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The Coalition for Racial Equality and Rights works to eliminate racial 
discrimination and promote racial justice across Scotland. Through capacity 
building, research and campaigning activities which respond to the needs of 
communities, our work takes a strategic approach to tackling deep rooted 
issues of racial inequality. 
CRER has experience of anti-racist work covering areas such as community 
engagement and empowerment, research and resource development, 
practical training and equality mainstreaming support for Public and Voluntary 
Sector organisations. 

CRER takes a rights based approach, promoting relevant international, regional 
and national human rights and equality conventions and legislation. 

For more information on this report or the wider work of CRER, or to request 
this report in an alternative format, please contact: 

Kirsty McNeill 

Policy and Research Officer 

kirsty@crer.org.uk 
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Introduction 
 

Equality duties are some of the most potentially powerful tools in driving 
change. They have the power advance equality, hold organisations to account 
and make a difference in people’s everyday lives.  

The general equality duty set out by the Equality Act 2010 means that public 
authorities, for example universities and colleges, health boards and local 
authorities, must have due regard to the need to: 

 Eliminate unlawful discrimination 
 Advance equality of opportunity  
 Foster good relations  

These three factors are often known as the three ‘needs’. The general equality 
duty applies to the following relevant protected characteristics: race, sex, 
disability, sexual orientation, religion and belief, age, gender reassignment,1 
and pregnancy and maternity. Consideration of marriage and civil partnership 
as a protected characteristic is only required under the commitment to 
eliminate unlawful discrimination. 

The public sector equality duties (PSED) are designed to be proactive, 
preventing discrimination before it happens. This was in response to a previous 
(and on-going) tendency for organisations to take a reactionary approach to 
advancing equality, where action was often taken only where needed to 
address potential legal risks. To create more sustained and cohesive progress 
on equality, proactive legislation was needed and eventually developed in the 
form of equality duties for the public sector. 

However, there can also be problems with PSED, such as a tendency to 
prioritise producing paperwork over change, lack of racial and other 
competence within organisations, an under-resourcing of equality work 
generally and that the legislation itself can be complex.  

The Scottish specific public sector equality duties (often shortened to specific 
duties) are regulations which were introduced by the Scottish Parliament to 
assist organisations to meet the general equality duty.  

                                                             
1 CRER generally use the term transgender, however within this report we are referring to current legislation 
and therefore our use of ‘gender reassignment’ matches what is in the 2010 Act.  
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Under the specific duties, public sector bodies are required to publish the 
following documents at certain intervals:  

 A report describing progress on mainstreaming the general equality 
duty, including employee equality monitoring information  

 A set of equality outcomes detailing the changes they want to see in 
order to make progress towards meeting the general equality duty  

 An equality outcomes progress report, detailing outcomes previously set 
and how progress has been tracked and assessed  

 Gender pay gap information (if the organisation has 20 or more staff) 
 A statement on equal pay (if the organisation has 20 or more staff), 

including information about occupational segregation with regard to 
gender, disability and race  
 

Analysing Publications from Glasgow’s public sector 

Only those public authorities listed in the regulations are required to comply 
with the specific duties; this is a smaller number of organisations than are 
bound by the general equality duty.2 In Glasgow, 15 local organisations are 
listed.3 

Since the introduction of the Scottish specific equality duties in 2012, CRER has 
undertaken a wide range of activity to support public sector organisations in 
developing their approach to equality, including some work focussed on 
Glasgow. 

CRER analysed the initial reports submitted by each of Glasgow’s listed public 
authorities4 and mapped equality mainstreaming and equality outcomes in 
Glasgow. This was done to compare equality approaches across the city, to 
highlight good practice and identify areas for improvement.  

Our 2013 report, Equality in Glasgow,5 cross-examined each of the reports 
against their respective duties and identified key themes and areas of interest 
across all bodies. The analysis did not identify individual organisations or their 
reports, but rather offered a more strategic perspective of how the equalities 

                                                             
2 A full list of bodies subject to the specific duties can be accessed on the EHRC website 
3 A full listing of the 15 public bodies analysed in this report is provided in Appendix A. 
4 By ‘listed authorities’, we refer to public authorities covered by the legislation (as set out in the regulations 
relating to the Scottish specific public sector equality duties). 
5 CRER (2013) Equality in Glasgow 
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duties had been implemented. This research was continued in future reporting 
cycles. 

As new PSED reports were published in April 2021, CRER has again analysed 
these reports to draw conclusions on approaches to equality within Glasgow’s 
public bodies. 

For organisations following the standard publication cycle beginning in 2013, 
the following documents were required to be published by 30th April 2021: 

 A report describing the progress made on mainstreaming the general 
equality duty 

 A report with details of new equality outcomes set for the period 2021-
2025 

 An equality outcomes progress report, detailing the outcomes that were 
previously set and how progress has been tracked and assessed 

 An annual breakdown of employee equality monitoring information, 
covering recruitment, composition, retention and development 

 Gender pay gap information  
 A statement on equal pay, including information about occupational 

segregation with regard to gender, disability and race  

While there are other publication obligations required by the PSED, this report 
focuses on the key requirements listed above. 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission produces technical and non-
statutory guidance to support Scottish public authorities in meeting their 
equality duties.6 CRER has used this guidance to analyse the information given 
within these PSED reports to determine the extent to which organisations have 
met their statutory duties. 

A range of examples are provided throughout the report. These are loosely 
based on the publications within the study sample, however each one has 
been altered, reworded or amalgamated with other examples to ensure that 
individual organisations cannot be identified. This decision has been taken to 
avoid appearing to endorse or condemn any particular organisation’s 
performance. 

 

                                                             
6 Equality and Human Rights Commission (no date) Public sector equality duty in Scotland  
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CRER’s Past Research  

Below is a summary of the key findings identified by CRER from prior reporting 
periods:  

 There was mixed performance on reporting. Most organisations 
invested considerable time and effort in preparing their reports, yet in 
many cases there was a lack of focus on the requirements as set out 
under the duties, resulting in poor practice or non-compliance 

 Many organisations appeared to find it difficult to adapt to the person 
centred focus required by the legal duties 

 Many of the reports did not mention all (or in some cases any) of the 
needs laid out in the general duty or individual protected characteristics  

 Both mainstreaming and equality outcome reporting were often 
excessively bureaucratic 

 Equality outcomes were not adequately worded to express the changes 
organisations want to see in experiences of those with a protected 
characteristic 

 There were concerns around the involvement and evidence gathering 
required in setting outcomes 

 There was also insufficient coverage of the three needs laid out in the 
Equality Act and the protected characteristics they should support 

 Some reports did not discuss relevant protected characteristics when 
reporting progress on their equality outcomes. This made transparency 
in some cases very poor  

 Many organisations required significant development of their approach 
to employee information monitoring and reporting in order to meet the 
requirements of the duties 

Following our research in previous cycles, roundtable meetings were held to 
discuss our analysis with the organisations that had published reports. Across 
all reporting cycles, around half of the organisations accepted their invitations, 
with some others also arranging one-to-one support to discuss how they may 
set outcomes and deliver mainstreaming activity to better meet their duties. 

