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Summary
Compassion in Politics analysed 175 Equality Impact
Assessments (EIA) published by governments from
March 2010 to November 2021. 

For every EIA we recorded whether or not the
author(s) anticipated a positive, negative, or neutral
impact on the protected characteristics of gender,
ethnicity, disability, age, and sexuality, or whether the
findings were inconclusive, or there was not enough
data to make a conclusive assessment. 

Additionally we recorded whether or not the
assessments measured the likely impact of the
assessed policy on socio-economic status. This is not
currently a protected characteristic but we wanted to
establish if governments are routinely looking at the
impact of policies on financial inequality. Further, we
logged the date that the EIA became publicly
available and compared it to the date the policy
under scrutiny was first made public. 
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In brief, we found that 21% of EIAs anticipated a
negative impact on ethnicity, 22% on gender, 22% on
age, 25% on disability, and 4% on sexuality. 34% of
EIAs record that at least one protected characteristic
will be negatively affected by a policy. On average an
EIA is published 197 days (approximately 7 months)
after the policy was first announced. 

In addition, we surveyed 46 civil servants who work
for the government to establish their experience of
using EIAs - for example, whether they are carried
out in a timely and sensitive fashion and whether the
findings of EIAs routinely influence policy outcomes
or not. More than a third of respondents (36%) who
have been engaged in the work of creating EIAs
stated that the EIA process is “not taken seriously at
all” by government ministers and 26% said “not very
seriously”. More than half (58%) said the result of an
EIA had never, to their knowledge, changed a
proposed government policy and the same
proportion said they have on at least one occasion
been asked to write an EIA for a policy that had
already been signed-off.  
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Methodology
Compassion in Politics analysed 175 EIAs published
between 2010 and 2021. We did not exclude any
EIAs for any deliberate reason. Any that were missed
- and we expect there to be very few - would have
been overlooked simply because they do not appear
in our search on the government database. We
included EIAs for internal management changes (for
example to hiring practices or civil service pensions)
and for external government policies. The latter
accounted for the vast majority of the reports under
consideration. 

The following approaches were used in analysing
whether an EIA concluded a negative, positive, or
neutral impact on protected characteristics:

1/ We based our assessments on the arguments and
conclusions drawn in the EIA: we did not make any
attempt to deconstruct the data presented. This
would have taken us away from our project goal
which is to understand how frequently governments
pursue a policy while knowing that it may have a
negative (or at best neutral) impact on inequality. 



Page 4

2/ Where an EIA was not explicit in its conclusions we
registered our findings as “Inconclusive”.

3/ If a report did not explicitly mention the impact of
a policy on any particular characteristic (for example,
several made generic statements such as “there will
be no effect on any of the protected characteristics”)
we recorded that the EIA did not mention the
characteristic(s) in question. This is because we
believe an EIA should demonstrate that it’s authors
have properly researched and considered all of the
various ways a certain group might be impacted by a
policy. 

4/ We had to take some specific approaches to each
individual characteristic:

a) We recorded the expected outcome of a policy as
being "negative" for any given characteristic if the EIA
projected a deleterious impact on any grouping
under that characteristic. For example, if the EIA
predicted a policy would have a negative impact on
men then we scored that policy as being negative for
gender in general. This is because we understand
the intention of the Equality Act to be to eliminate or
minimise inequality by design in general. We do
however provide further details - for example, how
often an EIA predicted a negative result for women
or for men - in the report. 



b) We recorded a policy as having a negative impact
on disability if the EIA anticipated any injurious effect
on any form of disability. Some EIAs recorded that
people with one particular type of disability might be
harmed by a policy but no other form of disability
would be affected, for example. We nonetheless took
this to mean that the overall impact on disability was
negative. 

c) We recorded a positive outcome for a
characteristic if the EIA stated either that the policy
would reduce inequality within that characteristic or
that the policy would benefit a group that has
historically had unequal treatment. 

5/ We made a conscious decision to analyse EIAs for
their assessment on five protected characteristics
(plus socio-economic status) rather than all of the 9
areas listed in the Equality Act 2010. This was to help
us focus our efforts and ensure that we could
conduct a deep analysis of those five areas. 

