 

Some respondents felt that the FSD had not really changed any strategic 

decisions since its introduction. In some cases, this was said to be because the 

organisations were already taking into account / motivated to tackle socio-

economic disadvantage. Others suggested that their service had not really taken 

any relevant strategic decisions or any decisions that would negatively affect 

socio-economically deprived groups during this time period. A few respondents 

suggested that other priorities had taken precedence in some decisions.   

Partner organisations (public bodies who were not subject to the duty 

themselves) generally felt that they had seen little evidence of any changes to 

strategic decisions or practices which could be attributed to the FSD. They 

highlighted that changes could be due to the Scottish Government’s general 

desire to tackle inequalities and develop a fairer Scotland. It was also suggested 

that public bodies were still more focused on the Equality Act, the Public Sector 

Equality Duty within that, and human rights:  

While I am quite comfortable with it [the implementation of the 

duty] at a local level, our partner agencies are involving us in their 

work around meeting their obligations under the duty, but at a 

national and corporate level it very rarely raises its head. The 

focus tends still to be on the protected characteristics and the 

Equality Act, and to a lesser degree the Human Rights Act. 

(Partner organisation) 

Due to the lack of visibility of how public bodies were using the FSD, third sector 

agencies were concerned that the duty was not being used, or was not being 

used where it needed to be. While the duty seeks to address inequalities of 

outcomes rather than to directly reduce poverty, it was felt these were related, 

with third sector organisations highlighting that there had been little / no real 

progress in reducing poverty. As such, they felt that even if the FSD was 

affecting decisions, it was not producing real outcomes:  
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There are lots of encouraging signs of positive intent in terms of 

poverty and inequality, but it’s important to note that in terms of 

both poverty and inequality we’re not really seeing any progress 

in terms of reducing them… Even if this is having some impact at 

the margins over decision-making, the bigger picture is that the 

depth of action in order to substantially change poverty and 

substantially narrow inequality is somewhat missing. (Third- 

sector organisation)   

Public bodies generally felt that it was too early for the FSD to have had a real 

and lasting impact on people’s lives. Some felt that this was because of the long-

term nature of some of the measures that would be necessary to show 

improvements, while others suggested that implementation remained too 

inconsistent, or that the duty had not changed decisions in any meaningful way 

that would produce such outcomes as yet.  

Missed opportunities 

The one main area where a range of public bodies highlighted missed 

opportunities was in relation to how they demonstrated their FSD work and 

showed compliance. This was also noted by partner organisations and third 

sector agencies. Again, public bodies suggested that, while work is being 

undertaken in relation to the FSD and issues related to inequalities of outcomes 

are considered in reports, it is typically not ‘labelled’ or ‘badged’ as being linked 

with, resulting from, or contributing towards their FSD obligations. As such, it was 

noted that it can be difficult to demonstrate compliance. There was a sense in 

some organisations that the work was being done implicitly and it was a natural 

part of the strategic decision-making process, but that the lack of explicit 

paperwork / reporting made it difficult to demonstrate: 

So the work may have been done, and our view is that it is being 

done implicitly, but we need it to be explicit. (Other public body)  

In addition to the concerns raised above in relation to consultation activities 

focusing more on risk mitigation rather than being co-design exercises, one third 

sector organisation also noted concerns about the number of strategies being 

developed which do not specify the outcomes they seek to achieve or any 

method for monitoring progress.  

Organisational responses to the coronavirus pandemic were also thought to be 

responsible for multiple missed opportunities as services were required to react 

quickly, meaning that time was not available for the normal assessment and 

scrutiny processes. Several public bodies indicated they were retrospectively 

considering the impact of this.  
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Enablers and challenges 

Public bodies identified various factors in enabling and challenging the 

implementation and delivery of the FSD. There was considerable overlap 

between these factors, that is, the presence of certain factors was considered an 

enabler while their absence presented a challenge.  

Buy-in from SMT and board members 

Buy-in from senior managers and board members was seen as both a key 

enabler and a challenge for the FSD. Buy-in was cited as being important in 

driving forward the FSD and ensuring it was treated as a priority across the 

organisation, with several public bodies citing this as an element of good practice 

within their own organisation.  

Empowering the board and elected members to look critically at the FSD work 

within organisations was also seen as important. This included making sure the 

board know what appropriate questions are and have the confidence to ask for 

information was also seen as important. 

A lack of buy-in was considered to be a challenge for some organisations. To 

increase levels of buy-in, public bodies suggested that more awareness raising, 

particularly at senior manager, director / chief executive and board levels was 

needed. One suggestion to help with this was for the Scottish Government to 

write directly to senior personnel to emphasise the duty, the impact it can have, 

and to spell out their responsibilities to deliver the duty. Another suggested that 

sections within the guidance should be directed towards these senior levels, or a 

short podcast could be developed to address elected members, board members 

and senior managers.  

Identifying strategic decisions 

Given that the FSD is focused on strategic decisions, most public bodies felt that 

it was helpful to have a clear definition of what a strategic decision is. A few 

public bodies noted that the list of strategic decisions and reports included in the 

Scottish Government’s interim guidance was helpful, both in showing the 

organisation which reports needed to include consideration of the FSD, and also 

in making the SMT and the board aware of their responsibilities in this respect.  
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While most public bodies were largely comfortable around what they considered 

to be a strategic decision, a few noted that the lack of clarity, and the lack of a 

clear definition / list could sometimes create challenges. For one organisation, 

this meant that staff / report writers were not always clear when the various 

impact assessments needed to apply. As a result, managers had to ask them to 

rethink previous drafting. Another organisation noted that some staff were not 

always clear about what issues needed to go to the board (perhaps sending too 

many or inappropriate issues). 

Developing an evidence base 

Undertaking appropriate consultation and developing / having access to a solid 

evidence base was considered helpful, both for successfully implementing the 

duty and for tracking long-term outcomes and measuring the success of the 

FSD. However, developing a robust evidence base was also a challenge for 

those organisations who were new to considerations related to socio-economic 

inequalities or disadvantage. Such organisations suggested that support was 

required to understand the process needed, find the evidence, and know what 

data was available and how to access it. Organisations also outlined the 

existence of data gaps, which can have an impact on the effectiveness of 

evidence bases or the level of detail they provide.  

Time allocated for implementation  

The three-year implementation phase was also seen as a positive, supportive, 

enabling factor by some public bodies. However, there was a suggestion from 

others that this had created a delay in formalising approaches and reporting 

methods. They indicated that the interim nature of the guidance (and the length 

of time it had remained interim guidance) had meant they had not developed 

formal structures, particularly around reporting, as they were waiting for 

confirmation in the finalised guidance.  

Other enablers 

Statutory nature of the duty 

Public bodies generally felt that the statutory nature of the duty was an enabling 

factor. This meant that consideration was not optional, and this had helped to 

prioritise implementation and consideration of socio-economic factors within 

decisions:  

To have it as a mandatory requirement rather than just a ‘good to 

have’ really helps, and that focuses the approach and focuses 



Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

32 

the minds of a lot of our people that are working on it. (Other 

public body) 

Guidance and Improvement Service support 

Most public bodies indicated that the interim guidance published by the Scottish 

Government had been helpful in reviewing and developing their own practices to 

ensure they adhered to the duty. While most had tailored their approach to their 

own needs, they noted that the guidance had helped them during the 

development stages, and continued to provide support and information for those 

responsible for developing reports, policies and completing impact assessments: 

It was useful and we did use it to plan out our approach and to 

decide about the strategic decisions and what level we should be 

pitching it at to start off with, and then how it’s filtered down. 

(National / local government)   

Use of the guidance 

̶ The list of strategic decisions and reports had been used by some public 

bodies to help them determine where they needed to apply the FSD.  

̶ Some had referred to the guidance to update equality impact 

assessments or to develop bespoke FSD impact assessments. 

̶ The coverage on evidence had been helpful for a few organisations, 

particularly those where socio-economic inequalities and disadvantage 

was a reasonably new / underdeveloped area.  

̶ A few noted that the guidance had been useful in persuading SMT and 

board members that they needed to take this into account. 

̶  Several also found the support from the Improvement Service / the 

National Coordinator particularly helpful. This included both formal 

support provided via events and information sessions, as well as the 

more informal support provided both through contact between public 

bodies and the National Coordinator as needed, and the peer support 
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available via the Knowledge Hub.6 Additional support that was 

requested by the few public bodies that had not had contact with the 

Improvement Service, was largely the type of support that they or the 

Knowledge Hub could provide.  

Developing a FSD framework 

The development of a framework, guidance and / or templates which prompted 

consideration of the FSD at the outset of any strategy development was 

considered helpful in the implementation of the duty, both for those completing 

the reports / preparation work and to prompt board members to consider it during 

the decision-making process. 

Training on the FSD 

It was also considered helpful to attend training / workshops. These were useful 

to ensure the SMT / board fully understood the duty and their responsibilities 

within it. Training was also useful for the staff responsible for gathering data, 

conducting engagement exercises, and completing any implementation 

framework and impact assessments. This training could be provided by external 

sources or developed internally.   

Other challenges 

Budget / resources / conflicting priorities 

Public bodies noted that budget restrictions often impacted decisions. Several 

noted the challenge of ensuring enough resourcing, time and capacity was 

available for staff to ensure the FSD process was being done properly. 

Conflicting political agendas or competing issues could also take greater priority 

in decisions taken. It was felt that the FSD had not always been a priority for 

some and / or that it was just one of a large number of considerations for public 

bodies when making decisions. 

 

 
6 The Knowledge Hub is an online portal available to Scottish public bodies 
subject to the FSD. It is managed by the Improvement Service and facilitates 
both support from the National Coordinator and peer support, as well as the 
sharing of files, templates, and experiences.   
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Potential for duplication of effort 

Several public bodies suggested there was a risk of duplication of effort between 

the implementation methods they had developed for the Fairer Scotland Duty, 

the Public Sector Equality Duty, equality impact assessments, Local Outcome 

Improvement Plans, Locality Plans, etc., as well as overlap in what these were 

trying to achieve. It was felt there was perhaps a need to streamline and link all 

these processes and requirements more. 

While public bodies noted there was no conflict in the aims of the different 

legislation that applied to them, they did suggest that the volume of different 

impact assessments and reporting requirements which they either perceived to 

be required, or had developed to address these, presented challenges. This 

issue was discussed by most public bodies. This was not a criticism specific to 

the FSD but rather caused by the general accumulation of the systems 

developed across all the relevant duties which presented challenges / 

frustrations. There was a concern that limited time and resources could mean 

that those developing the strategies / policies / projects might simply pay lip-

service to the various impact assessments rather than give them the full attention 

and consideration as intended. It was also felt that there could be a lot of cross-

over / links between some of the groups, issues and impacts being explored, and 

so there was a risk of repetition. 

A few suggested that they may need to review their assessment forms, practices 

and frameworks in order to reduce this repetition and better manage the process.  