This report takes a practical approach to exploring what can be learned from 
the equality publications issued by Glasgow’s public sector bodies. We hope 
our findings continue to support public sector organisations in Glasgow, and 
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further afield, to better meet their duties and inspire best practice to make a 
measurable difference to improving equality and people’s lives. 
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Glasgow 2021 Publications 
 

In 2021, each of the listed organisations should have published a 
mainstreaming report, employee information, a progress update on their 
equality outcomes for 2017-2021 and a new set of equality outcomes to cover 
the period 2021-2025.7 Additionally, most of the organisations should have 
produced gender pay gap data and a statement on equal pay. 

One organisation failed to publish any information at all. By the April deadline, 
of the remaining 14 organisations: 8  

 13 published mainstreaming reports 
 12 published employee information 
 13 published a progress update on their equality outcomes 
 12 published a new set of equality outcomes and 
 Nine published gender pay gap data 
 Seven published an equal pay statement  

Further analysis and breakdown on each of these types of publication is 
addressed in detail later in this report. 

Publication alone does not mean that organisations have necessarily complied 
with the legislation. Each duty has specific requirements, and this report will 
outline to what extent organisations appear to have met their legal duties for 
the mainstreaming reports, progress on the equality outcomes, new equality 
outcomes and employee information. This report will focus largely on these 
duties, touching briefly also on the requirements to publish gender pay gap 
data and equal pay statements. If these statutory requirements have not been 
reported on (or have not been reported on in line with the detail of the 
legislation), organisations will not have met their statutory requirements 
simply by issuing a publication. 

As with all previous rounds of reporting, the way in which organisations chose 
to publish information on these duties varied widely. Some chose to create one 
larger PSED document covering all requirements whilst others published their 
                                                             
7 Most listed authorities started their reporting in 2013 and publish every 2 years or 4 years depending on the 
particular duty (reporting schedule A). Further authorities have been added by amendment to the regulation, 
so report on different timescales. For those on differing schedules their most recent required publications 
were considered for this report.  
8 Due to having too few staff, one organisation is not required to publish employee information and two 
organisations are not required to publish gender pay gap data or an equal pay statement.  
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equality outcomes update along with their new equality outcomes or created a 
separate document for each duty.  

Beyond just the number of publications each organisation produced, the way 
in which information was organised within or across these publications, as well 
as the content included in the reports, was extremely varied. Such variation is 
due to differences in the functions and size of the organisations involved, 
alongside legislation which is relatively flexible in areas.  

Perhaps due to the extent of reporting required in 2021, relatively few 
organisations chose to report in a single publication. For those who did, this 
approach was successful when clear headings were used, particularly to make 
it evident which item of legislation was being reported on. Without this, it can 
be challenging to identify which narrative fits with which duty.   

On a similar note, for those who created multiple reports it was sometimes 
difficult to identify where each duty was being addressed when separate 
reports had been created for different elements of the specific duties. It is 
ideal for publications to be titled with reference to which duty is being 
addressed, rather than generic titles with only reference to fairness or 
equality. If reporting on multiple duties, this should be made clear on the 
webpage linking to the document and within the first few pages of the 
document. It is especially helpful if all documents relating to PSED are together 
in one section or webpage, rather than spread about in multiple locations.  

Also, for organisations who published multiple reports there was often 
confusion as to what information should be included in which report. This was 
especially the case with duplication of activities over mainstreaming and 
equality outcome progress reports. As CRER outlined in “Scottish Specific 
Equality Duties: Get Ready for April 2021”, equality outcomes relate solely to 
specific and targeted work being done to achieve change in the lives of people 
with protected characteristics.9 Mainstreaming activity, on the other hand, is 
the day-to-day work done on equality – processes, policies, practices and so 
on. 

All listed authorities are required to publish their information in a manner 
which is accessible. Some organisations’ PSED reports were easily identified 
and located through clear signposting and text descriptions within the 
organisations’ websites. Others could be relatively easily found by using the 
                                                             
9 CRER (2021) Scottish Specific Equality Duties: Get Ready for April 2021 
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organisations search function. Others were more challenging and time 
consuming to find which is not accessible.  

The year or time period documents relate to should be clear within the title 
and/or webpage. Organisations ideally should not replace historic PSED 
documents when publishing new ones. By providing all current and previous 
PSED reports as available, accessible and clearly identifiable downloads, 
organisations offer readers the option to conduct research and analysis on 
long-term trends. 

Organisations that published historical documents did so with varying degrees 
of clarity, which meant that even when organisations fully complied with the 
legal reporting duties, it could be hard to determine which reports were meant 
to represent the current PSED reporting cycle. Not all websites had separate 
sections or pages for each reporting cycle, which occasionally made it 
challenging to quickly distinguish the 2021 suite of documents from the 
historical documents. 

Notably, many of these issues remain similar or the same as to CRER’s findings 
in the last round of PSED publishing.  

 

Key Learning Points 

 Where a single report is published, creating individual sections for each 
duty, with clearly defined headings, makes the information easier to 
understand  

 Where multiple reports are published, using internal hyperlinks and 
explicitly identifying all relevant reports makes it easier to identify and 
locate all the information  

 Organisations should clearly structure their websites to enable easy 
identification of PSED documents in line with the requirement to publish 
in an accessible manner  

 Historical reports should not be removed when updating documents for 
a new reporting period 

 Dating publications (and including the date in the title) is helpful for 
users to identify relevant reports for different reporting cycles  
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Mainstreaming Duty 
 

Mainstreaming equality means integrating equality into the everyday workings 
of an authority. The mainstreaming duty is the requirement for authorities to 
publish a report on progress made in integrating the general equality duty to 
their exercise of functions, in order to better perform that duty.  

The report should be published every two years – the majority of Glasgow’s 
local listed public authorities were expected to publish their newest 
mainstreaming reports by April 2021. 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission’s Technical Guidance states that:  

“Mainstreaming the general equality duty refers to the process of making the 
general equality duty an integral part of all of an authority’s relevant functions 
and practices by all staff at all levels, embedding it across policies, procedures 
and corporate systems and reflecting it in business planning and reporting 
cycles.”10 

It is for authorities themselves to determine how best to do this, although the 
Equality and Human Rights Commission’s suggested approach is for authorities 
to consider their functions (such as service provision and employment) and 
how the general equality duty could be performed in the exercise of each 
function.11 For each function, a consideration should be made of how this 
could be done in a way which supports an authority to meet the needs of the 
general equality duty: 

 Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation  
 Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a relevant 

protected characteristic and those who do not  
 Foster good relations between people who share a protected 

characteristic and those who do not 

For each of the three needs of the general equality duty, each of the relevant 
protected characteristics should be considered.   