6/ Turning to the analysis of the days between
publication of an EIA and the announcement of the
policy under analysis:

a) We used the date of publication of the EIA that
was available on the government website;
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b) For the date of the announcement of a policy we
either used the first mention of the policy in a
government press statement or, more commonly,
the publication of the government Bill or - in the case
of finance bills - the budget; 

c) The date that the policy was first announced was
not always easy to discern - for example, some
changes to the funding formula for schools could not
be pinned to a specific date. Where a date was not
available or was uncertain, the EIA was excluded
from this part of the analysis. 

7/ The initial assessments of the EIAs were
conducted by one member of our team. To verify the
findings, other team members independently
analysed randomly selected reports to check against
the original findings. We are satisfied as to the
accuracy of those original findings. 

8/ To further clarify and verify the findings of our
research we worked with the FDA union, the union
for civil service staff, on a survey of their members’
views and understanding of EIAs. The survey was
sent to all of their members and we received
responses from 46. 
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Age
Disability
Gender reassignment 
Marriage and civil partnership
Pregnancy and maternity
Race
Religion or belief
Sex
Sexual orientation.

The Equality Act 2010 came into force in April 2011.
Under section 149 all public authorities must, in the
exercise of their functions, “have due regard to the
need to” eliminate conduct that is prohibited by the
Act. Such conduct includes discrimination,
harassment and victimisation. This Public Service
Equality Duty (PESD) also requires public authorities
have due regard to the need to advance equality of
opportunity and foster good relations between
persons who share a “relevant protected
characteristic” and persons who do not. The protect
characteristics are as follows: 

Page 7

Background



In order to fulfil this requirement it became de facto
required that government departments produce
Equality Impact Assessments to help them discharge
the duty.

Exceptions and legal status

There are specific exceptions in the Equality Act for
immigration policy and judicial matters. It is assumed
that these will, by their nature, involve discrimination
(for example, towards a particular nationality in the
case of the former). 

It should also be noted that having “due regard” does
not in itself make it illegal for a government
department to introduce a policy that they know will
impact negatively on a particular characteristic. To
have ‘due regard’ means that in making decisions,
and in its other day-to-day activities, a body should
consciously consider the need to eliminate
discrimination, advance equality of opportunity and
foster good relations. To an extent, what matters is
whether a government department - or any public
body - can prove that it has properly considered how
it might reduce inequality through its decisions or
actions. 
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A parliamentary briefing paper on the Public Sector
Equality Duty concludes that: “The current legal
position is that EIAs are one way - but not the only
way - for a public authority to demonstrate
compliance with the PSED. However, the case law
indicates that some form of documentary evidence
of compliance with the PSED is valuable to public
authorities" (House of Commons Library, 2020).

Indeed, a 2013 review of the PSED came to a similar
conclusion. The ‘Review of the Public Sector Equality
Duty: Report of the Independent Steering Group’,
published in September 2013, stated that: “The
nature of a ‘due regard’ Duty is that it is open to
interpretation by public bodies. What amounts to
‘due regard’ depends on particular circumstances
and only a court can confirm that a public body has
had due regard in a particular case" (House of
Commons Library, 2020). 

Removing the requirement to complete an EIA

Although the legal position on EIAs may not have
been cut and dried, from 2010 to 2012 government
departments recognised an implied duty to conduct
EIAs for all new policy proposals. That understanding
was removed in November 2012 when then prime
minister David Cameron stated no government
department should feel any obligation to conduct an
EIA.
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He stated: “in government we have taken the letter
of this law and gone way beyond it, with Equality
Impact Assessments for every decision we make. Let
me be very clear. I care about making sure that
government policy never marginalises or
discriminates. I care about making sure we treat
people equally. But let’s have the courage to say it:
caring about these things does not have to mean
churning out reams of bureaucratic nonsense. We
have smart people in Whitehall who consider
equalities issues while they’re making the policy. We
don’t need all this extra tick-box stuff” (House of
Commons Library, 2020).

Since then, as our report will demonstrate, the
number of EIAs conducted year-on-year has
dropped significantly. 
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Findings
Number of EIAs published per year has been
falling since 2012 with slight rise in last two
years

42 EIAs were published in 2011 and 30 in 2012 but
since then the number has declined. This is
unsurprising: as mentioned above, prime minister
David Cameron ruled in November 2012 that EIAs
would no longer be compulsory for every new policy
that was introduced. 
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Figure 1: Number of EIAs published per year

Page 11



While an average of 24 EIAs were produced every
year 2010-2014 inclusive, therefore, just 5 were
produced (on average) every year 2015-2020
inclusive. 21 EIAs have thus far been published in
2021 - an increase of 75% on 2020. Although this is
welcome, it should be noted that this increase can
largely be attributed to the fact that 13 separate EIAs
were produced for the Police, Crime, Sentencing, and
Courts Bill. 