Avoiding tick-box consideration  

How to develop a framework and templates that promoted proper consideration 

of the issues and did not overwhelm staff or simply become a tick-box exercise 

was a challenge for public bodies. In particular, there were mixed views as to 

whether this should be done by incorporating the FSD within the equality impact 

assessment or by developing a dedicated assessment.  

One organisation noted that they had initially incorporated the FSD within the 

equality impact assessment, but found that this meant socio-economic 

disadvantage was not being fully explored or considered as intended. As a 

result, they developed a separate FSD impact assessment which they felt 

delivered deeper and more appropriate thinking around the subject:   

When we initially tried to amalgamate it [the FSD and the equality 

impact assessments] in the beginning it just made it really fudgy. 

(Health-focused Public Body)  
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Other organisations, however, stated that they felt the FSD should sit within the 

equality impact assessments process to avoid overburdening staff, to facilitate 

the links between socio-economic disadvantage and other protected 

characteristics, and reduce the risk of all assessments becoming tick-box 

exercises:  

It should probably be built into the impact assessment that we 

have to do anyway rather than being a new one on top, because 

the danger is, if you have to do too many of these individual 

exercises they all then become tick-box. (Health-focused Public 

Body) 

Difficulty setting success criteria  

Several public bodies noted the challenge of setting and measuring success 

criteria / outcomes related to reducing inequalities of outcome due to socio-

economic disadvantage. They suggested that it would be helpful for the Scottish 

Government to outline specific priority areas that all public bodies should tackle. 

They also suggested a greater requirement for, and guidance about, desired 

outcomes and how to monitor / measure them. This suggestion was supported 

by partner organisations and third-sector agencies who felt this would provide 

greater impact, accountability, and overall success in tackling socio-economic 

inequalities.  

Other public bodies, however, were against nationally set priorities or outcomes 

as they felt a ‘one size fits all’ approach was not appropriate. They believed that 

public bodies were best placed to identify the key needs and priorities in their 

own areas / for their service users and that the priorities for inner / large cities 

would not be appropriate for rural or island settings, and vice versa. 
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Going forward 

Immediate opportunities 

In the immediate future, it was suggested that the FSD would be particularly 

important to support the development of coronavirus response and recovery 

strategies. Several public bodies, as well as all partner and third-sector 

organisations, felt the pandemic had shone a light on deprivation, and that the 

most vulnerable people across many areas of society (and particularly those 

experiencing socio-economic disadvantage) had suffered disproportionately. For 

example, health and mental health issues may be a particular issue for some 

groups, and others may suffer greater levels of disadvantage in relation to 

unemployment, job insecurity and income. Therefore, it was suggested that 

organisations will need to develop future support and tailor decisions 

accordingly. This was largely considered to be an emerging area of work, where 

further evidence gathering was required to understand the situation and impacts 

on different populations.   

Several public bodies expected further budget cuts or that they would have to 

make further reductions in spending to meet their budget. They suggested that 

the FSD could provide valuable information to help them in the short term to 

make the best decision about budget and / or service reductions. FSD work 

required for such strategic decisions would ensure that decision-makers were 

fully aware of the impact their decisions would have, and help them to direct / 

reduce resources accordingly. It was also considered to provide justification and 

accountability for such decisions.   

Visions of success 

Over the long term, public bodies expected that the FSD would provide real and 

measurable improvements to people’s lives. A few suggested this should include:  

̶ lower rates of poverty / no more poverty  

̶ a move away from levels of absolute and relative poverty  

̶ there being no more need for food banks  

̶ there being less pronounced differences between rich and poor  

̶ everyone having a better quality of life, and 

̶ that rural areas can provide opportunities for local people and stem outward 

migration of their young people.  



Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

37 

It was also hoped that, over time, and as the FSD became more embedded in 

the work of public bodies, there would be less judgement and stigma around 

socio-economic deprivation. It was felt this was necessary to facilitate the 

conversations needed on the issues, and so that those experiencing socio-

economic disadvantage or poverty would feel comfortable asking for help.  

Visible, measurable outcomes within society were also expected over the long 

term. Specific areas for improvement and positive indicators included 

improvements in educational attainment, better overall health and mental health, 

improved outcomes for those who would currently experience socio-economic 

disadvantage, and fewer people living in lower categories of the Scottish Index of 

Multiple Deprivation.  

How to achieve future success 

Greater mainstreaming of the FSD  

It was suggested by several public bodies and a few partner organisations that 

the duty needed to be mainstreamed to make it successful, that is, for socio-

economic disadvantage to be considered more naturally within decisions:  

You want it to become something that’s naturally considered. In 

20 years we should be able to look back and wonder why we 

needed the duty in the first place would be success… I would 

include that for many things that are just the right thing to do. 

(Other Public Body) 

Be more outcome focused  

All respondent groups typically felt that, in order for the FSD to be successful in 

improving the lives of real people, it needed to include a requirement to monitor 

and measure outcomes, and that public bodies needed to get better at setting 

and tracking outcomes. However, it was suggested that currently the public 

sector largely seeks to monitor the system’s performance in terms of processes, 

inputs and outputs. The document review highlighted that, even where reports 

outlined outcomes these typically focused on processes (for example, the 

number of training sessions held, the number and nature of consultation 

activities, the number and nature of projects funded, etc.), but did not provide 

detail on what the impact of these measures had been for real people or what 

change it had made to their lives. It was felt this issue was systemic across the 

public sector and that a shift to monitoring real outcomes would need a 

widespread cultural change across the public sector:   
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I’m not sure you can capture the impact of the socio-economic 

duty if you have performance indicators that measure input, and 

the system is still geared up to measure input into the system 

rather than output. Everybody is still struggling to get their heads 

around that. If we got better at outcome-focused performance 

measurement it might be easier to track the Fairer Scotland Duty 

impact. (Health-focused public body)  

Be more ambitious  

Both partner organisations and third-sector organisations felt that the duty in its 

current format would not be a sufficient driver of change. They felt that it was not 

strong enough, was constrained in its ambition, and needed to focus more on 

operational delivery.  

Organisations suggested that because the duty was aimed at such a strategic 

level it was less likely to have the desired impact. They suggested that a more 

operational focus would help. It was felt that change for those in poverty was 

often generated by how strategies were implemented and what projects and 

services were developed to deliver them.  

Similarly, the ‘due regard’ nature of the duty, and the lack of focus on tangible 

outcomes concerned third-sector organisations who felt this would reduce the 

impact and accountability of the duty:  

There’s something about the duty that seems a little bit vague… 

It might be difficult to hold them to account for a set of 

measurable things… They have to think about poverty when 

they’re making strategic decisions, but what does that actually 

mean? … It seems to me there weren’t actually measurable 

outcomes. (Third-sector organisation)  

The duty itself doesn’t include a requirement to narrow socio-

economic [disadvantage], it’s just to pay due regard to it… so 

there might be a bit of a gap to scrutinise and say when it has 

worked well and when it has perhaps been paid due regard to but 

the policy or spending review has carried on regardless. (Third-

sector organisation) 

Going through the process and delivering Action Plans, this duty 

and others like it actually do give public bodies the opportunity to 

say ‘we did what was asked of us’, but that’s missing the point 

entirely, that’s not what we’re asking for, we’re asking for change. 

(Third-sector organisation)  
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As such, it was felt that the duty (or at least the guidance and narrative 

supporting and promoting the duty) needed to be amended before it could 

enable future changes or success.   

Other changes suggested to promote success 

A wide range of other suggestions were provided by public bodies, partner 

organisations and third-sector agencies. These were considered necessary or 

useful to either support public bodies to deliver the FSD and / or to promote the 

future success of the FSD. Some suggestions were directed at the guidance or 

the need for additional supporting documents, others highlighted a need or 

desire for supporting infrastructure, wider changes, or both.  

Suggestions to improve the guidance document or to develop supplementary 

information included: 

̶ improve the accessibility and relevance of the guidance for different groups 

and sectors 

̶ include more ‘good practice’ examples and case studies of positive 

implementation and / or outcomes, or indicative example lists of things public 

bodies could be doing – a few suggested it would also be helpful to have 

examples of ineffective practice and examples of negative impacts 

̶ include information on monitoring the effectiveness of the duty, its 

implementation and its impacts / outcomes – it was suggested that this 

should include information on the data / statistics that should be collected to 

allow monitoring and the measurement of outcomes 

̶ provide a stronger definition of what a strategic decision is 

̶ provide suggestions on how to embed the duty / approaches   

̶ provide more of a framework for public bodies to follow, for example more 

focus on what needs to be done, when to do it, how to measure it, and how to 

report back 

̶ provide templates and tools to help deliver the FSD, and 

̶ provide more focus on public bodies as employers and service providers.  

Suggestions for wider support or changes (most of which would need 

government support, although there were some areas which public bodies could 

develop themselves) included: 

̶ communicate the importance of the duty and the benefits it seeks to provide 

̶ tailor more awareness-raising at board level 

̶ secure buy-in at all levels  

̶ provide more training and support 

̶ provide more focus on priority areas, support public bodies to identify these  
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̶ provide support for organisations to identify relevant data and develop 

effective consultation approaches (where required) 

̶ have greater investment / resources for the FSD, as well as a dedicated 

resource (as is required under the General Data Protection Regulation) 

̶ greater accountability, which could include the need for annual or biannual 

reporting, case studies, hot spot reviews, and / or compliance exercises, and 

for these to be reviewed externally to ensure that the FSD is prioritised 

̶ for the duty to be widened to additional organisations / sectors, or for other 

organisations to have a role within the duty – specific examples included 

Citizens Advice, other public-sector partners and the private sector 

̶ increased awareness for all, including the public and third-sector 

organisations who can / will hold public bodies to account, and for partner 

organisations who can help listed public bodies to deliver positive outcomes 

as a result of the duty and support wider system thinking, and 

̶ packaging all the interlinked legislation together to emphasise that these 

issues are connected and to avoid duplication of work.  
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Wales   

The Welsh context 

In Wales, the socio-economic duty (SED) was initially expected to come into 

force on 1 April 2020. This was delayed until 29 September 2020 due to public 

bodies’ responses to the consultation on the duty, which requested a longer 

lead-in time (Welsh Government, 2020b).7 The coronavirus pandemic pushed 

this date back further and the proposed launch date is now 31 March 2021. As 

with the Scottish Government, the Welsh Government produced non-statutory 

guidance (Welsh Government, 2020c) to support public bodies in implementing 

the duty.   

As the duty was originally planned for April 2020, some public bodies had begun 

preparatory work. This chapter outlines what changes public bodies have made 

to their decision-making processes to date, other changes that might be needed 

to ensure effective implementation, the expected enablers and challenges, and 

what success might look like in Wales.   