 

                                                             
10 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Technical guidance on the Public Sector Equality Duty: 
Scotland 
11 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Mainstreaming the Equality Duty: A Guide for Public 
Authorities, Scotland 
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Mainstreaming Reports in Glasgow 2021 

Of the 15 organisations due to report by April 2021, 13 had published a report 
by the deadline.12 As a result of non-prescriptive guidance, organisations 
understandably took a variety of approaches to their duty to report on 
mainstreaming. Some organisations did report by functions or by choosing to 
structure their report by the three needs of the general equality duty.  

Typically, organisations which did structure their report around their functions, 
or at least set out their functions, were clearer in how they had met the duty 
to mainstream equality across their organisation. Additionally, these reports 
were generally easier to understand.  

Many organisations easily identified and reported on their functions as 
employers and service providers, however in some cases there were additional 
functions which could have been incorporated into their reporting. For 
example, as well as these two functions, one educational organisation also 
reported on seven additional functions including research and partnerships. 

Many reports had sections on organisations’ ethos and/or values, strategy, 
bureaucratic processes or external influences which were at times lengthy and 
did not necessarily demonstrate any aspect of mainstreaming equality. In some 
cases, this was detrimental to the overall report, making it more difficult for 
readers to find discussion of mainstreaming. Whilst these sections could be 
relevant to mainstreaming – for example policy and process is referred to 
specifically in the Equality and Human Rights Commission’s technical guidance 
– this is only helpful if reported in such a way which demonstrates how this 
embeds equality. 

Most organisations dedicated a section of their report to the impacts of Covid-
19 on their work. Similarly, in most cases, this was not clearly linked with 
mainstreaming equality or was simply descriptive of actions taken, such as 
moving to work from home or online learning. This elongated reports without 
necessarily adding value. If narrative within the report does not relate to 
groups with protected characteristics, it is not likely to be relevant for a 
mainstreaming report.  

                                                             
12 One of these reports was watermarked with ‘DRAFT’, however by the April deadline the final, approved 
report should be published. 
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Some organisations chose to include cases studies in their mainstreaming 
reports which were an ideal opportunity to discuss good practice.  

 

Protected characteristics  

Mainstreaming reports should detail how an organisation has embedded 
equality into its functions in relation to the three needs set out in the general 
equality duty and for each of the relevant protected characteristics. 

However, many reports did not sufficiently detail how their mainstreaming 
activities were related to the protected characteristics. As in past reporting 
cycles, the extent to which protected characteristics were covered varied from 
report to report. Figure 1 indicates the coverage of protected characteristics 
across the 13 reports: 

Figure 1: Coverage of Protected Characteristics within Mainstreaming 
Reports 

 

The vast majority of reports detailed at least half of the protected 
characteristics. However, no report discussed all eight relevant protected 
characteristics and only 15% of reports detailed seven protected 
characteristics. This represents a significant decline since reporting in 2019 
where, whilst again no organisation had mentioned all eight protected 
characteristics, 50% of reports had detailed seven protected characteristics.13 

                                                             
13 CRER (2019) Equality in Glasgow 2019: Progress of Glasgow’s Public Bodies in Meeting the Scottish Specific 
Public Sector Equality Duties 
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Given the amount of time such requirements have been in place, it’s 
disappointing that some organisations are still not reporting on a wider range 
of protected characteristics with three organisations only mentioning one or 
two characteristics. This makes it very difficult to see the extent to which 
mainstreaming of the equality duty is taking place within these organisations.  

As has been the case previously, some protected characteristics were 
referenced more often than others in reports. The total number of 
mainstreaming reports that mentioned activities or data related to any 
protected characteristic at least once can be seen below: 

Figure 2: Number of Mainstreaming Reports Mentioning Protected 
Characteristics  

 

Mainstreaming activities relating to sex, disability and race were the most 
common in reports. Less covered were the protected characteristics of religion 
and belief, age and pregnancy and maternity. This fits with the pattern of 
previous analysis done by CRER. 

This pattern also aligns with the total number of mentions of the protected 
characteristics across all reports which can be seen below in Figure 3:  
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Figure 3: Number of Mentions14 of Protected Characteristics Across All 
Mainstreaming Reports  

 

Not only are disability, sex, and race discussed in more mainstreaming reports 
than other protected characteristics, they are discussed far more often within 
the reports themselves than other protected characteristics. 

Disability has consistently been the most mentioned of all the protected 
characteristics. However, as noted in CRER’s previous research15 there is a 
large focus on mental wellbeing throughout reports (particularly so as a result 
of the impacts of Covid-19), which occasionally made distinguishing events 
targeted towards disability (i.e. mental health) from activity applicable to all 
service users or staff (i.e. mental wellbeing) difficult. 

Race is the second most common mentioned of all the protected 
characteristics in 2021. Notably, one organisation represented more than a 
third of all the mentions of race with 12 references within their mainstreaming 
report.  

Pregnancy and maternity has been the least mentioned protected 
characteristic since the initial PSED reports. This is despite known issues with 
discrimination in relation to this protected characteristic, with Equality and 

                                                             
14 ‘Mentions’ refer to individual narratives within mainstreaming reports on either activities or notable data 
relating to specific protected characteristics. Repeated topics were only counted once. References to BSL 
action plans were not counted as bodies are required to undertake those activities under different legislation. 
15 CRER (2019) Equality in Glasgow 2019 
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Human Rights Commission research finding three out of four Scottish working 
mothers reporting pregnancy and maternity discrimination.16 

 

Needs of the General Equality Duty 

The majority of reports (8 out of 13, 61%) did not discuss which of the three 
needs their mainstreaming activities were considered to cover. This is a similar 
proportion to the last round of reporting in 2019, where half of all 
organisations did not report on this, suggesting perhaps that the same 
organisations are failing to link their activities to meeting the three needs.17  

Attention to the three needs can assist organisations in making sure they are 
compliant with their equality duties and overseeing equality work across a 
range of necessary areas.   

Where needs were recorded the most common need to be referenced was 
advancing equality of opportunity, mentioned 30 times, closely followed by 
eliminating unlawful discrimination, mentioned 24 times. In comparison, 
fostering good relations was only referenced 13 times. Overall, this represents 
a rise in the proportion of activities that organisations are listing under 
eliminating unlawful discrimination in comparison to previous reporting cycles.  

The following activities were generally reported for each of the three needs: 

 Eliminating unlawful discrimination 
o Policy reviews/changes, staff training and actions on hate crime 

and gender-based violence 
 Advancing equality of opportunity  

o Staff networks, policy review/changes, staff 
recruitment/promotional activities, actions to reduce attainment 
gaps and moves to address under representation on courses 

 Fostering good relations  
o Celebration activities, staff networks and groups for service users 

with protected characteristics 

                                                             
16 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Three out of four Scottish working mothers say they’ve 
experienced pregnancy and maternity discrimination; Full Report: Equality and Human Rights Commission 
(2016) Pregnancy and Maternity Related Discrimination and Disadvantage 
17 CRER (2019) Equality in Glasgow 2019: Progress of Glasgow’s Public Bodies in Meeting the Scottish Specific 
Public Sector Equality Duties 
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This report did not discern whether listed activities actually contributed to the 
three needs but simply looked at which needs organisations themselves had 
listed actions as relating to.  