It is worth noting that although 175 EIAs were found
in the public domain for the period under analysis,
375 UK General Public Acts were passed in that
same period.

Recommendation 1: Reinstate the requirement
that government departments produce an Equality
Impact Assessment for all new policies. 

Department for Work and Pensions lead the
way in EIA publications

The majority of the EIAs available for analysis (41%)
were published by the Department for Work and
Pensions (DWP) which is probably reflective of the
large number of changes made to welfare policy
under the Coalition government 2010-2015. The
Home Office (17%), Education (14%), and HMRC (9%)
published the next highest number of EIAs. 
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Socio-economic status and sexuality are
overlooked

89% of EIAs did not mention socio-economic status
as a characteristic for analysis. This is unsurprising
because this is not a protected characteristic.
Elsewhere Compassion in Politics have argued that,
although it may not need to become a protected
characteristic, public bodies should nonetheless
have due regard for the need to reduce socio-
economic inequality. This provision already sits on
the statute book as Section 1 of the Equality Act but
it has not been commenced. 

Further, many EIAs still omitted characteristics that,
under the Equality Act, should nonetheless be given
due regard. 37% failed to mention sexuality and 11%
did not mention age. 

Recommendation 2: Commence Section 1 of the
Equality Act to make reducing socio-economic
inequalities a priority for government departments
and public bodies. 

Recommendation 3: Ensure that any civil servant
charged with producing an EIA has undergone
training on their history, rationale, and
methodologies.   
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1 in 3 EIAs predicted a negative impact on at
least one characteristic

Overall, 33% of the EIAs predicted a negative impact
on at least one of the protected characteristics we
chose to analyse. Just 17% envisaged there being a
positive impact on one or multiple protected
characteristics. 
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Figure 3: Percentage of EIAs expecting a negative impact on the
characteristics under analysis 
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Amongst the formerly recognised protected
characteristics, disability was most commonly
associated with a negative impact across the policy
proposals being analysed: 25% of the EIAs that
mention disability expected there to be a negative
impact on at least one category of disability. 

Recommendation 4: To support the "levelling up"
agenda, the government should make a clear
statement that, going forwards, new policies across
government should aim, where possible, to reduce
inequality.  

It should be noted that the outlying statistics for
sexuality and socio-economic status can largely be
explained by the low sample size for both: as
mentioned, just 11% of EIAs referenced the latter
and although 63% do mention sexuality, of those
33% concluded there was not enough data to draw a
conclusion and 57% assumed there would be a
neutral impact on this particular characteristic. 
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Overwhelmingly, women and BAME groups are
the ones who receive a negative impact

As explained in the Methodology section, when
analysing for negative impacts on characteristics, we
included in our overall results negative impacts on
any aspect of gender or ethnicity. This therefore
included a negative result for White groups and for
men. 

Ethnicity Gender
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Figure 4: Percentage of EIAs
predicting a negative impact on

Gender and Ethnicity broken down
by relevant group

When those top-
level results are
broken down we find
that BAME groups
(91%) and women
(80%) were
significantly more
likely to experience a
negative outcome
from a policy than
their white or male
counterparts. It
should be noted that  
in one instance a
policy was predicted
by an EIA to have a
negative impact on
both men and
women.
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EIAs most commonly assume a neutral impact
on protected characteristics

69% of the EIAs projected a neutral impact on at
least one of the protected characteristics. Race,
gender, and age, were all expected to experience a
neutral impact as the result of a policy change by
approximately 58% of the EIAs. This was the case for
sexuality on 57% of occasions and for disability on
50% of occasions. 

An EIA is published, on average, 7 months after
the policy was announced

An EIA is published, on average, 190 days after the
policy under scrutiny was first announced.