Visions of success  

Envisaging success in the short, medium and long term 

Public bodies reported two main visions of success. In the shorter term, success 

mostly focused on implementing and embedding the duty within decision-making 

processes and practices. Over the longer term, public bodies hoped the duty 

would achieve an improvement in outcomes for people experiencing socio-

economic disadvantage. Public bodies suggested a number of ways that 

success could be indicated in the short, medium and long term:  

 

 
7 “The Welsh Government consultation ‘A More Equal Wales: Commencing the 
Socio-economic Duty’ intended to gain views on their proposal to commence the 
socio-economic duty. It asked which public bodies should be captured by the 
duty and how the duty would be delivered. The consultation ran for eight weeks 
from 22 November 2019 to 17 January 2020” (Welsh Government, 2020). 
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In the short term (immediately following implementation), public bodies 

hoped that: 

̶ the SED would be embedded within existing decision-making processes 

to ensure efficiency and effectiveness 

̶ communications and engagement pieces regarding the SED would be 

produced to increase awareness within public bodies and to create 

relationships with relevant stakeholders 

̶ engagement with people who experience socio-economic disadvantage 

and third-sector organisations would begin to take place 

̶ a cultural change would take place within public bodies, with staff 

recognising the value of engaging with people with lived experience of 

socio-economic disadvantage – most respondents acknowledged that 

existing duties had not achieved this change 

̶ increased knowledge about socio-economic disadvantage and 

confidence among staff members of public bodies would be developed 

̶ public bodies would develop measurement tools and data metrics to 

evaluate the impact of the SED, and realistic goals for the next five 

years would be set, and 

̶ the general public would be more aware of socio-economic 

disadvantage and inequalities of outcome. 

In the medium term (five years after implementation) public bodies 

hoped that:   

̶ they would develop a better understanding of issues related to socio-

economic disadvantage 

̶ they would have strong and clear plans in place to tackle inequalities of 

outcome resulting from socio-economic disadvantage 

̶ socio-economic gaps would be reduced, and 

̶ they would be using strong data collection methods to both inform future 

decisions and to compare, track and assess any changes to socio-

economic disadvantage and inequality of outcome.  
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In the long term (20 years after implementation) public bodies hoped 

that: 

̶ the SED would have had an impact on those who experience socio-

economic disadvantage and on inequalities of outcome. 

Priority areas to be addressed 

Public bodies identified several key areas that they felt were priorities to be 

addressed under the duty. These included: 

̶ income inequality and low-wage economy 

̶ housing inequality 

̶ health inequalities 

̶ fuel poverty 

̶ educational attainment gaps 

̶ lack of employment opportunities, housing and health inequality among 

disabled people 

̶ digital exclusion 

̶ inequalities experienced by ethnic minorities, and 

̶ Impact of coronavirus on existing inequalities. 

The key objective of the duty is to reduce inequalities in outcomes related to 

socio-economic disadvantage rather than necessarily seeking to reduce or 

eliminate socio-economic disadvantage itself. We found that understanding of 

the duty’s goals varied among public bodies. Most perceived the duty as a tool to 

reduce socio-economic inequality and disadvantage, rather than inequalities of 

outcome. This could be related to a belief among public bodies that they would 

not be able to solve one without the other. 

Most public bodies identified the links between some protected characteristics 

and socio-economic disadvantage, but they acknowledged that more work was 

required to better understand and explore how this shaped inequalities of 

outcome.  
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Preparing to implement the duty 

Steps taken by public bodies to prepare for the SED 

Although the SED had not yet been introduced in Wales, several public bodies 

felt they already aimed to deliver better outcomes for those who experience 

socio-economic disadvantage, and so were already aligned with the duty’s 

overall aim. Respondents noted examples of specific actions their organisation 

had taken previously to consider socio-economic disadvantage and poverty. 

These actions ranged from the creation of specific staff roles and / or policies, 

plans, strategies and processes focused on poverty, to a more general 

consideration of poverty and fairness within the strategic decision-making 

process. This also involved the inclusion of socio-economic disadvantage within 

equality impact assessment tools used in decision-making, and in particular, 

when building new infrastructure and considering changes to estate structures 

and relocations.  

While these actions were presented as positive steps, some respondents 

explained that much more should have been done and a few suggested there 

was an element of tick-box level consideration being given previously. Public 

bodies largely felt that much deeper thought would be required when conducting 

impact assessments going forward and that the duty provided an opportunity to 

improve this.  

While several public bodies felt they were already aligned with the duty’s overall 

aim, some were undertaking a range of activities to prepare for implementation.  

Information and training sessions 

A number of public bodies had undertaken some form of information sharing or 

training in relation to the duty. Most had provided training to educate staff 

members on the role and significance of the duty. Some had also provided 

presentations to their senior management team and / or board.   

Those who had not organised specific sessions or training on the duty noted that 

it had been included in conversations or training on other issues. It was also 

noted that there had been an increase in internal discussions on equality and 

socio-economic inequalities, as well as knowledge sharing both within and 

between organisations.  
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Involvement of those with lived experience 

As with the Scottish interim guidance, the Welsh guidance does not specify how 

or to what extent public bodies should consult with stakeholders (but rather 

allows public bodies to develop proportional methods to suit their requirements). 

It does, however, suggest that public bodies should consider taking a broader 

approach to engagement and involvement to include socio-economic 

disadvantage.  

Half of the public bodies indicated that they already engaged with those with 

lived experience and / or organisations that represent people facing socio-

economic disadvantage when making strategic decisions in work on poverty 

before the introduction of the SED. However, the other half reported that nothing 

had been done so far in this respect. 

Where consultation activities had taken place, a variety of specific examples 

were provided. Several respondents cited the existence of staff who had specific 

responsibility for consultation and engagement. One respondent highlighted a 

consultation team that worked in areas with high deprivation and lower response 

rates to traditional public consultation to make sure that the voices of these 

communities were heard. Another respondent pointed to their Engagement and 

Equalities Officer who worked specifically on SED issues and another indicated 

they had staff dedicated to building links with communities generally. 

However, not all consultation activities were directly linked to the SED. The 

Equality Act 2010 and the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 

were highlighted as key reasons that public bodies engaged with people with 

lived experience. 

An example of good practice identified by third-sector organisations was related 

to Assembly Committees. One respondent described how, when there was a 

specific inquiry, the committees made an effort to visit places where they could 

discuss the issues with people with lived experience. It was felt that this 

approach needed to be used more widely and could provide a model for future 

SED consultation activities.  

Other public bodies, however, suggested that, despite various consultation 

efforts and methods (including online, targeting local groups and more traditional 

lettering, etc.), they had found it difficult to engage with those with lived 

experience and / or organisations representing people facing socio-economic 

disadvantage. One also noted that no engagement had been conducted. 
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Third-sector organisations typically felt that there was still a lot to do in terms of 

consultation and engagement. Largely, they felt that the opportunities for 

dialogue and real, meaningful input on decision-making processes were limited. 

They considered it to be very difficult for people who are on the receiving end of 

public policy to be involved in the development and ongoing feedback around it 

currently.  

A few respondents described how coronavirus had increased the challenges and 

difficulties of consulting with those experiencing inequalities of outcomes 

because of socio-economic disadvantage and limited the extent of consultation 

exercises conducted or planned. It was suggested that such activities would not 

pass the organisations’ risk assessments in the coronavirus context. Despite 

these challenges, one respondent noted that they had been able to run online 

consultations during the pandemic. However, low-income residents had been 

difficult to reach using only this approach. 

Inclusion of the SED within published reports 

While the Scottish interim guidance includes a requirement for public bodies to 

publish information related to the duty, the Welsh guidance does not. References 

had been made to the SED in Welsh public bodies’ published strategic 

documentation to date, indicating that public bodies are beginning to consider 

the duty.  

Generally, the SED was mentioned most often within documents published by 

national / local government and by health-focused public bodies and less so 

within documents published by other public bodies. Most documents that 

included references to the SED were strategic equality plans.  

While references to the SED were limited, issues relating to poverty and socio-

economic disadvantage were prevalent in multiple documents analysed across 

most public bodies. Some documents also addressed the significance of co-

production and engagement with third-sector organisations and people with lived 

experience of poverty and socio-economic disadvantage. 

Only one organisation lacked consideration of poverty and socio-economic 

disadvantage across the reports reviewed. 

Other steps taken 

Other steps being taken by public bodies to prepare for the implementation of the 

SED included:  

̶ defining poverty and exploring appropriate mitigation to minimise inequalities 

of outcome among socio-economically disadvantaged groups  
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̶ integrating the SED into corporate plans, equality impact assessment, 

equality plans and strategies 

̶ providing staff members with internal guidance on the SED 

̶ increasing focus on sources of data on poverty and socio-economic 

disadvantage 

̶ mapping poverty at the local level, for example, the number of people who 

have been furloughed and its impact on poverty levels, and 

̶ setting up a SED sub-group involving different offices and departments. 

Good practice examples 

Respondents gave several examples of good practice that, while not resulting 

specifically from the SED, had resulted in a positive impact for the consideration 

of socio-economic disadvantage and / or poverty. A few referred to recent reports 

published by their organisations showcasing specific examples of things that 

have been done well. Respondents also indicated that there were some good 

examples to be found within the housing sector, with one example cited as the 

community project Rhondda Housing Association’s ‘Grub Hub’ scheme which 

provides food parcels and other essentials to local residents:  

The project recognises key and cross-cutting issues including 

tenancy sustainability, welfare reform and loneliness / isolation. 

(Partner organisation) 

Other specific projects were identified, as well as specific strategic objectives 

which provided a focus on addressing socio-economic inequalities and reducing 

inequalities of outcome resulting from socio-economic disadvantage. While not 

all of these examples were delivered by public bodies subject to the SED, they 

were considered to provide good examples which public bodies could learn from 

or replicate.  

Project-specific examples of good practice 

Flintshire County Council: Holiday Hunger pilot – provided over 14,500 free 

meals to children at risk of holiday hunger, and developed a Food Poverty 

Strategy.  
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Citizens Advice Denbighshire: Uniform Recycle Scheme8 – provided 

roughly 900 children in Denbigh, Ruthin and Rhyl with discounted school 

uniforms ahead of the new academic year. 

Higher Education Funding Council for Wales (HEFCW): Established 

‘Reaching Wider’ in 2002 as a Wales-wide, collaborative, long-term 

programme to break down perceived barriers and widen access to higher 

education and higher-level skills. 

Strategic objectives focused on socio-economic inequality 

Cardiff City Council has the objective ‘Supporting people out of poverty.’ 

Steps to achieve this focus on the Living Wage, employment, mitigating the 

effects of Universal Credit, procurement and tackling homelessness (Cardiff 

City Council, 2018). 

Carmarthenshire County Council has the objective ‘Tackle poverty by 

doing all we can to prevent it, help people into work and improve the lives of 

those living in poverty’ (Carmarthenshire County Council, 2018). Steps to 

achieve this focus on early intervention programmes such as Flying Start, 

supporting people into employment and improving financial literacy. 

Swansea Council have an integrated approach to considering the equality 

dimensions of their well-being objectives. They have set an objective of 

‘tackling poverty’ but include relatively broad-ranging steps to try to achieve 

this. These include:   

- ‘Work with our health partners to ensure that, through our Early Years 

Strategy, children in their early years and at Foundation Phase achieve 

their expected language, emotional, social and cognitive development and 

are ready for learning and for school’ (Swansea Council, 2017). 