However, overall, the need where activities were most tenuously linked was 
fostering good relations, which was also the need referenced least overall. 
CRER’s 2021 publication “Fostering Good Relations” may be of use for 
organisations looking to better understand this need and how their work can 
contribute to it.18 

Again, there were instances where organisations had listed activities under 
multiple needs with up to all three needs listed for single activities. It is unlikely 
that most activities would meet all three needs, suggesting that individual 
organisations are not engaging fully with the individual needs and how to 
contribute to them.  

 

Key Learning Points 

 Structuring reports by organisational functions (or needs of the general 
duty) can create a more understandable report and ensure that 
mainstreaming is demonstrated across your organisation 

 When discussing mainstreaming activities, ensure that consideration is 
made to which of the three needs will be advanced. It is unlikely that 
individual activities will contribute to all three needs 

 Ensure that for all activities within mainstreaming reports, the relevant 
protected characteristic is highlighted. If narrative within the report does 
not relate to any protected characteristic, it is not likely to be relevant 

 If certain protected characteristics are not included in your 
mainstreaming report, the reasons and evidence behind this should be 
addressed 

  

                                                             
18 CRER (2021) Fostering Good Relations 
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Employee Information 
 

The employee information duty requires specific information to be published 
within the mainstreaming report, if it has not already been published 
previously elsewhere. The information required includes an annual breakdown 
of a range of employee equality monitoring data and details of progress in 
gathering and using that data to better perform the equality duty. 

Gathering and using employee information is not only a legal duty but can also 
be used to organisation’s advantage by providing vital evidence to underpin 
mainstreaming reporting and equality outcomes. 

Of the 15 organisations in Glasgow, 12 published a degree of employee 
information. One organisation is not an employer so is not required to publish 
this information. In many cases the employee information published was not 
detailed enough to be fully compliant with the duty. Many reports published 
data on a narrow range of protected characteristics, and a few failed to 
provide a narrative on progress in using the data. 

In the majority of cases employee information was published within the 
mainstreaming report, which made it easy to locate and can add 
understanding as to the connection between employee data and approaches 
to mainstreaming equality. 

The basic areas which the regulations require to be covered as a minimum are 
employee composition (also known as workforce profile), recruitment, staff 
development and retention. The regulations require organisations to publish 
data in each of these four areas, disaggregated by protected characteristics. 
Equality and Human Rights Commission guidance sets out a further range of 
data which could be gathered and used:19 

 Recruitment and promotion  
 Numbers of part-time and full-time staff 
 Pay and remuneration  
 Training and development  
 Return to work of women on maternity leave  

                                                             
19 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Employee Information and the Public Sector Equality Duty: A 
Guide for Public Authorities in Scotland 
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 Return to work of disabled employees following sick leave relating to 
their disability  

 Appraisals 
 Grievances (including about harassment)  
 Disciplinary action (including for harassment) 
 Dismissals and other reasons for leaving 

Accordingly, this section of our report analyses the information published on 
the following topics:  

 Employee composition  
 Recruitment (including applications, interviews, and appointments)  
 Staff development (including training, promotions, disciplinary actions, 

and grievances)  
 Retention (leaver data for the organisation, including retirement and 

maternity leave data) 

One area in which organisations could improve is their data on ethnicity. In 
some cases, employee information was given as simply ‘BME’ or ‘white’. This 
can disguise substantial differences between ethnic groups within those 
categories, which should be disaggregated as far as possible. The 
recommendation for recording ethnicity is to use Scottish census categories 
where possible. Also, where categories such as ‘BME’ are used, organisations 
should be clear about who they have included here, for example if white 
minority ethnic groups have been included here or not.  

On this note, information for disability was most often given as ‘disabled’ or 
‘not disabled’. For equality monitoring, information would be better given in 
more detail, for example one organisation gave information broken down by 
ten disability types. This further information provides greater resources for 
organisations in determining how they can best meet the equality duty for 
their disabled staff.  

Figure 4 gives an overview of how many organisations covered the basic level 
of employee information required for at least one protected characteristic: 
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Figure 4: Most Common Types of Employee Information 

 

All organisations gave information on workforce composition with the vast 
majority providing information on recruitment. Staff development and 
retention were reported by most organisations but were still missing for a 
significant number. All of this is in line with previous reporting cycles with little 
improvement, meaning some organisations are still not meeting the basic 
requirements on employee data. 

Notably the above data does not mean this coverage was for all protected 
characteristics; data was not published to the same level of detail for all. Figure 
5 shows to the degree to which the protected characteristics were covered.  

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Development

Retention

Recruitment

Composition



21 
 

Figure 5: Protected Characteristics in Employee Information 

 

In common with previous reporting cycles, sex was the most covered 
protected characteristic across all four aspects of workforce information. 
Disability and race also had comparatively higher rates of coverage.  

Gender reassignment and pregnancy and maternity were the least covered in 
employee data. Many organisations published no detail at all for these 
characteristics despite requirements to publish such employee data for many 
years. It is not adequate for organisations to still be developing systems to 
record this information. Without such data, it’s hard to see whether equality is 
being progressed for those with protected characteristics both generally and 
within individual organisations.  

In some cases, data was not provided with organisations citing data protection 
concerns. This was particularly the case for the protected characteristic of 
gender reassignment. Even if data is to be suppressed, statements like this 
should be accompanied by narrative explaining whether the organisation 
believes the unpublished statistics to be representative in comparison to 
benchmarking data, and what it intends to do to tackle any identified 
inequalities. 
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Employee Composition Data  

Data on employee composition was provided by all organisations who 
published employee information. Figure 6 below shows the full breakdown of 
how many protected characteristics were covered. 

Figure 6: Number of Protected Characteristics in Employee Composition 

 

A third of organisations who published this information (four) did so for all 
eight protected characteristics, which is less than in 2019. A third of all 
organisations published for four or less protected characteristics which is 
roughly the same as in 2019.  

For those who published this data for six or seven protected characteristics the 
most likely to be missing were gender reassignment and pregnancy and 
maternity. Only five organisations provided employee composition in terms of 
pregnancy and maternity, with the same number providing this for gender 
reassignment. This is despite the likelihood that existing HR department 
processes will hold information on pregnancy and maternity.  

On gender reassignment, underreporting on this protected characteristic has 
been raised by CRER in all previous reporting cycles. This is an area which 
Glasgow organisations could particularly improve on; comprehensive guidance 
from transgender equality organisations on how to approach reporting for 
transgender staff is available.20  

                                                             
20 Scottish Trans Alliance and Stonewall Scotland (2017) Getting Equalities Monitoring Right ; this includes an 
example of good practise from a Glasgow listed authority.  Scottish Trans Alliance and Stonewall Scotland 
(2012) Changing for the Better: How to Include Trans People in your Workplace 
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Certain protected characteristics were covered more often in employee 
composition data than others, as shown in Figure 7 below. 