It should be noted upfront that this does not mean
the EIA was written 7 months following the policy
announcement - it could have been distributed
internally for consideration by Ministers and civil
servants. However, this does still represent an, on
average, seven month period when the EIA was not
available to backbench MPs, civil society, or the
public denying them the opportunity to use this in
their scrutiny of the proposal. 
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Just 22 EIAs that we analysed were published on the
day of a policy announcement - 18% of the total
number under analysis - while 101 (82%) were
published at least some period after the initial
announcement was made. Half (50%) were made
available at least six months after the policy was first
mooted in public. 

Our findings echo those of the Equality and Human
Rights Commission's (EHRC) investigation into the
use of EIAs by the Home Office. The EHRC analysis
concluded that EIAs were often produced "too late to
form a meaningful part of many decision-making
processes" (EHRC, 2020).

Recommendation 5: New policies should be
subjected to, at the very least, an initial EIA prior to
announcement. A full EIA should then follow no
more than three months after the policy has been
announced. 

The need to enact government policy is often
used to justify negative equality outcomes

We found numerous instances of EIAs justifying a
negative impact on a particular characteristic
because the policy under consideration was deemed
necessary for fulfilling an overall government
strategy. 
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This was especially true for EIAs produced in the
early years of the Coalition government. For
example, six EIAs published in 2010 used this precise
phrase to help justify a negative impact on equalities:
“Tackling Britain’s record deficit is the Coalition
Government’s top priority - the consequences of not
acting could be serious. The scale of the deficit has
required tough choices to be made about how
taxpayers’ money is allocated” (for example see
Ministry of Housing, Communities, and Local
Government, 2010a).  

Alarmingly, one of the above examples then went on
to state, in answer to the question “Which group(s) of
people has been identified as being disadvantaged
by your proposals?”, that “DCLG research indicates
that the following groups have the highest rates of
dwelling fires and dwelling fire injuries and so are at
the highest risk: lone parent with dependent
child(ren); never worked; single adult household; 
 those with the highest Index of Multiple Deprivation
scores.

"The annual UK fire statistics show that older age
groups have a much higher death rate from fire and
so are at much higher risk" (Ministry of Housing,
Communities, and Local Government, 2011). 
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Another EIA also drew this conclusion about the
negative impact of a policy: “A known adverse impact
will be an incurred personal cost to some young
people who would have received financial support
via EMA but nonetheless participated anyway.
However, we believe we are fully justified in removing
this funding given the existing economic climate”
(Department for Education, 2011a). 

Finally the EIA for the Coronavirus Act frequently
used this statement: "The disproportionate impacts
on protected groups that we have identified are
justified and a proportionate means of protecting
public health during a coronavirus pandemic"
(Department of Health, 2020). 

There appear to be two fundamental problems here.
Firstly, it seems reasonable to surmise that, at least
in the early 2010s, the possibility of increasing
inequality was presupposed by the government’s
strategy. This surely undermined the effectiveness of
the EIAs conducted at this time. Secondly, and more
broadly, it seems to us ill-advised that an EIA should
seek justification from beyond its own parameters:
the need to reduce inequality. If a policy fails on that
score it cannot be justified simply by reference to
another criteria.
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Recommendation 6: It should be communicated by
Ministers that government agendas cannot be used
as a rationale for increases in inequality. To reflect
this EIAs should be written in an independent
language devoid of political argument.

On a related note, a few of the EIAs we analysed
sought to justify the projected outcome of a policy
(whether positive or negative) on highly philosophical
grounds rather than through data analysis or pilot
testing. For example, the EIA for the Education Act
2011 stated: “The changes we want to make are the
proven routes to success taken by the highest
performing schools here and the best-performing
countries internationally” (Department for Education,
2011b).  

Reforms to student funding were also justified as
follows: “It is anticipated that the proposed package
will place more power and influence into the hands
of students and therefore drive quality and efficiency
improvements.” These claims seem highly
speculative. This might lead one to question the
extent to which the EIA can be said to have reliably
anticipated all of the impacts of the policy on
equalities issues (Department for Business,
Innovation, and Skills, 2010). 
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Recommendation 7: Create a norm that, where
possible, policies will be piloted before they are fully
introduced. This would allow for the likely impact on
equalities issues to be observed in real-time,
providing an opportunity to mitigate unforeseen
negative effects. 