- ‘Implement the Community Cohesion Delivery Plan to promote cohesive 

and inclusive communities in Swansea’ (Swansea Council, 2017). 

- ‘Support tackling climate change and help eradicate fuel poverty and 

boost economic development through the Arbed scheme and energy 

efficiency measures in social housing’ (Swansea Council, 2020).   

 

 
8 ‘School uniform recycling scheme in national award’ article in the Denbighshire 
Free Press (accessed 25 Jan 2021)  

https://www.denbighshirefreepress.co.uk/news/18053703.school-uniform-recycling-scheme-national-award/
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Wrexham County Council has the objective ‘Help tackle poverty.’ Steps to 

achieve this include focusing on the poverty proofing of services, 

employment, housing and tackling fuel poverty. They also have a well-being 

objective on ‘Supporting business to locate and grow here’, supported by a 

series of steps including ‘Help businesses increase their turnover, profit and 

sustainability, by encouraging ‘supply chain’ opportunities and links between 

businesses’ (Wrexham County Council, 2019).9 

Enablers and challenges 

Enabling factors  

Respondents identified two key elements as currently supporting and enabling 

public bodies to prepare for the implementation of the SED. These were the 

Welsh Government’s guidance document and the complementary nature of the 

SED and other legislation and duties that public bodies must comply with.  

Usefulness of the guidance document 

Respondents identified specific elements of the guidance that were helpful 

including the timeliness of the document, the clear definitions provided, the 

inclusion of specific examples, suggestions around where to find evidence, and 

the overall length, which was considered to make it more accessible. Some 

public bodies suggested the document also helped them to identify strategic 

priority areas, and to understand how the duty applied to them.   

Suggestions on how to improve further guidance or supporting materials were 

also provided. Respondents recommended that guidance should:  

̶ reflect that circumstances change, and be updated with new examples, such 

as considering the impact of coronavirus on socio-economic disadvantage, and 

how that can influence organisations’ decisions 

̶ provide good-practice examples and realistic scenarios and support access to 

evidence 

̶ consider the size of organisations so that it is proportionate to smaller 

organisations  

 

 
9 The research team would like to thank one respondent for providing this list of 
examples. 
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̶ capture the rural situation as respondents felt guidance currently focused on 

populated areas and post-industrial issues 

̶ include more information on how data analysis should be done 

̶ include tools on how to demonstrate impact and change, and 

̶ provide clearer definitions for key concepts, including identifying and defining 

strategic decisions, understanding inequality, socio-economic disadvantage, 

who disadvantaged individuals or communities are, and what successful 

implementation of the SED would look like. 

Complementary nature of the SED and other duties 

As in Scotland, Welsh public bodies are subject to a number of other duties and 

legislation with which they need to comply. This includes the Public Sector 

Equality Duty, the Social Services and Wellbeing (Wales) Act 2014, and the 

Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. While there were mixed 

views as to whether the SED complemented or duplicated this existing 

legislation, respondents did not feel there was any tension between the aims of 

any of the legislation.  

Several public bodies highlighted that the socio-economic duty largely 

complemented and reinforced other existing duties: 

I think that the socio-economic duty strengthens the other duties, 

it adds more weight to the importance of socio-economic 

disadvantage. (National / local government) 

Others identified specific positive features distinguishing the SED from existing 

duties, such as the Wellbeing of Future Generations Duty. For example, they 

tended to view the SED as a ‘positive duty’ that intended to go further than duties 

mainly aimed at fixing existing socio-economic problems or mitigating current 

negative scenarios. Instead, the SED was defined as a tool based on ‘positive 

statements rather than a list of problems to solve’ (National / local government). 

One respondent considered that its implementation should aim to find the ‘right 

balance between tackling the problem and maximising the opportunity’ to 

ultimately be able to reduce inequalities (National / local government). 

For several others, however, the difference between the SED and other existing 

duties was not clear. Some felt that there was a lot of duplication between duties 

and that they might need to develop more integrated assessment processes 

because ‘it’s a matter of demonstrating compliance with a million different things’ 

(National / local government).  
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Lessons that could be learnt from previous duties were highlighted by some 

respondents. Most focused specifically on the Well-being of Future Generations 

(Wales) Act 2015, and in particular, the need to have a detailed evidence base 

that could help to deliver the SED: 

What the Future Generations Act did is place that sort of legal 

requirement on a very rich understanding of well-being at a 

community level and that’s improved how we produce our 

strategic equality plan. And in terms of this impact assessment, 

we have a far better understanding of poverty and income levels 

at the local level, and also around inequalities. (National / local 

government) 

One respondent also suggested that the SED provided an opportunity to refocus 

on engagement and delivering outcomes:   

The SED can provide a lens to look at things, how do you look at 

people, how do you involve people and put people at the heart of 

solutions? (Partner agency)  

Challenging factors 

Respondents identified several challenges (or perceived / potential challenges) 

that could have an impact on implementation and / or the successful delivery of 

the SED. These are outlined below.  

Lack of information and understanding 

Public bodies noted confusion and uncertainty in relation to the future 

implementation of the SED. These included uncertainty over the extent to which 

the SED will change things, generally because public bodies felt they were 

already focused on addressing poverty and socio-economic inequalities. There 

was further uncertainty about how to use the duty and how best to incorporate 

and embed approaches. Public bodies also felt that there was a potential for 

duplication with other legislation, impact assessment processes and reporting 

requirements. Some suggested there was a need for public bodies to develop 

more aligned and complementary processes to ensure staff were not 

overwhelmed by requirements. 

Lack of tools and capacity to implement the duty 

A current lack of tools and capacity were also noted as challenges for the 

successful implementation of the SED. Examples included:  
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̶ lack of tools to engage with people with lived experience, and / or discomfort 

among staff to discuss such topics, particularly in engagement work 

̶ lack of data and baseline evidence to inform decisions and measure impact 

̶ lack of time and capacity for staff to meet the requirements of the SED, and 

̶ budget cuts and reduced resources available to public bodies as a result of 

austerity.  

Internal challenges emerging from organisational culture 

While most public bodies were able to cite examples of actions that had been 

taken to implement the duty (as outlined above), a few explained that nothing 

had been done within their organisations to prepare for the introduction of the 

duty. Typically, the key reasons for this related to challenges associated with 

organisational culture, (that is, the values and practices shared within a public 

body), including: 

̶ conflicting priorities, both for budgets and staff capacity, this included 

responding to the coronavirus pandemic, which was seen as delaying 

preparatory SED work, and 

̶ a lack of motivation, buy-in or engagement, in particular from senior leaders, 

for the implementation of the SED: 

Nothing is being done… The culture that we have in our 

organisation is very much driven by the leader, and if the leader 

does not champion an issue the senior officers do not give it any 

attention. (National / local government)  

Going forward 

Immediate opportunities 

While organisations considered that the coronavirus pandemic had presented 

challenges and delays to the implementation of the SED, they also felt it 

provided opportunities to use the SED going forward. It was felt that the 

exposure brought by coronavirus had been helpful for some public bodies to 

learn and focus more on the context in which the SED would be implemented, 

and to understand how it can be helpful in informing future decision-making to 

assist the recovery process and ‘build back better’: 

Our focus in the last months has been somewhat taken with the 

impact of coronavirus, but actually, that itself is really important 

context for the socio-economic duty because the people we’re 
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seeing affected by that tend to be more significantly those on 

lower incomes, those very people who we would expect our sort 

of impact assessments to be flagging up. (National / local 

government) 

We need to focus the socio-economic duty on ‘on-the-ground 

practicalities’ and have these inform strategic decisions as an 

opportunity to rebalance and, perhaps, recover. (Partner 

organisation) 

There was general agreement between public bodies, partner organisations and 

third-sector organisations that the pandemic had intensified poverty and 

disadvantage. It was also largely agreed that coronavirus had exposed risks, and 

highlighted the widening gap between the rich and poor, the greater impact of 

coronavirus on ethnic minorities, and the digital divide: 

I’ve noticed a real shift this year on people’s understanding of 

poverty and food insecurity, so this pandemic has absolutely 

highlighted how people’s situation is [sic], and I get people calling 

me about child poverty in schools whereas before it was me 

calling them. (Third-sector organisation) 

This influenced how some public bodies had designed their new strategies:  

COVID-19 means that we are going to have poorer residents, so 

the process of designing our new strategy has helped consolidate 

and crystallise key areas of focus. (Health-focused public body) 

Steps needed for successful implementation 

While some work had started in preparing for the SED, several areas were 

identified as requiring additional work or development to support the successful 

implementation of the SED going forward.  

Collective ownership of the SED 

Most public bodies agreed that responsibility for the SED should cut across the 

organisation and be part of everyone’s role, including both board / senior 

managers and staff in operational positions. Public bodies believed that the duty 

would only be successful if every member of staff embraced it as part of their 

responsibilities. 

However, public bodies suggested the need for a change in thinking within some 

organisations to realise the need for dispersed responsibility. One respondent 
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explained that, while they believe that the SED should be everyone’s 

responsibility, others in their organisation disagreed: 

It’s very much seen as the responsibility of a specific and tiny 

team. And everybody else is just absolved of responsibility… 

Some senior officers are aware that the socio-economic duty is 

being discussed, and that there are plans for it to be 

implemented. But I don’t think that they identify they have any 

role to play in that. (National / local government) 

Only a few respondents (typically from the health-focused public bodies) believed 

that, given their sector and nature of some staff roles, it would not be appropriate 

for everyone in their organisations to have responsibility for the SED. They also 

felt that the duty was not focused in this way. 

Awareness-raising 

While some public bodies had conducted training and information activities, most 

respondents indicated that there was still a lack of awareness of the SED within 

their organisations. They acknowledged a need for greater awareness-raising to 

support successful implementation of the SED and the delivery of positive 

outcomes:  

The practical steps are there in many respects, but probably the 

awareness of why they are there and the legal basis probably 

isn’t. (National / local government)  

Some suggested that only board members and senior management were 

currently aware of the duty. Others suggested that only those with an interest in, 

and responsibility for, the duty were aware of it: 

From our strategic level, early awareness is really strong, but we 

haven’t engaged with other staff. (Other public body) 

Reasons for the current lack of awareness included: 

̶ the impact of coronavirus 

̶ lack of internal capacity to increase awareness 

̶ lack of interest / buy-in among senior members of staff, and 

̶ lack of training sessions and discussions on the duty internally. 

Looking to the future, some public bodies mentioned plans to raise awareness. 

One planned to embed the SED in their service planning for middle managers, 

which would lead to combining awareness raising with a policy screening tool. 

Online awareness sessions were also mentioned by some organisations. For 

smaller organisations, this was described as an easy thing to do due to the 
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limited number of staff members attending. Despite believing in the need to raise 

awareness, this was considered a challenge for large organisations with a large 

number of workers.  