Figure 7: Protected Characteristic in Employee Composition 

 

As in past reports the protected characteristics reported on most often were 
sex, disability and race. Sex was the only protected characteristic that was 
covered in every single report on employee composition. 

Overall, the number of protected characteristics covered by reports has not 
changed significantly since previous reports suggesting this is an area in which 
organisations are not improving.  

Some organisations provided further details on employee composition, for 
example including data on part time/full time staff, contract types and grade 
worked in. These can all help to provide organisations with a fuller range of 
data to conduct their equalities monitoring.  

 

Recruitment Data  

Data on recruitment was provided by all organisations who published 
employee data, aside from one. Figure 8 below shows the full breakdown of 
how many protected characteristics were covered. 
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Figure 8: Number of Protected Characteristics in Recruitment Monitoring  

 

No organisation detailed this for all eight protected characteristics, though it 
should be noted that pregnancy and maternity is not a protected characteristic 
that is usually collected at this stage.21 Three organisations provided this 
information for seven protected characteristics. A third of organisation 
provided this information for less than four protected characteristics.  

Figure 9 shows which protected characteristics organisations provided a basic 
level of recruitment monitoring data for.  

                                                             
21 Equality and Human Rights Commission research shows that pregnancy and maternity discrimination is a 
significant issue, so the lack of attention to this in recruitment monitoring is perhaps puzzling. It may 
theoretically indicate a tension between organisations not wanting to monitor this in recruitment in case it 
creates a perception that they might discriminate, and the need to explore whether recruitment statistics 
suggest discrimination may be occurring. 
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Figure 9: Protected Characteristic in Recruitment Monitoring 

 

Data was most likely to be provided for sex followed by disability and race and 
was least likely to be provided for on pregnancy and maternity and gender 
reassignment.  Overall, there has been little change to the range of protected 
characteristics in recruitment monitoring data since previous reports, 
suggesting this is not an area where organisations have made progress in 
regard to the equality duties.  

The level of data published by each organisation on recruitment varied. To 
have a full view of equality in recruitment, organisations should detail 
information on protected characteristics of candidates at application stage, 
interview stage and appointment. This information is critical for organisations 
to examine employment inequalities for people with protected characteristics 
(which can include being discriminated against in recruitment) and, if there are 
inequalities, at which stage of recruitment the issues are occurring. For 
example, CRER’s previous research on employment within the public sector in 
Scotland revealed that there was a trend for shortlisted minority ethnic 
candidates to be disproportionately rejected at interview.22 

As Table 1 below indicates, organisations are still not providing this full level of 
detail for each protected characteristic. 

 

                                                             
22 CRER (2014) The State of the Nation: Employment 
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Table 1: Applications, Shorting and Appointments in Recruitment Monitoring 

Protected Characteristics Applications Shortlisting Appointments 
Age 7 4 7 
Disability 9 7 10 
Gender Reassignment 2 2 3 
Pregnancy and maternity 0 0 0 
Race 9 6 10 
Religion and Belief 6 5 7 
Sex 10 8 11 
Sexual Orientation 7 5 8 

 

Overall data was most likely to be provided for appointments, followed closely 
by applications. Shortlisting data was the most likely data not to be covered.  

This means many organisations will not be able to identify potential 
discrimination in application sifting and which candidates made it to interview 
stage.  There are known equality issues at this stage, for example Department 
for Work and Pensions research (which included employers in Scotland) has 
shown a person with a 'BME name' had to send an application away 16 times 
to achieve a successful response compared to 9 times for someone with a 
'white name', even though they were submitting the same application.23 

Some organisations provided further detail with recruitment monitoring data 
broken into external and internal applicants, which can give further insight on 
inequalities in recruitment.  

 

Staff Development Data 

Data on staff development was provided by eight organisations - less than the 
number who provided staff composition and recruitment data. This is a similar 
figure to that recorded by CRER in 2019.  

Figure 10 below shows the full breakdown of how many protected 
characteristics were covered. 

                                                             
23 Department for Work and Pensions (2009), A test for racial discrimination in recruitment practice in British 
cities 
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Figure 10: Number of Protected Characteristics in Development Monitoring 

 

Not only was development less likely to be recorded, of those organisations 
who did report on this, half recorded it for fewer protected characteristics than 
previously detailed for recruitment and composition. Most organisations that 
published development data did so for four or fewer characteristics.  

This review looked for detail of development, including data on continuing 
professional development (CPD) and/or training, promotion, disciplinaries, and 
grievances. Table 2 shows coverage of these areas by protected characteristics.  
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Table 2: Promotion, CPD/Training, Disciplinary and Grievance Data in 
Development Monitoring  

Protected 
Characteristics 

Promotions CPD/Training Disciplinaries  Grievances 

Age 2 3 0 0 
Disability 4 5 3 2 
Gender 
Reassignment 

0 1 0 0 

Pregnancy and 
maternity 

0 1 0 0 

Race 3 4 2 2 
Religion and 
Belief 

1 3 1 1 

Sex 3 4 4 4 
Sexual 
Orientation 

1 2 2 1 

 

The most covered characteristics for this data are similar to other areas 
examined with sex, disability and race receiving the most coverage and gender 
reassignment and pregnancy and maternity having very little data, or almost 
no data in this case.  

The aspect of development monitoring which organisations were most likely to 
report on was CPD/training. Comparatively, data on promotions, disciplinaries 
and grievances was much less likely to be detailed. For the few organisations 
which did provide it, data on disciplinaries and grievances was likely to be 
given as a sentence or two rather than in the systematic manner in which 
other data had been provided.  

 

Retention Data 

Retention data was provided by nine organisations, a similar number to how 
many provided development data and, again, less than the number who gave 
staff composition and recruitment data. Nine organisations provided this data 
in 2019, suggesting there has been little improvement in recording this data 
since then. 
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Figure 11 below shows the full breakdown of how many protected 
characteristics were covered. 

Figure 11: Number of Protected Characteristics in Retention Monitoring 

 

Only one organisation provided this data for every single protected 
characteristic. Similarly to development data, more than half of those (5 of 9) 
who provided retention monitoring detailed this for fewer protected 
characteristics than they had for recruitment and workforce profile.  

Figure 12 below shows the full breakdown of how many protected 
characteristics were covered. 

Figure 12: Protected Characteristics in Retention Monitoring 
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Again sex, race and disability are the most reported on characteristics with 
gender reassignment being the least reported on. However, in this case 
pregnancy and maternity was more likely to be detailed for retention (which 
was generally information on return from maternity leave). The range of 
protected characteristics covered in retention has not improved since 2019.  

There is a range of data relating to retention that may be of use both for 
organisations individually and for wider equality monitoring such as number of 
leavers, reasons for exits, redundancies, retirements, return from long-term 
sickness or maternity leave.   