EIAs predicted improvements in equality when
the policy was designed to achieve that effect

Without wishing to be overly simplistic, EIAs were
more likely to predict a positive impact for a policy
on equality when the policy was designed with that
goal in mind. 

For example, a policy programme aimed at “putting
students at the heart of education” set out with the
following intention: “The main driver for
understanding and articulating the impact of our
reforms in terms of equality is not simply compliance
with the Equality Act 2010. Beyond this, the
Department is clear that we have a moral and ethical
responsibility to ensure that our reforms as a whole
have the potential to either positively benefit
protected and disadvantaged groups or as a
minimum do no harm to equality of opportunity.”
(Department for Business, Innovation, and Skills,
2011). 
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The EIA for that policy predicted a positive impact on
equalities issues for nearly every protected
characteristic. 

EIAs often use copied material and generic
statements

We found numerous examples of EIAs that copied
and pasted the same generic statements when
articulating the impact of a policy on a protected
characteristic. 

For example, seven EIAs produced by the DWP
copied this statement for each of the characteristics:
“This policy change should have a neutral impact on
the protected characteristic. The change should
result in simpler administration for users affected by
this policy" (for example see Department for Work
and Pensions, 2012a)

Another eleven EIAs - also from the DWP - used this
statement: “The policy has no significant impact
relating to [characteristic]" (for example see
Department for Work and Pensions, 2014).
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EIAs often do not present their workings

The latter example cited highlights a further problem
we uncovered in the drafting of EIAs: many fail to
show their workings or present data to back-up their
conclusions. 

For example, three HMRC EIAs concluded: “No
impacts anticipated, as above" (HMRC, 2020). No
data was offered to substantiate the findings. 

On a related note, some EIAs relied on basic
stereotypes to help draw their conclusions. For
example, the EIA on the National Citizenship Pilot
stated that: “There is a risk that young women will be
alienated by 'physical‘ elements and young men by
the ‘volunteering’” (Cabinet Office, 2011a). 

The EIA on Housing Benefit reforms concluded: “As
some ethnic minority groups tend to have a higher
proportion of large families, these measures may
impact on them disproportionately. However,
limitations in current data prevent the scope to draw
on quantitative evidence to establish the scale of this
potential effect" (Department for Work and Pensions,
2010a). 
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This approach appears problematic for three main
reasons. Firstly because it betrays a casual approach
to the drafting of an EIA. Secondly, it limits the ability
of the reader to scrutinise the policy under
consideration. Thirdly, it seems overly optimistic to
assume that the complex relationship between
policy implementation and affected groups can be
summarised in such a simplistic manner. 

Recommendation 8: Authors of EIAs should adopt
a data-first approach to their reports, using all
available data-sources (pilots, surveys, previous
policy appraisals) to understand the nuanced ways a
policy could impact on different demographics. 
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Mitigation proposals are invariably weak

The proposals to mitigate harmful impacts on
protected groups too frequently rely on one of the
following approaches: policy monitoring,
consultation, promises of future initiatives, or
speculative comments about the impact of the policy
on public behaviour. 

Monitoring

Frequently an EIA would refer to “monitoring” as an
example of negative impact mitigation. 

For example, the EIA on “Smarter Government” (an
internal policy change) stated: “Initial analysis
therefore indicates a slight negative effect on gender,
black, minority & ethnic (BME) and disabled equality
groups. This is largely due to the removal of posts
covered on temporary promotion. We will continue
to monitor the impact and if we identify any trends
that may indicate a diversity bias in the take-up we
will consider the reasons and their effect if any arise”
(Department for Work and Pensions, 2010b). 
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Referring to the policy of electronic monitoring in the
Police, Crime, Sentencing, and Courts Bill, the EIA
states: "We will continue to monitor the impact of
these changes with these possibilities in mind"
(Home Office, 2021a). 

In our view, monitoring a policy impact should be a
basic requirement for policy implementation, not an
additional form of mitigation. Mitigation should, we
believe, refer solely to either changes to a proposed
policy or additions that will nullify any pernicious
effects. 

Consultation
 
On an equally frequent basis, EIAs have referred to
consultation as a form of mitigation. While
consultation is essential to the policy-making
process, it should not be deployed after a major
policy decision nor to justify a negative impact on a
protected characteristic. 