Developing implementation frameworks 

Public bodies felt they needed to develop suitable implementation frameworks 

for their SED work. They felt it was important, that these should be embedded 

with their existing sector specific frameworks, however, and integrated with the 

assessment and reporting frameworks used for compliance with other duties and 

legislation. Developing a ‘one size fits all’ framework was considered important 

by most respondents to ensure the process was manageable for staff tasked with 

completing these assessments, and to ensure they would remain meaningful and 

effective:   

We’re interested in having a more integrated assessment 

process. I think what’s key is measuring and monitoring progress, 

which is what we’re trying to do. (National / Local Government) 

We are fearful that people feel overwhelmed [by the different 

assessments] and that the impact of the duty is diluted or not 

seen because we don’t have the tools to do it in a meaningful 

way. (Health-focused public body)  

Data use  

Public bodies noted that their preparation for the SED had not involved a change 

in the use of data so far. While most agreed that more needed to be done to 

gather and use data to measure socio-economic impacts and outcomes, they felt 

there was a lack of clarity on how to do this. They suggested that more support 

was needed at the local level to solve issues around the lack of data and to 

ensure that the right data are being collected. They also suggested that support 

was needed to facilitate effective monitoring of the SED and whether it is 

improving outcomes for individuals and reducing inequality. It was suggested 

that the Welsh Government could provide more information on sources of 

evidence and data that would be useful to support the SED.  

Respondents who described using data to inform their decisions about socio-

economic inequalities referred to various sources. These included: 

̶ Data Cymru or Data Unit Wales 

̶ the Thriving Places Index 

̶ the Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation 

̶ the CACI Paycheck data, and 

̶ ‘Is Wales Fairer?’ (EHRC, 2018c). 
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Most respondents also felt that they were currently setting a baseline or tracking 

milestones rather than establishing true measures of success via their data use. 

A few indicated that they did not yet collect / use any data for the SED: 

Data for measuring and tracking changes on economic 

deprivation has been lacking for a really long time. And that’s a 

problem that we don’t have the capacity to solve. (National / local 

government) 

Engagement work 

Some public bodies had undertaken engagement and consultation activities (as 

outlined above) but most agreed that this was an area that needed to improve in 

relation to the SED. All respondent groups agreed that public bodies needed to 

move towards earlier consultation with third-sector agencies and those with lived 

experience during strategy development. They also agreed that there is a need 

for more co-design methods and a focus on qualitative outcomes for those 

experiencing socio-economic disadvantage. It was stressed that co-production 

should be defined early, with engagement being conducted often and throughout 

the strategy development process. It was considered important for engagement 

to be conducted with the aim of developing strategies rather than to risk assess 

draft strategies. 

Public bodies also suggested there was a need for them to develop more 

engagement and consultation tools to effectively engage with people with lived 

experience. They suggested that the Welsh Government could support this by 

sharing (or facilitating peer sharing of) established effective methods, examples 

of good practice, and a relevant evidence base.  

Linking SED work to protected characteristics 

Several respondents highlighted the importance in SED work of links between 

inequalities of outcome resulting from socio-economic disadvantage and other 

areas, particularly some of the protected characteristics. While many published 

reports considered protected characteristics, most did not make any explicit 

connection between these and inequalities of outcome resulting from socio-

economic disadvantage. Only a few had tried to make these linkages and / or 

considered the importance of understanding the impact of socio-economic 

disadvantage on some groups with protected characteristics. 
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Other steps or support needed 

In addition to the enabling factors (or the suggestions for further guidance) which 

are currently in place and discussed above, public bodies outlined other 

suggestions of support to help them implement the duty successfully. These 

included: 

̶ using the Defra 4Es (Enable, Encourage, Engage and Exemplify) model to 

enable behaviour change 

̶ building partnerships to work together with other organisations by sharing 

good practice (the Equality and Human Rights Commission Wales Equality 

Exchange Network was cited as a useful arena to share best practice, 

facilitate peer support, and offered a safe space for people who have 

responsibility for helping to implement the SED, although other or new 

networks could be developed to facilitate peer support) 

̶ allocating additional resources / capacity in the short term for public bodies to 

get up to speed, and  

̶ tackling conflicting priorities within their organisations through internal 

dialogues, which a few respondents raised as a challenge they expected to 

face once the duty is in force.   

Other suggestions in relation to how the Welsh Government (or other partners / 

organisations) could provide support to enable public bodies to implement and 

deliver the aims of the SED included: 

̶ the provision of more resources and increased funding from the Welsh 

Government 

̶ the provision / delivery of training from the Welsh Government and the 

Equality and Human Rights Commission to raise awareness within and 

between organisations 

̶ the provision of a dedicated SED regional coordinator who could support the 

development of new processes, mainstreaming, and awareness raising 

̶ maintenance of inclusion and engagement with the Advisory Group to the 

Welsh Government on the SED as an example of good practice, and  

̶ strong messaging from the Welsh Government and other stakeholders that 

the SED is not about one person or organisation, but about all, from public 

bodies and regulators to the third sector and the private sector. 

Elements needed to achieve successful outcomes 

Increased focus on outcomes and what success looks like 

Most respondents felt that the extent to which the SED could improved outcomes 

for those experiencing socio-economic disadvantage / inequality would depend 
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on how well the guidance was implemented by public bodies and how it was 

used by regulators. There was a general concern across public bodies, partner 

organisations and the third sector that the duty and the guidance focused too 

much on process and not enough on what success looked like. As a result, they 

felt there was a risk that public bodies would start thinking about the SED as a 

process and compliance issue rather than being focused on delivering 

meaningful outcomes:  

What this is introducing is a process, but it doesn’t define what 

success looks like. (National / local government)  

If you have regulators that are looking at a certain aspect of this 

guidance, and holding you accountable, you focus on 

compliance. (National / local government) 

Similarly, most public body documents reviewed did not identify how inequalities 

of outcome would be measured, nor did they include success criteria.  

Some public bodies felt it would be important for the Welsh Government to 

provide greater transparency around messaging on what they want to achieve, 

and what success should look like.  

Improved accountability 

There was a view among all respondent organisations that greater accountability 

among public bodies was needed to ensure the SED delivered meaningful 

outcomes: 

Unless there’s pressure to hold you accountable it will be very 

difficult to get the traction to enforce it the way you need to. 

(Health-focused public body) 

The perceived lack of accountability or enforceability of the duty was a cause of 

concern when reflecting on what successful implementation should look like. 

Respondents felt it was important for mechanisms or tools to be designed which 

would allow public bodies to be held to account for the SED:  

It doesn’t confirm rights on an individual level; you can ask to see 

the process that a public body has gone through but it’s 

essentially unenforceable. (Third-sector organisation)  

It will be useful for those of us in civil society who want to hold the 

[public sector] to account. But the fact is that they have lots of 

other duties that they don’t do and no one really notices… The 

organisations who can interpret it and support it are as important 

as the legal bit. (Third-sector organisation)  
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Conclusion  

The research found that the SED was largely welcomed by respondents, with 

most public bodies and decision-makers considered to have been engaging 

positively with its implementation or preparations for implementation. 

Respondents generally felt that the SED would ensure that inequalities of 

outcome resulting from socio-economic disadvantage were taken into 

consideration for strategic decision-making. Respondents also felt, however, that 

the extent to which the SED would result in changes to people’s lives remained 

to be seen. Scottish public bodies had developed several methods to implement 

the duty, while public bodies in Wales were at different stages in their 

preparations for implementation. There was, however, a large degree of 

consistency across both nations in relation to the factors that were considered 

necessary for successful implementation, challenges, and risks to the delivery of 

successful outcomes.   

Key messages and implications for the duty 

In Scotland, the introduction of the duty helped those public bodies that were 

already considering socio-economic disadvantage and inequalities of outcome to 

review and formalise their processes, and strengthened the need for this 

consideration across a range of staff levels. For some of those newer to 

considering the issue, the duty had generally resulted in the development of 

proportional approaches to implementation, while a few still needed further work 

to fully develop or formalise their approaches. Few public bodies, however, had 

undertaken any assessment of the effectiveness of their approach to the FSD to 

date, which may be an element for future consideration following the 

implementation phase. 

Some public bodies in Scotland and Wales could benefit from guidance or 

tailored support to highlight the relevance of the duty to them. This guidance 

would be useful for public bodies that were already considering socio-economic 

inequalities and so felt that the impact on decisions would be minimal. It would 

also support public bodies who had not dealt with the issue before and who need 

help to identify the areas of their work where the duty applies. The Scottish and 

Welsh Governments may need to work with public bodies to: 

̶ develop and share innovative examples of good practice and positive 

outcomes to highlight where the duty can be relevant  
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̶ identify new or existing areas of work that the duty could / should be applied 

to, and  

̶ advocate for and support the relevance of the duty to wider efforts to tackle 

socio-economic disadvantage and inequalities of outcome. 

Similarly, there may be a tendency for public bodies (and others) to focus on 

tackling poverty itself, rather than focusing on reducing inequalities of outcomes. 

Again, this is an area that may require additional emphasis from the relevant 

governments, and / or where additional support, guidance and good practice 

examples may be helpful to ensure the duty is being used appropriately and to 

its maximum efficiency. 

In Wales there was a lack of clarity around what public bodies needed to do. This 

included uncertainty around how to implement the duty in general, as well as 

around specific elements such as how to integrate assessments, data use and 

engagement needs / methods / tools. Public bodies in Scotland were less likely 

to be unclear about what they needed to do, and had developed methods that 

utilised differing levels of input. Not all public bodies in Scotland were currently 

publishing information in line with the interim guidance requirements, however, 

and several felt that greater support around data and engagement would be 

helpful. Going forward, therefore, the Welsh and Scottish Governments may 

need to consider how formal / prescriptive the guidance should be to achieve 

effective application. Alternatively, additional information or other measures of 

support could be extended to public bodies to endorse successful 

implementation without prescribed approaches, which may be disproportionate 

for some public bodies. 

A similar concern across both nations was the potential for duplication of effort 

when developing and conducting the various impact assessments which they 

considered might be required as a result of various legislation requirements. To 

tackle this, many public bodies in Scotland had expanded their equality impact 

assessment to incorporate consideration of the FSD, while most Welsh public 

bodies also expressed a preference for developing one comprehensive impact 

assessment tool. Regardless of the method adopted, completion needs to be 

appropriate and give thorough consideration to the issues and requirements (and 

to avoid tick-box consideration). There is also a need to ensure that the 

usefulness and impact of any assessment is not diluted, and to ensure the 

development of approaches and methods to allow public bodies to demonstrate 

how they are meeting all the duties and requirements. This will be helped by the 

development of appropriate tools, but robust organisation-specific guidance and / 

or training for staff completing, reviewing, and using these assessments may 

also be helpful. 
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Demonstrating compliance with the duty was also an issue for Scottish public 

bodies currently (and provides a lesson for Wales). Many noted that engagement 

work and impact assessments were not ‘labelled’ or ‘badged’ as being related to 

the duty, and reporting was inconsistent in mentioning the duty and linking it to 

strategic issues. This makes it difficult for public bodies to demonstrate 

compliance, and makes it difficult for other stakeholders (such as the third sector 

and the wider public) to understand how the duty is being implemented and the 

impact it is having.  