This was generally not given, although some organisations did provide this 
level of detail or more. For example, one organisation provided data on 
retirement by all protected characteristics. Another organisation shared 
information on employee’s reasons for leaving the workplace and the 
organisations analysis of exit interviews. This revealed a potential issue which 
the organisation is now able to further monitor and address.  

 

Employee Information Data Analysis 

The employee information duty requires organisations to publish details of the 
progress made in gathering and using information to enable it to better 
perform the general equality duty alongside annual employee monitoring data. 
The vast majority of organisations discussed progress in collecting equality 
data, with slightly less detailing progress in using equality data. 

Overall, organisations that displayed the clearest employee information 
included both numerical values and a narrative which put these numbers into 
some sort of context. Many reports, for example, included descriptions of past 
reporting cycles to show improvement or, in some cases, areas where 
improvement failed to occur. 

However, in some cases problems which organisations have identified over 
time still have not been resolved. For example, one organisation notes that, as 
had been the case in previous years, there was a discrepancy between the 
percent of Black and minority ethnic applications and appointments, which 
was said to require further investigation and monitoring. Given that this has 
been the case for some time, it may be for appropriate for this organisation to 
act on this issue rather than simply continue to monitor it.  
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Benchmarking data was used to varying degrees in reports, with organisations 
detailing Glasgow level data, Scottish data and/or sectoral data on 
employment. Even though it is now dated (and even more so with the delay of 
the 2021 Census) population data from the 2011 Census for the travel-to-work 
area is likely the best benchmarking data for organisations to be using. This 
allows organisations to see if their workforce reflects the local area, unlike 
national Scottish wide data.  

Some organisations benchmark their data against others in their sector, 
however this can be misleading. Issues within the sector (for example racism 
within higher education) are reflected in sectoral data, limiting its usefulness as 
a comparator for demonstrating progress.24 This should only be used in 
conjunction with other benchmarking data. 

In addition to publishing detailed tables for all relevant employee data, some 
organisations helpfully published summaries of employee information with key 
trends and recommendations. This enabled readers to understand the 
important highlights of the employee information quickly and easily, while also 
having access to the more granular data.  

One organisation looked at staff data through the lens of Covid-19 to analyse 
differential impact on their workforce by looking at lost work time through 
self-isolation/positive tests by protected characteristic. This exemplifies an 
organisation reacting to the impacts of Covid-19 and ensuring that attention to 
equality issues remains and adapts.  

Beyond just providing data and figures, the employee information duty 
requires organisations to publish details of the progress they have made in 
gathering and using the information to enable them to better perform the 
general duty. While this part of the duty is broadly worded, it is expected that 
at the very least, a narrative analysis should be included in the data 
presentation. Those organisations that did provide such a narrative largely 
focussed on efforts to improve disclosure rates. 

Some organisations continued to have issues with high levels of ‘unknown’ or 
‘not available’ in their data, for example one large organisation did not have 
any information on disability for more than half their staff. Given that 
employee data has been required to be published for some time now and that 
many organisations have repeatedly stated commitments to improve 
                                                             
24 BBC (2021) Only 1% of UK university professors are black 



32 
 

disclosure rates, it is disappointing that some organisations still do not have 
data on the protected characteristics of a large proportion of their workforce. 
In some cases, this issue could be proactively tackled by making the reasons 
behind gathering of such data clear to employees.  

 

Key Learning Points 

 Reports which approached employee information in a systematic way, 
for example by protected characteristic, tended to be easier to 
understand and to draw out trends from 

 Organisations generally still have a way to go to improve their employee 
information monitoring, particularly on the extent of protected 
characteristics covered and in the areas of staff development and 
retention 

 Given that organisations already hold protected characteristics data to 
provide data on staff profile and recruitment, the next steps should be 
to extend this to development and retention data 

 Some organisations have high numbers of high levels of ‘unknown’ or 
‘not available’ in their employee information data, proactive attempts to 
rectify this should be a priority  

 Reports which included both numbers and percentages were clearer, 
and this was useful in accompanying narrative 
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Equality Outcomes Progress 
 

The specific duty on equality outcomes requires listed authorities to publish a 
set of equality outcomes which will enable them to better perform the general 
equality duty and to report on their progress in achieving these equality 
outcomes. 

In 2021, the majority of Glasgow listed authorities were also required to 
publish information on progress made to achieve their equality outcomes 
which they had set in 2017.  

The legislation allows for flexibility in what must be included in an equality 
outcomes progress report and how it is published, though this must be done in 
a manner which is accessible to the public. Equality and Human Rights 
Commission guidance advises: “Published information about your outcomes, 
the action you have taken and the progress you have made to achieve them is 
likely to provide evidence that the public will use to assess your performance 
on equality”.25  

The Equality and Human Rights Commission further advises that balanced 
reporting is as important as clear reporting and organisations should “report 
on areas not only where progress is good but also where progress has been 
slow, or performance poor” which will in turn help organisations learn what 
works and improve decision making.   

This report analyses thirteen equality outcome progress reports. These 
organisations reported on a combined total of 85 equality outcomes. Two 
organisations did not publish their most recently due equality outcome 
progress report. 

The following sections examine the different ways in which organisations 
published their progress reports, and to what extent demonstrable progress 
was achieved for protected characteristics. 

 

 

 

                                                             
25 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Equality Outcomes and the Public Sector Equality Duty: A 
Guide for Public Authorities, Scotland 
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Structure of Equality Outcome Progress Reports 

Some organisations reported progress on their equality outcomes in the same 
document as their mainstreaming reports, some within their new equality 
outcomes document, whilst some published a separate report altogether.  

Regardless of which method was chosen, those organisations which explicitly 
stated ‘Equality Outcome Progress’ either within the title of the document, 
description on the web page or within the first couple of pages or introduction 
of their document had the easiest progress reports to find. 

Those who published their equality outcome progress reports alongside their 
new equality outcomes were sometimes able to make good links between 
these with helpful narrative about how progress reporting helped with new 
outcome setting.  

Most usefully some organisations outlined the future position of their 2017 - 
2021 outcomes, for example whether they had become embedded into 
mainstreaming work, carried forward into the new set of outcomes, were 
completed or were dropped (and if so, why). 

Some organisations chose reporting structures which were useful for readers 
in terms of clarity. For example, use of a table with headings such as protected 
characteristics covered, activities, which needs of the general duty were being 
met, who was responsible for the activity and/or how progress was measured. 
Use of such structure seemed to encourage organisations to include all the 
above in their reporting. However, even where such tables were used there 
were examples of organisations neglecting to fill out the progress 
measurement column properly. 

Many organisations chose to structure their report by direct comparison of 
their previous report on equality outcome progress. This was useful to an 
extent, but only where reports were clear about the timescales of activities 
reported and avoided simply re-listing previous information given without 
additional information.  

Some reports helpfully detailed future planned work or a short narrative on 
previous activities. This can be useful to aid with context or accountability in 
future years.  

Occasionally reports directed to other places where information could be 
found on progress, for example appendices, mainstreaming reports or external 
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webpages/reports. Ideally this should be avoided, particularly where 
hyperlinks are liable to become dead or are not given. Evidence relating to 
equality outcomes should be listed within the progress report. This will benefit 
readers who will not have to flip between pages of reports or external 
hyperlinks to search for information.  