An MHCLG EIA concluded: “It may not always be
possible to mitigate the impacts within a single policy
while delivering savings... We will consider the need
for further engagement with BAME groups, women
and the disabled as soon as is reasonably possible in
line with further specific policy" (Ministry for Housing
Communities and Local Government, 2010b).
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Analysing a change to the Independent Living Fund,
one EIA concluded: "ILF consults routinely with its
users and partner Local Authorities, and will
continue to use these arrangements to monitor the
impact of policy changes on equality groups"
(Department for Work and Pensions, 2010c). 

Considering the removal of funding to the private
sector renewal programme, an Ministry of Housing
EIA states: "We propose to meet with the
representatives bodies of interested partners to
discuss the impact of the decision to discontinue this
funding stream" (Ministry of Housing, Communities,
and Local Government, 2010a). 

Promise of future initiatives

Oftentimes consultation and monitoring are seen as
a gateway to a further form of mitigation: the
possibility of future initiatives aimed at reducing the
negative impact of a policy on equalities groups.

The 2011 EIA on the Prevent Strategy states that:
"Steps will be taken to: minimise the potential for
negative impacts" (Home Office, 2011a). 



A 2012 EIA on Building Schools for the Future
claimed "Remedial action will therefore be
considered, though as all funding is currently
committed for 2010-11, this will be for the next
spending review period" (Department for Education,
2012). 

The 2021 EIA on the Nationality and Borders Bill
concludes: "Beyond these and other measures, it will
be important to monitor and evaluate
implementation. With adequate mitigation, we
anticipate that many potentially adverse impacts will
be removed" (Home Office, 2021b). 

The danger with this is approach is, of course, that
the problems are kicked into the long-grass and that
even if action is ultimately taken, short-term damage
can nonetheless be done to the cause of equality.

Speculation about the public's response

In a small number of cases we found examples
where EIAs speculated that the negative impact of a
policy on equalities would be mitigated by the
public's response to that policy.
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For example, the EIA on the Benefit Cap predicted:
"We expect different households to have different
behavioural responses to the cap but those affected
will have a number of options to consider. These
include starting work, reducing their non-rent
expenditure, making up any shortfall in housing
benefit using a proportion of their other income or
moving to cheaper accommodation or area"
(Department for Work and Pensions, 2012b).

Reviewing changes to Housing Benefit, an EIA stated
that: "We expect that some tenants may be able to
re-negotiate their rent with their landlords
particularly where the reduction is small"
(Department for Work and Pensions, 2010a). 

Without providing significant evidence that the policy
will have these effects it can only be assumed that
these assertions were speculative and, as such,
cannot be considered to be acceptable forms of
mitigation. 

Recommendation 9: Empower civil servants to
propose substantial reforms to policies in order to
achieve positive equalities outcomes. 
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Recommendation 10: Ensure policy consultation
and implementation monitoring is standard practice
in all departments and is not used as a mitigation
tool for an impact assessment. 

There are multiple templates for EIAs in use

There is approximately one form for completing an
EIA per department. This is in itself unsurprising -
especially after David Cameron declared that they
would not be compulsory. 

However, we believe that a simple and effective way
to improve the quality of EIAs would be to require
that each department use the same template - one
that prompts them to, for example, show their
workings, display the data under analysis, and
produce a mitigation plan where necessary. The EIA
form historically used by the Home Office achieves
this (see Home Office, 2011b). 

Recommendation 11: Streamline the production of
EIAs by making one standard EIA form for every
department. Ensure the form is designed to prompt
authors to: display their workers, use data, write
specifically for each protected characteristic, and
develop a mitigation plan if necessary. 
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Civil service staff do not believe EIAs are taken
seriously by the current government

Of the 46 civil servants registered with the FDA that
responded to our survey, 31 have experience
producing EIAs for the government. Of those, 62%
reported that the process of developing EIAs is not
taken seriously by government ministers.
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Figure 4: Percentage of civil servants surveyed who think government
ministers take EIAs seriousy



Civil servants are often asked to produce an EIA
after a policy has been signed-off

61% of respondents who have worked on EIAs
reported being asked to develop an EIA after a policy
had already received internal sign-off. 58% believe
the outcomes of an EIA have no influence on the
development or direction of a government policy. 

One respondent said: "EIA's [sic] not taken seriously
enough - seen as a nuisance, often an afterthought,
done later in the process rather than at an early
stage. Until this negative mindset is addressed, I
cannot see how Government can properly improve
impact of policies externally."