Third-sector organisations noted they were largely unaware of what had been 

done as a result of the duty, and suggested that they had not been involved in 

any related engagement work. While allocating resources to advertising efforts 

under the duty may not be needed for successful implementation (or indeed be a 

required element of the duty), greater consideration should be given to how 

public bodies demonstrate compliance in effective implementation and 

outcomes, both for transparency and to facilitate accountability. 

Improving the ‘labelling’ for consultation or engagement work focused on poverty 

/ socio-economic disadvantage. However, this is complicated by the perceived 

stigma associated with lived experience of such disadvantages. A few public 

bodies in Scotland and Wales highlighted difficulties in conducting engagement 

work in this respect, although a few innovative examples of good practice were 

identified. Governments and public bodies may need to tackle this perceived 

stigma (which may be aided by the coronavirus pandemic), while public bodies 

may need to be more imaginative and flexible in how they implement the duty 

and engage with relevant groups until this shift has taken effect.  

In relation to consultation activities, third-sector organisations and several public 

bodies across both nations noted that the focus of engagement exercises was 

often on minimising potential risks of strategic decisions and proposals, rather 

than co-designing these. Going forward, it was felt that greater emphasis was 

needed on co-design to ground such strategies in the experiences and needs of 

the people they are trying to help. 

In Scotland, there was also a sense among some public bodies that it was too 

early for the duty to have resulted in a real and visible change for people 

experiencing socio-economic disadvantage, while a few third-sector 

organisations suggested the duty was not working / was not strong enough 

because there had been no real impact on equality of the outcomes or in 

reducing poverty. This suggests a need for government and public bodies 

(across both Scotland and Wales) to communicate realistic timescales for 

change to avoid people becoming disillusioned with the duty and the efforts that 

public bodies are making. As with the Public Sector Equality Duty, monitoring 

change on this scale may be challenging, but it will be important to further 

develop understanding of how strategic decision-making can lead to impact, 
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particularly in a context where most socio-economic outcomes are expected to 

have worsened due to the coronavirus pandemic.  

Across both nations there appears to be a need for the governments and public 

bodies to engage more with third-sector organisations regarding the duty. In 

particular there is a need to communicate how third-sector organisations can use 

the duty to hold public bodies to account. While third-sector organisations were 

eager to learn more about the duty, they had very little information or 

understanding of how the duty was being used by public bodies or if / how they 

could use the duty in campaign or advocacy work.  

Concerns were expressed in Scotland and Wales that the duty and associated 

guidance was very process driven, with third-sector organisations in particular 

concerned that this could dilute the wider impact of the duty. Respondents felt 

that, to maximise the success of the duty on reducing inequalities of outcome 

resulting from socio-economic disadvantage there needed to be much more 

focus on achieving successful outcomes for the people who are the intended 

beneficiaries of change.  

Finally, to support the wider success of the duty, all respondent groups across 

Scotland and Wales suggested that consideration should be given to extending 

responsibility for the duty more widely. This included extending the duty to a 

larger number and range of public bodies (recognising that they will all be 

employers even if their remit means they will have limited ability to impact socio-

economic inequality for service users or the population more generally), as well 

as the third sector and the private sector.  



Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

63 

Bibliography  

Cardiff City Council (2018), ‘Cardiff Well-Being Plan 2018-2023 Annual Report 

2018/19’ [accessed: 11 November 2020] 

Carmarthenshire County Council (2018), ‘Annual Report 2017/2018’ [accessed: 

11 November 2020] 

Equality and Human Rights Commission (2018a), ‘Is Britain Fairer? 2018’ 

[accessed: 9 November 2020] 

Equality and Human Rights Commission (2018b), ‘Is Scotland Fairer? 2018’ 

[accessed: 9 November 2020] 

Equality and Human Rights Commission (2018c), ‘Is Wales Fairer? 2018’ 

[accessed: 9 November 2020] 

Equality and Human Rights Commission (2019), ‘Strategic plan 2019-22’ 

[accessed: 9 November 2020] 

Just Fair (2018), ‘Tackling Socio-economic Inequalities Locally’ [accessed: 13 

January 2021] 

Scottish Government (2018), ‘Fairer Scotland Duty: interim guidance for public 

bodies’ [accessed: 14 September 2020] 

Swansea Council (2017), ‘Delivering a Successful & Sustainable Swansea: The 

City and County of Swansea’s Corporate Plan 2017/22’ [accessed: 11 November 

2020] 

Swansea Council (2020), ‘City and County of Swansea Strategic Equality Plan 

2020-2024’ [accessed: 11 November 2020] 

The Equality Act (2010) [accessed: 9 November 2020] 

The Scotland Act (2016) [accessed: 25 November 2020] 

The Wales Act (2017) [accessed: 25 November 2020] 

Welsh Government (2020a), ‘A More Equal Wales: Commencing the Socio-

economic Duty’ [accessed: 4 February 2020] 

 

https://www.futuregenerations.wales/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/2019-08-08-Cardiff-PSB-Well-being-Plan-ANNUAL-REPORT-english.pdf
https://www.futuregenerations.wales/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/2019-08-08-Cardiff-PSB-Well-being-Plan-ANNUAL-REPORT-english.pdf
https://www.carmarthenshire.gov.wales/media/1216025/annual-report-17-18.pdf
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/britain-fairer-2018
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/wales-fairer-2018
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/wales-fairer-2018
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/wales-fairer-2018
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/strategic-plan-2019-2022
http://justfair.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Just-Fair-June2018-Tackling-socio-economic-inequalities-locally.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/publications/fairer-scotland-duty-interim-guidance-public-bodies/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/fairer-scotland-duty-interim-guidance-public-bodies/
https://www.swansea.gov.uk/media/22792/City--County-of-Swanseas-Corporate-Plan-2017-22/pdf/City___County_of_Swansea_s_Corporate_Plan_2017-22.pdf
https://www.swansea.gov.uk/media/22792/City--County-of-Swanseas-Corporate-Plan-2017-22/pdf/City___County_of_Swansea_s_Corporate_Plan_2017-22.pdf
https://www.swansea.gov.uk/media/35695/Strategic-Equality-Plan-2020-2024/doc/Strategic_Equality_Plan_2020-2024.docx
https://www.swansea.gov.uk/media/35695/Strategic-Equality-Plan-2020-2024/doc/Strategic_Equality_Plan_2020-2024.docx
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2016/11/section/38/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2017/4/section/45
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/consultations/2020-02/summary-of-responses_2.pdf
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/consultations/2020-02/summary-of-responses_2.pdf


Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

64 

Welsh Government (2020b), ‘Written Statement: A More Equal Wales – 

Commencing the Socio-economic Duty’ [accessed: 4 February 2020]. 

Welsh Government (2020c), ‘A More Equal Wales: Preparing for the 

commencement of the Socio-economic Duty’ [accessed: 14 September 2020]. 

Wrexham County Council (2019), ‘Council Plan 2019-22’ [accessed: 11 

November 2020]. 

https://gov.wales/written-statement-more-equal-wales-commencing-socio-economic-duty-0
https://gov.wales/written-statement-more-equal-wales-commencing-socio-economic-duty-0
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2020-07/preparing-for-the-commencement-of-the-socio-economic-duty.pdf
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2020-07/preparing-for-the-commencement-of-the-socio-economic-duty.pdf
https://www.wrexham.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-05/council-plan.pdf


Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

65 

Appendix A: Topic guides   

Scottish public bodies - interview topic guide 

Background / context 

1. To provide context to your answers, can you tell me a little about your role 

in the organisation and your interest/responsibility for the FSD?   

• i.e. job title, department, how long you have worked for the 

organisation/in this position, interest/responsibilities for the FSD, 

how you were informed about the FSD in the early stages? 

Implementation of the FSD 

2. The FSD relates primarily to strategic decision making.  How has your 

organisation defined what a ‘strategic decision’ is?  Are there any 

difficulties or challenges in determining which decisions are strategic and 

therefore need to consider the FSD?   

3. Before the FSD was introduced, what was the organisation’s approach to 

strategic decision-making in relation to addressing inequalities of 

outcomes related to socio-economic disadvantage, and more broadly 

poverty? 

4. What, if anything, is being done differently now as a result of the FSD? 

• How heavily does the FSD factor within the strategic decision 

making process? 

• How are socio-economic factors taken into consideration, what are 

the mechanisms for this? 

• Is the FSD seen as being part of everyone’s role, as only affecting 

certain departments or grade, or are only a few individuals 

considered to have responsibility for this?  

5. Are you aware of the Scottish Government’s FSD guidance? 

• If yes, how helpful have you found the guidance?  Is there anything 

you would like to see changed, added or removed?  If no, why not? 

• To what extent has this guidance influenced your approach?   

6. What are the practicalities of implementing the FSD alongside other duties 

and legislation?  While these might not all apply to you, examples might 
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include the Public Sector Equality Duty, the Child Poverty (Scotland) Act 

2017, the Education (Scotland) Act 2016, etc.?  

7. How, and to what extent, have those with lived experience and/or 

organisations which represent people facing socio-economic 

disadvantage been involved/engaged in strategic decisions and 

associated FSD work? 

8. Have you identified any aspects of the approach your organisation has 

taken to implement the FSD that have worked well?  If yes, please tell me 

about this? 

9. Have you tried any methods that could be/were later considered to be 

ineffective, or have there been any missed opportunities?  If yes, please 

tell me about this?   

Measures of success 

10. What inequalities of outcome have been priorities for reducing under the 

duty so far?   

11. What are the key success criteria or outcomes you look for from the FSD?  

How is success measured? 

12. What data does your organisation use to measure outcomes/success?   

• Are there any other ways you measure outcomes?  If yes, what are 

these and how do they help? 

• How does this relate to the FSD?  

13. In general, do you consider the FSD to have been successful to date?  In 

what way? 

• What do you think future success should look like for the FSD, e.g. 

20 years after implementation? 

Enabling and challenging factors 

14. What, if anything, have you found useful in enabling you to meet the 

FSD? 

• Possible probes: Good, clear definitions of what a ‘strategic 

decision’ is?  The guidance from the Scottish Government is clear 

and helpful?  Establishing effective methods to obtain robust 

evidence and/or to include those with lived experience in the 

decision making process?  Support and buy-in from senior 

management?  Being provided with time and resources to 

implement effectively?  Etc.   



Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

67 

15. What challenges, if any, have you faced in implementing or meeting the 

FSD? 

• Possible probes: Lack of a clear definition of what a ‘strategic 

decision’ is?  Gaps of lack of clarity in the guidance?  A lack of 

robust evidence and/or difficulties in including those with lived 

experience in the senior level decision making process?  Lack of 

support and buy-in from senior management?  Competing 

priorities?  Not having the time or resources to implement 

effectively?  Etc. 