Some organisations made use of red/amber/green status indicators to display 
progress or otherwise on individual outcomes. This was generally a useful tool 
to quickly see progress both on individual outcomes and overall. However, this 
should not be used as a replacement for evidence on change. 

 

Defining Progress  

To identify the progress that each organisation has made in achieving their 
outcomes, CRER analysed each progress report to determine whether 
demonstrable progress had been shown.  

Equality and Human Rights Commission guidance on equality outcome setting 
explains that the primary aim of equality outcome setting is to better perform 
the three ‘needs’ of the general equality duty, each of which is intended to 
create positive change in the lives of people with protected characteristics. To 
ensure this element of the research produced relevant conclusions, only 
positive change was included. Other activities and changes described in 
progress reports were not considered. 

The following criteria were applied to identify positive change. Both criteria 
had to be met for a change to be considered relevant:  

 Positive change demonstrated with quantitative evidence (including 
where an increase or decrease was asserted without providing numeric 
data), or with qualitative evidence obtained from the people impacted  

 Positive change relevant to a specific protected characteristic, or to a 
specific equality issue. For example, a decrease in staff experience of 
discrimination at work would be relevant, but a decrease in general 
bullying at work would not. 

Some organisations published information on a lack of progress, or even 
evidence that showed a worsening of the position for particular groups. 
Inclusion of this information is beneficial for transparency and accountability. It 
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can also help re focus organisations on these areas in the future to achieve 
positive change.  

 

Positive Change Impacting Protected Characteristic Groups 

Across all progress reports 26 examples of demonstrable progress as defined 
above were observed. Notably even though this report looked at each 
individual progress update within a topic, not each equality outcome update, 
this is a considerably lower number than the overall outcomes set (85). 
However, Covid-19 may have a small downwards impact on this number as a 
few organisations detailed how specific actions had been negatively impacted 
by the pandemic. 

Figure 13 shows the split of qualitative versus quantitative progress. 

Figure 13: Number of Instances of Demonstrable Progress  

 

As shown, there were four instances of qualitative progress compared to 22 
instances of quantitative progress.  

As in previous cycles there was a tendency for organisations to focus on 
quantitative data as this can be easier to track and record. As noted in prior 
reports by CRER, both quantitative and qualitative information is necessary to 
understand the full picture within an organisation. For some types of progress 
reporting, qualitative data to illustrate groups’ experiences may be needed to 
show that all three of the ‘needs’ of the general duty are being met. 
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In some cases, activity was recorded that could have fit the definition of 
qualitative progress but there was an absence of evidence/feedback obtained 
from people with protected characteristics. However, it is recognised that in a 
small number of cases, lockdown and other impacts of Covid-19 may have 
reduced opportunities to do this in the latter half of the reporting stage.  

In seven cases quantitative progress was claimed without providing any data or 
evidence for protected characteristic groups – this was not included in this 
report, and included statements like “disclosure has increased” or “we have 
seen a greater confidence in staff”. In many such cases appropriate evidence 
could likely have been provided.  

As in previous cycles there were areas of activity cited by organisations that did 
not meet the definition of demonstrable progress. These included the 
following: 

 Snapshots of data - In some cases, reports provided data as a snapshot 
rather than illustrations of improvement since the implementation of 
the equality outcomes or the last equality progress update report.  

 Statements that improvement had occurred – This was a common 
occurrence in reports where positive change was claimed but there was 
an absence of detail on how this conclusion was reached. At times 
measurement was given from the perspective of staff rather than groups 
with protected characteristics, particularly in discussions of staff 
training. 

 Activities described with no discussion of impact of activities - Overall, 
many organisations glossed over the impact of their activities. Many of 
these activities may have contributed to change but the reports did not 
detail change for groups with protected characteristics. 

Levels of demonstrable positive change were not equal across the protected 
characteristic groups, as detailed below.  
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Figure 14: Number of Instances of Demonstrable Progress by Protected 
Characteristic Group 

 

As with previous years, sex was the most common protected characteristic for 
which progress was demonstrated, with race as the second most common. 
Disability had a lower number of demonstrable changes than it had in 2019. 
Pregnancy and maternity alongside religion and belief had no instances of 
demonstrable changes in reports.  

 

Overall Score of Demonstrated Progress  

CRER assessed the overall score of the Glasgow organisations using the 
following rating scale: 

 0 - No demonstrable progress – no example of demonstrable progress 
for any protected characteristic group for any equality outcome  

 1 - Limited demonstrable progress – evidence of demonstrable progress 
for any particular characteristic group for less than half of the equality 
outcomes for that organisation  

 2 - Significant demonstrable progress – evidence of demonstrable 
progress for any particular characteristic group for more than half of the 
equality outcomes  

 3 - Comprehensive demonstrable progress – examples of demonstrable 
progress for any particular characteristic group are clearly reported on 
for each of the equality outcomes 

0 2 4 6 8 10

Age

Disability

Gender Reassignment

Pregnancy and maternity

Race

Religion and Belief

Sex

Sexual Orientation

All



39 
 

This approach was based on that taken in research carried out by CRER on 
behalf of the Equality and Human Rights Commission: “Effectiveness of the 
PSED Specific Duties in Scotland”.26  

Overall, as Figure 15 below indicates, Glasgow bodies that reported on 
progress on equality outcomes generally failed to demonstrate even moderate 
progress for particular characteristics. 

Figure 15: Overall Score of Progress Reporting  

 

As in previous reporting not a single organisation demonstrated 
comprehensive progress and no organisation evidenced progress for a 
protected characteristic group for each of their equality outcomes. Four 
organisations demonstrated progress for over half their equality outcomes, 
which is a slight improvement on previous reporting. Three organisations 
disappointingly could not demonstrate progress against any of their equality 
outcomes.  

This does not necessarily indicate that organisations are failing to make 
progress on any of the goals set out in their equality outcomes. However, in 
many cases, and in all the cases where organisations scored zero, there was a 
failure to evidence change.  

Additionally, some organisations would have had a more difficult job in 
achieving higher scores due to poor equality outcome setting in the first place. 

                                                             
26 CRER (2018) Effectiveness of the PSED Specific Duties in Scotland 
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Vague, broad based equality outcomes with a lack of focus on protected 
characteristics are naturally far more difficult to evidence change for.  

 

Key Learning Points 

 When reporting on progress towards equality outcomes, the focus 
should be on reporting on positive change that has occurred in the lives 
of people with protected characteristics  

 In some cases, organisations may be making changes but failing to 
properly evidence and report upon such changes 

 Both qualitative and quantitative evidence can be used to illustrate 
progress towards equality outcomes. Qualitative evidence needs to be 
obtained from the people impacted 

 Incorporating baseline information, past evidence and current evidence 
is helpful to show change in an organisation, rather than just a snapshot 
of what is currently happening  
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New Equality Outcomes 
 

More than any of the other duties within the Regulations, the duty to set 
equality outcomes has substantial requirements on how this element of the 
duties should be prepared. These requirements include obligations to base 
outcomes on evidence, including information gathered through involvement. 
The first part of our analysis in this section therefore looks at the process of 
setting the outcomes. 