Around half of civil servants producing EIAs
have received training to do so

42% of the civil servants engaged in developing EIAs
have received some form of training in order to do
so. Of those, 13% felt the training was “very poor”
and 25% rated it “poor”. 25% did, however, rate it as
“very good”. The highest proportion - 31% - said the
training was “average”.

Recommendation: see Recommendation 2. 
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Civil servants to do not believe the government
is committed to reducing inequalities

54% of respondents to our survey said they do not
believe the government is committed to reducing
inequality. Just 28% said they think the government is
committed. 48% of civil servants also stated that, in
contributing to policy design, they are not
encouraged to do so in a way that will improve
outcomes for groups with protected characteristics.
37% said they are given that encouragement.

No Yes Not sure

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 

Figure 5: Percentage of civil servants
surveyed who think government is
committed to reducing inequality.
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28%

17%

One survey respondent
stated: "Most
departments pay lip
service to equality
issues. There is no
active mandate for
example in submission
templates to ask if
equality impact has
been considered in
policy."



Reduce workload and increase headcount.
Enhance data sharing across departments.
Create ministerial buy-in to the reduction of
inequality.
Routinely publish data on progress towards
reducing inequality.
Better training and stronger messaging on
reducing inequality.
Increased diversity of civil servants, Special
Advisors, and Ministers.

Recommendation 12: Require that, going forwards,
all future EIAs are signed-off by the relevant Chief
Analyst. This would raise the gravitas of EIAs within
government. The Analyst should also be encouraged
to offer Ministers advice on the adequacy of the
evidence base used to produce the EIA. 

Recommendation 13: The Head of the
Government Economic Service should review EIAs
across Government regularly, to improve quality and
consistency

Civil service views on reducing inequality
We asked survey respondents to provide their own
proposals aimed at improving the policy-design
process so that it contributes to inequality reduction.
We present a selection of those ideas below. 
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Recommendations
Recommendation 1: Reinstate the requirement
that government departments produce an Equality
Impact Assessment for all new policies. 

Recommendation 2: Commence Section 1 of the
Equality Act to make reducing socio-economic
inequalities a priority for government departments
and public bodies. 

Recommendation 3: Ensure that any civil servant
charged with producing an EIA has undergone
training on their history, rationale, and
methodologies. 

Recommendation 4: To support the "levelling up"
agenda, the government should make a clear
statement that, going forwards, new policies across
government should aim, where possible, to reduce
inequality. 

Recommendation 5: New policies should be
subjected to, at the very least, an initial EIA prior to
announcement. A full EIA should then follow no
more than three months after the policy has been
announced. 
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Recommendation 6: It should be communicated by
Ministers that government agendas cannot be used
as a rationale for increases in inequality. To reflect
this EIAs should be written in an independent
language devoid of political argument. 

Recommendation 7: Create a norm that, where
possible, policies will be piloted before they are fully
introduced. This would allow for the likely impact on
equalities issues to be observed in real-time,
providing an opportunity to mitigate unforeseen
negative effects. 

Recommendation 8: Authors of EIAs should adopt
a data-first approach to their reports, using all
available data-sources (pilots, surveys, previous
policy appraisals) to understand the nuanced ways a
policy could impact on different demographics. 

Recommendation 9: Empower civil servants to
propose reforms to policies in order to achieve
positive equalities outcomes. 

Recommendation 10: Ensure policy consultation
and implementation monitoring is standard practice
in all departments and is not used as a mitigation
tool for an impact assessment. 
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Recommendation 11: Streamline the production of
EIAs by making one standard EIA form for every
department. Ensure the form is designed to prompt
authors to: display their workers, use data, write
specifically for each protected characteristic, and
develop a mitigation plan if necessary. 

Recommendation 12: Require that, going forwards,
all future EIAs are signed-off by the relevant Chief
Analyst. This would raise the gravitas of EIAs within
government. The Analyst should also be encouraged
to offer Ministers advice on the adequacy of the
evidence base used to produce the EIA. 

Recommendation 13: The Head of the
Government Economic Service should review EIAs
across Government regularly, to improve quality and
consistency
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Contact
To request a full set of the data used in this report or
to ask any queries you might have, please email
info@compassioninpolitics.com
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