16. Earlier we discussed what future success of the FSD should look like, 

what would enable you to achieve this, and what would help you better 

fulfil the requirements of the FSD? 

• Internal factors, such as senior management buy-in/leadership; 

accountability systems; resources, either budget or staffing; etc.  

• External factors, such as improvements in the guidance; examples 

of best practice; training; stronger regulation; greater support/buy-in 

from partners not subject to the duty; nationally set outcomes 

indicators; etc. 

• How could the statutory guidance best support this, if at all?  

17. Has the Covid-19 pandemic and/or restrictions had any impact on either 

the importance/emphasis placed on the FSD or how the organisation has 

implemented the FSD or approached poverty related issues recently?   

• If yes, please can you outline what impact this has had, and 

whether this would be considered as having restricted or promoted 

the implementation of the FSD? 

• In what ways, if at all, has the pandemic highlighted disadvantaged 

communities and issues of poverty or socio-economic 

disadvantage?  How, if at all, has that informed your organisations 

responses? 

Published information 

18. How do you publish FSD related information for strategic decisions?  Is 

this a consistent approach or does it vary by decision/publication? 

• Probe for: As a section in or an annex to a publication setting out 

the strategic proposal, plan or decision?  As a Fairer Scotland 

Assessment document, published separately?  As a separate 

section within an EQIA, focusing on the strategic proposal, plan or 

decision?  Or in some other way – please describe?  
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19. We are also planning to conduct a documentary review to consider if and 

how FSD is incorporated.  Can you identify any strategic level documents 

which have been published that we could include in this review?   

Final comments 

20. Finally, is there anything else you would like to say in relation to the FSD 

in Scotland and its implementation? 

Scottish partner agencies - focus group topic 
guide 

Background / context 

1. To provide context to your answers, can you tell me a little about your 

role?   

• Organisation you work for and/or membership of relevant 

bodies/groups?  

• Job title and department? 

• Nature of any partnership working with FSD listed public bodies?   

i. (These include Scottish Ministers, Local Authorities, 

Regional and Special Health Boards, Joint Integration 

Boards, the Scottish Police Authority, Scottish Courts and 

Tribunals Service, Revenue Scotland, Food Standards 

Scotland, Highlands and Islands Enterprise, Scottish 

Enterprise, the Keeper of the Records of Scotland and the 

Keeper of the Registers of Scotland.) 

• Knowledge and understanding of the FSD? 

• Responsibilities for or nature of your interest in the FSD? 

Impact of the SED 

2. Have you noticed any differences in the direction of strategic decisions or 

changes to practices in the public bodies’ you work with as a result of the 

FSD?  If yes, please detail the changes? 

• How have those changes impacted on your own strategic decisions 

or working practices, if at all?  Are these impacts restricted to areas 

of partnership working only, or has it had a wider and more general 

impact on your organisations overall decisions/work?   
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• Are you aware of any elements which you would consider best 

practice or which have had a significant positive impact in relation 

to tackling socio-economic disadvantage/poverty (either within the 

FSD public bodies or your own organisation)?  If yes, please detail 

these? 

• Are you aware of any elements which you think have led to 

ineffective or even poor practice, or missed opportunities, in 

relation to the FSD (either within the FSD public bodies or your own 

organisation)?  If yes, please detail these?  

3. Are you aware of the Scottish guidance relating to the FSD? Are you 

aware of how this is working to help public bodies implement it?  Do you 

think that anything could/should to be changed in the guidance, and if so, 

what?   

4. In general, do you consider the FSD to have been successful to date?  In 

what way? 

• To what extent do you think the FSD has been successful in 

prioritising and/or addressing inequalities of outcomes related to 

socio-economic disadvantage so far, and more broadly poverty? 

• Are any limitations/problems due to implementation issues or 

issues with the duty itself?  Is there anything that could have been 

done better to address these limitations/problems? 

• Are you aware of any successes and how is/can this be 

evidenced? 

5. Do you think the Covid-19 pandemic and/or the associated restrictions, 

has impacted the importance of tackling poverty/socio-economic 

disadvantage, and has it given greater emphasis to the FSD and issues 

related to socio-economic duty? 

Going forward 

6. How do you perceive the role of the FSD in improving the performance of 

public bodies in Scotland?  How useful do you consider it is in tackling 

socio-economic disadvantage and inequalities of outcomes 

7. What do you think future success should look like for the FSD, e.g. 20 

years after implementation?  



Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

70 

8. What, if anything, do you think is needed to further support the 

implementation of, and stronger outcomes from, the FSD? 

• For example: Clearer/tighter guidance?  Greater focus on the FSD 

and socio-economic issues generally?  Awareness raising for 

public bodies, partner agencies, and the general public?  Training 

for public bodies?  Examples of good practice?  Greater buy-in 

from public body leadership?  Greater accountability?  Stricter 

regulation?  Nationally set outcomes indicators?  Greater and/or 

ring fenced funding?   

Final comments 

9. Is there anything else you would like to say/discuss in relation to the 

implementation of the FSD which we have not already covered? 

Scottish third sector - focus group topic guide  

Background / context 

1. To provide context to your answers, can you tell me a little about your 

role?   

• Organisation you work for and/or membership of relevant 

bodies/groups?  

• Job title and department? 

• Knowledge and understanding of the FSD? 

• Responsibilities for or nature of your interest in the FSD? 

Impact of the SED 

2. How has your organisation (as one that represents people facing socio-

economic disadvantage) been involved/engaged/consulted with public 

bodies regarding FSD work?  

• Nature, scope, and frequency of the work you have been involved 

in?  

• What impact did this engagement have? 

• Are you aware of any outcomes from this work?  Are you aware of 

any evidence of success or otherwise? 
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• Are you aware of any involvement/engagement/consultation 

between public bodies and those with lived experience of socio-

economic disadvantage or any other agencies representing them in 

relation to FSD work?  

3. Have you noticed any differences in the direction of strategic decisions or 

changes to public bodies’ practices as a result of the FSD?  If yes, please 

detail the changes? 

• Are you aware of any elements which you would consider best 

practice or which have had a significant positive impact?  If yes, 

please detail these? 

• Are you aware of any elements which you think have led to 

ineffective or even poor practice, or any missed opportunities?  If 

yes, please detail these?   

• Are you aware of the Scottish guidance relating to the FSD? Are 

you aware of how this is working to help public bodies implement 

it? 

4. Do you consider the FSD to have been successful to date?  In what way? 

• To what extent do you think the FSD has been successful in 

prioritising and/or addressing inequalities of outcomes related to 

socio-economic disadvantage so far, and more broadly poverty? 

• Are any limitations due to implementation issues or issues with the 

duty itself? 

• Are any successes impacted by other factors/policies as well? 

5. Do you think the Covid-19 pandemic and/or the associated restrictions, 

has impacted the importance of tackling poverty/socio-economic 

disadvantage, and has it given greater emphasis to the FSD and issues 

related to socio-economic duty?  

Going forward 

6. How do you perceive the role of the FSD in improving the performance of 

public bodies in Scotland?  How useful do you consider it is in tackling 

socio-economic disadvantage and inequalities of outcomes?  

7. What do you think future success should look like for the FSD, e.g. 20 

years after implementation?  

8. What, if anything, do you think is needed to further support the 

implementation of, and stronger outcomes from, the FSD? 

• For example: Greater focus on the FSD and socio-economic issues 

generally?  Awareness raising for public bodies, partner agencies, 
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and the general public?  Training for public bodies?  Clearer/tighter 

guidance?  Examples of good practice?  Greater buy-in from public 

body leadership?  Greater accountability?  Stricter regulation?  

Greater and/or ring fenced funding?  Nationally set outcomes 

indicators? 

Final comments 

9. Is there anything else you would like to say/discuss in relation to the 

implementation of the FSD which we have not already covered? 

Welsh public bodies - interview topic guide 

Background / context 

1. To provide context to your answers, can you tell me a little about your role 

in the organisation and your interest/responsibility for the SED?   

• i.e. job title, department, how long you have worked for the 

organisation/in this position, interest/responsibilities for the SED, 

understanding of the SED and how you were informed about it? 

Preparing for implementation 

2. The SED relates primarily to strategic decision making.  How does your 

organisation define what a ‘strategic decision’ is?  Do you expect there to 

be any difficulties or challenges going forward in determining which 

decisions are strategic and need to consider the SED?   

3. What has been your organisation’s traditional approach to strategic 

decision-making in relation to addressing inequalities of outcomes related 

to socio-economic disadvantage, and more broadly poverty?  

4. How do you feel the SED will change/add to this within your organisation? 

• What, if anything, will need to change? 

• Will anything new or additional be required?  Is so, what?  

5. What is your organisation doing now to prepare for the implementation of 

the SED? 

6. Are you aware of the Welsh Government’s SED guidance? 

• If yes, how helpful have you found the guidance?  Is there anything 

you would like to see changed, added or removed?   
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• To what extent has this guidance influenced your 

preparation/approach to implementation?   

7. What are the current awareness levels of the duty within your 

organisation?   

• Probe for: At senior leadership/elected member level, 

departmental/middle management, and frontline staff? 

• Is the SED seen as being part of everyone’s role, as only affecting 

certain departments or grade, or are only a few individuals 

considered to have responsibility for this? 

• What are some of the steps taken to raise awareness on the duty?  

8. How do you think the socio-economic duty will enhance the outcomes, 

and be taken forward alongside, existing duties, such as the Public Sector 

Equality Duty, the Social Services and Wellbeing (Wales) Act, and Well-

being of Future Generations Act?  

• What learning or good practice, if any, is there from approaches to 

those other duties that can inform how the SED is taken forward?  

9. How, and to what extent, have those with lived experience and/or 

organisations which represent people facing socio-economic 

disadvantage been involved/engaged in strategic decisions and 

associated SED work, or more broadly, in work aimed at reducing 

poverty? 

Measures of success 

10. What do you think successful implementation of the SED in Wales should 

look like?  

• In the short term, i.e. immediately following implementation (within 

1 year)? 

• In the medium term, i.e. five years after implementation? 

• In the long term, i.e. 20 years after implementation? 

11. What inequalities of outcome do you see as priorities for reducing under 

the duty? 

12. What data does your organisation currently use to measure socio-

economic impacts/outcomes?  How is success measured? Are there any 

other ways you measure outcomes/success?  If yes, what are these and 

how do they help? 

• Going forwards, how will this relate to the SED?  
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13. How do you feel the duty could best be used to have an end result of 

improving outcomes for individuals and reducing socio-economic 

inequality?   

• How, if at all, can the statutory guidance best support this?  E.g. by 

setting out specific indicators for reducing inequality of outcome?  

Enabling and challenging factors 

14. What have you found useful (or would find useful) in enabling you to 

prepare for the socio-economic duty?  

• Possible probes: Good, clear definitions of what a ‘strategic 

decision’ is?  The guidance from the Welsh Government is clear 

and helpful?  Already established effective methods to obtain 

robust evidence and/or to include those with lived experience in the 

decision making process due to other legislation/policies?  Support 

and buy-in from senior management?  Being provided with time 

and resources to implement effectively?  Etc.   

15. What challenges, if any, has your organisation faced so far and what 

challenges do you envisage facing once the SED has commenced?  Can 

you suggest any potential solutions? 

• Possible probes: Lack of a clear definition of what a ‘strategic 

decision’ is?  Gaps of lack of clarity in the guidance?  A lack of 

robust evidence and/or difficulties in including those with lived 

experience in the senior level decision making process?  Lack of 

support and buy-in from senior management?  Competing 

priorities?  Not having the time or resources to implement 

effectively?  Etc. 

16. What would enable you to achieve the short, medium and long term 

success discussed earlier, and what would help you to fully meet the 

requirements of the SED?  

• Internal factors, such as senior management buy-in/leadership; 

accountability systems; resources, either budget or staffing; etc.  

• External factors, such as improvements in the guidance; examples 

of best practice; training; stronger regulation; greater support/buy-in 

from partners not subject to the duty; nationally set outcomes 

indicators; etc. 

• How could the statutory guidance best support this, if at all?  
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17. Has the Covid-19 pandemic and/or restrictions had any impact on either 

the importance/emphasis placed on the SED or how the organisation 

plans to implement the SED or how you have approached poverty related 

issues recently?   

• If yes, please can you outline what impact this has had, and 

whether this would be considered as having restricted or promoted 

the implementation of the FSD? 

• In what ways, if at all, has the pandemic highlighted disadvantaged 

communities and issues of poverty or socio-economic 

disadvantage?  How, if at all, has that informed your organisations 

responses? 

Published information 

18. How do you currently publish socio-economic related information for 

strategic decisions?  Will your approach to this change as a result of the 

SED?  If yes, in what way? 

19. We are also planning to conduct a documentary review to consider if and 

how socio-economic factors are incorporated.  Can you identify any 

strategic level documents which have been published that we could 

include in this review?   

Final comments 

20. Finally, is there anything else you would like to say in relation to the SED 

in Wales, its forthcoming implementation, or the interim guidance? 

Welsh partner agencies - focus group topic guide 

Background / context 

1. To provide context to your answers, can you tell me a little about your 

role?   

• Organisation you work for and/or membership of relevant 

bodies/groups?  

• Job title and department? 

• Nature of any partnership working with proposed SED listed public 

bodies?   

i. (These include Welsh Ministers, Local Authorities, Local 

Health Boards, NHS Trusts, Special Health Authorities, Fire 
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and Rescue Authorities, National Park Authorities, and the 

Welsh Revenue Authority.) 

• Knowledge and understanding of the SED? 

• Responsibilities for or nature of your interest in the SED? 

Learning ahead of the SED 

2. How well, or otherwise, do you feel the SED fits with the wider equality & 

poverty agenda in Wales? 

3. How does/might the SED impact on your own strategic decisions or 

working practices, if at all?  Will/are these impacts restricted to areas of 

partnership working only, or will/has it had a wider and more general 

impact on your work?   

4. Do you think the Covid-19 pandemic and/or the associated restrictions, 

has impacted the importance of tackling poverty/socio-economic 

disadvantage, and has it given greater emphasis to the SED and issues 

related to socio-economic duty? 

5. Are you aware of any elements of current decision making/practice which 

you would consider to be best practice or which have had a significant 

positive impact in relation to the consideration of and tackling socio-

economic disadvantage/poverty (either within the SED public bodies or 

your own organisation)?   

6. Are you aware of any current elements which you think have led to 

ineffective or even poor practice, or missed opportunities (either within the 

SED public bodies or your own organisation)?   

7. Are you aware of the Welsh guidance relating to the SED? Are you aware 

of how this is working to help public bodies implement it?  Do you think 

that anything could/should to be changed in the guidance, and if so, what?   

Going forward 

8. What do you think successful implementation of the SED in Wales should 

look like?  

9. What, if anything, do you think is needed to further support the 

implementation of, and stronger outcomes from, the SED? 

• For example: Clearer/tighter guidance?  Greater focus on the SED 

and socio-economic issues generally?  Awareness raising for 

public bodies, partner agencies, and the general public?  Training 

for public bodies?  Examples of good practice?  Greater buy-in 

from public body leadership?  Greater accountability?  Stricter 

regulation?  Nationally set outcome indicators?  Greater and/or ring 

fenced funding? 



Evaluating the socio-economic duty in Scotland and Wales 

77 

Final comments 

10. Is there anything else you would like to say/discuss in relation to the 

forthcoming implementation of the SED which we have not already 

covered? 

Welsh third sector - focus group topic guide  

Background / context 

1. To provide context to your answers, can you tell me a little about your 

role?   

• Organisation you work for and/or membership of relevant 

bodies/groups?  

• Job title and department? 

• Knowledge and understanding of the SED? 

• Responsibilities for or nature of your interest in the SED? 

Learning ahead of the SED 
2. How well, or otherwise, do you feel the SED fits with the wider equality & 

poverty agenda in Wales? 

3. How has your organisation (as one that represents people facing socio-

economic disadvantage) been involved/engaged/consulted with public 

bodies regarding SED work, or in relation to socio-economic 

disadvantage/poverty more generally?  

4. Do you think the Covid-19 pandemic and/or the associated restrictions, 

has impacted the importance of tackling poverty/socio-economic 

disadvantage, and has it given greater emphasis to the SED and issues 

related to socio-economic duty? 

5. Is there any learning from other duties (such as the Public Sector Equality 

Duty, the Social Services and Wellbeing (Wales) Act, and Well-being of 

Future Generations Act) or other attempts to tackle socio-economic 

disadvantage which could inform the implementation and execution of the 

SED by public bodies?   

Going forward 

6. What do you think successful implementation of the SED in Wales should 

look like?  
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• In the short term, i.e. immediately following implementation (within 

1 year)? 

• In the medium term, i.e. five years after implementation? 

• In the long term, i.e. 20 years after implementation? 

7. What, if anything, do you think is needed to further support the 

implementation of, and stronger outcomes from, the SED? 

• For example: Greater focus on the SED and socio-economic issues 

generally?  Awareness raising for public bodies, partner agencies, 

and the general public?  Training for public bodies?  Clearer/tighter 

guidance?  Examples of good practice?  Greater buy-in from public 

body leadership?  Greater accountability?  Stricter regulation?  

Greater and/or ring fenced funding?  Nationally set outcomes 

indicators? 

8. How do you perceive the role of the SED in improving the performance of 

public bodies in Wales?   

• How useful do you think it will be in tackling socio-economic 

disadvantage and inequalities of outcomes?   

• To what extent do you think the SED will be successful in 

prioritising and/or addressing inequalities of outcomes related to 

socio-economic disadvantage, and more broadly poverty? 

Final comments 
9. Is there anything else you would like to say/discuss in relation to the 

implementation of the SED which we have not already covered? 
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Appendix B: Participating  

organisations  

Public bodies 

Scotland 
̶ Aberdeen City Integrated Joint Board and Health and Social Care Partnership 

̶ Argyll and Bute Integrated Joint Board 

̶ Inverclyde Integrated Joint Board 

̶ Glasgow City Council 

̶ Moray Council 

̶ NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde 

̶ NHS24 

̶ Scottish Courts and Tribunals Service 

̶ Scottish Enterprise 

̶ Scottish Government 

̶ Scottish Police Authority   

̶ Shetland Islands Council 

Wales 
̶ Aneurin Bevan University Health Board 

̶ Betsi Cadwaladr University Health Board 

̶ Cardiff Council 

̶ Cyngor Sir Ceredigion County Council  

̶ Monmouthshire Council 

̶ Rhondda Cynon Taff  

̶ Snowdonia National Park Authority 

̶ South Wales Fire and Rescue Service 

̶ Swansea Council 

̶ Velindre NHS Trust  

̶ Welsh Government 

̶ Welsh Revenue Authority 
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Partner organisations 

Scotland  
̶ Scottish Children’s Reporter Association  

̶ Scottish Fire and Rescue Service  

̶ Scottish Housing Regulator  

Wales 
̶ Citizens Advice  

̶ Diverse Cymru 

̶ Future Generations Commissioner for Wales 

̶ Tai Pawb 

̶ Wales NHS Confederation  

Third-sector organisations and networks 

Scotland   
̶ Age Scotland  

̶ Child Poverty Action Group  

̶ Inclusion Scotland  

̶ Oxfam  

̶ People First  

̶ Poverty Alliance  

̶ Scottish Community Development Centre  

̶ Scottish Refugee Council 

̶ See Me  

Wales  
̶ Bevan Foundation  

̶ End Child Poverty  

̶ Oxfam Wales  

̶ People and Work  

̶ Public Health Wales - Food Sense Wales 
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Appendix C: Document review  

Type of strategic documents 

 

̶ Strategic Equality Plan/Objectives OR Equality Outcomes 

̶ Equality and Diversity Mainstreaming Report 

̶ Corporate Plan/Business Plan 

̶ Local Development Plan 

̶ Local Outcome Improvement Plans 

̶ Locality Plans 

̶ City deals or other major investment plans  

̶ Strategic Framework/Plans/Aims & Objectives 

̶ Annual Budget 

̶ Annual Report 

̶ Child Poverty Action Reports/Child Poverty Strategy 

̶ Review of and Future Delivery of specific health services 

̶ Policies/Strategies to tackle specific issues, e.g. Homelessness, Period 

Poverty, Food Security, Tobacco, Gender Based Violence, etc. 

̶ Wellbeing Plan/Assessment (Wales Only) 

Search terms 
̶ Socio-economic duty 

̶ Fairer Scotland Duty 

̶ Socio-Economic 

̶ Poverty 

̶ Income/Low income/Low paid/wage 

̶ Poor/Poorer 

̶ Disadvantage(d) 

̶ Marginalised 

̶ Deprived 

̶ Inequality/Inequalities 

̶ Equality/Equalities 
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̶ Priorities 

̶ Outcome(s) 

̶ Measure(s) 

̶ A more equal Wales 
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Contacts  

This publication and related equality and human rights resources are available 

from our website. 

Questions and comments regarding this publication may be addressed to: 

correspondence@equalityhumanrights.com. We welcome your feedback. 

For information on accessing one of our publications in an alternative format, 

please contact: correspondence@equalityhumanrights.com. 

Keep up to date with our latest news, events and publications by signing up to 

our e-newsletter. 

EASS 

For advice, information or guidance on equality, discrimination or human rights 

issues, please contact the Equality Advisory and Support Service, a free and 

independent service. 

Telephone  0808 800 0082 

Textphone  0808 800 0084 

Hours   09:00 to 19:00 (Monday to Friday) 

  10:00 to 14:00 (Saturday) 

Post   FREEPOST EASS HELPLINE FPN6521 

© 2021 Equality and Human Rights Commission 
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