 

Involvement  

The specific duty requires organisations to take reasonable steps to involve 
people who share a relevant protected characteristic and their representatives 
in preparing their equality outcomes.27 Taking ‘reasonable steps’ to do this will 
be a proportionate matter and therefore will vary according to each 
organisation’s size, role and functions. The efforts put in should be 
proportionate to the organisation but also the potential impact on people’s 
lives. The results of this involvement must form part of the evidence base for 
setting outcomes. 

Organisations should involve people with all protected characteristics and 
involvement could include former, current and potential service users, staff, 
staff equality groups, trade unions, board members, third sector and equality 
organisations and/or the wider community. Organisations struggling to 
conduct multiple involvement activities can link up with other similar 
organisations to consult jointly. This can use less resources and avoid 
consultation fatigue. 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission has published a full guide on 
involvement in relation to PSED, which includes advice on factors which can 
impact on the success of involvement: 28 

 Leadership commitment 
 Integration into policy decision-making 
 Early and ongoing involvement 

                                                             
27 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Equality Outcomes and the Public Sector Equality Duty: A 
Guide for Public Authorities, Scotland 
28 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Involvement and the Public Sector Equality Duty: A guide for 
Public Authorities, Scotland 
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 Joint working with partner authorities 
 Partnership with voluntary/community organisations and trade unions 
 Accessible involvement  
 Proportionality  

There is no requirement to publish information on how involvement has been 
done, though the Equality and Human Rights Commission states that “It is 
important that you are able to demonstrate that you have taken reasonable 
steps to involve people with all protected characteristics” and notes that 
publishing information on involvement can increase accountability and help 
demonstrate progress in equality work.29 

In practice, nine of the 12 organisations who published new equality outcomes 
referenced involvement activities to some degree.  

The level of detail given about involvement varied widely, from a simple 
sentence stating that the outcomes had been produced with involvement to a 
very in-depth breakdown of groups engaged with, involvement methods and 
issues identified in one case. 

Figure 16 shows which groups were involved in outcome setting.  

Figure 16: Groups Involved in Outcome Setting  

 

In only one case involvement was referenced without further information on 
which groups were actually involved. Most organisations involved service users 
and staff in outcome setting, with less involving external stakeholders. 

                                                             
29 Ibid 
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Educational institutions were particularly likely to have relied on their staff and 
service users during involvement activities. Less than half of organisations (4) 
stated they had involved all three group types in their outcome setting.  

Few organisations provided information about what stage of the outcome 
setting process involvement took place. Equality and Human Rights 
Commission guidance suggests effective involvement will be conducted with 
attention to when it would be most meaningful with the three main stages 
being: 

 At the beginning of the decision-making process: to gather opinions, 
evidence and ideas 

 When developing options and making your decision: to find out the 
perceptions, views and preferences of equality groups and communities 
and use this information to develop and weigh up different options and 
come to a final decision 

 After equality outcome publication: to review performance, evaluate 
and act on any findings 

In practice, there is a tendency within organisations to consult on a near-final 
draft of their outcomes. This approach means these organisations (and those 
impacted by their equality outcomes) are not getting all the benefits of 
involvement activities, including missing out on the ideas and expertise of 
those most impacted by equality issues. This could be particularly useful for 
smaller organisations as research has shown they are more likely to feel they 
lack skills and expertise around equality.30 

Another requirement is that all protected characteristics should be considered 
through involvement. Again, there is no obligation to report on the extent to 
which this has been done. Since many forms of involvement are aimed at a 
mixed group, whether in terms of staff or service users, it is often difficult to 
see from reports whether all protected characteristics have been covered or 
not. Without either undertaking monitoring within non-specific focus groups or 
significant involvement from external stakeholders representing specific 
protected characteristics, organisations may find it challenging to establish 
this. 

                                                             
30 ODS Consulting / Scottish Government (2013) Implementation of Scottish Specific Duties: Views from public 
authorities 
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From the information given in outcomes documents, the exact spread of 
protected characteristics covered by involvement was not always clear. Figure 
17 below shows how many protected characteristics were mentioned in 
involvement (for those organisations who referenced any involvement 
activity).  

Figure 17: Number of Protected Characteristics Mentioned in Involvement 

 

Only one organisation referenced involvement activities for all eight protected 
characteristics with all other organisations mentioning four or less 
characteristics. Involvement therefore seems to be an area where 
organisations could either improve on or improve the extent of their reporting 
on.  

Figure 18 below shows which protected characteristics were referenced in 
involvement. 
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Figure 18: Protected Characteristics Mentioned in Involvement 

 

Race and sexual orientation were the most likely protected characteristics to 
be referenced, with the majority of this being through staff networks. Less 
likely to be involved were the protected characteristics of religion and belief, 
gender reassignment, age and pregnancy and maternity all with one mention 
of involvement. Notably for all these characteristics it was the same 
organisation who had carried out and mentioned the involvement activities.  

 

Evidence  

The specific duties require authorities to consider relevant evidence relating to 
persons who share a relevant protected characteristic in setting their 
outcomes. As with involvement, whilst there is an obligation to consider 
evidence relating to each protected characteristic, there is no requirement to 
publish information detailing how this has been done. Nonetheless, most 
organisations outlined some information on this. 

Figure 19 shows the extent to which each protected characteristic was 
referenced in evidence.  
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Figure 19: Protected Characteristics Mentioned in Evidence 

 

Race and disability were the protected characteristics for which evidence was 
considered most. Like involvement the protected characteristics least 
considered in evidence were religion and belief and pregnancy and maternity. 
However, in a reversal of the case for involvement, there was more use of 
evidence in relation to gender reassignment. There was a greater spread of 
protected characteristics mentioned in evidence than involvement. 

It may be the case that where involvement was not possible, organisations 
sought out evidence for those protected characteristic groups. However, it 
should be noted that evidence is not a replacement for involvement, especially 
as involvement can give expertise specific to both local contexts and individual 
organisations which is often not available in evidence.  

Some organisations stated that they had considered evidence but without 
further detail than listing areas consulted, such as surveys or staff data. One 
organisation directed towards a different report to see evidence. Neither of 
these approaches helped readers to ascertain how evidence has informed 
equality outcome setting in a clear manner.  

In many cases evidence and/or involvement was mentioned with very little 
detail at the beginning of equality outcome documents. This often did not 
assist readers to see how either of these contributed to the formation of 
individual outcomes. 

In the best-case example, one organisation began their report detailing the 
engagement they had conducted with groups representing all eight protected 
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characteristics and the outcomes of these exercises, discussing the issues 
raised. Each equality outcome then detailed the reason why the organisation 
had developed the outcome. This section was based on evidence and 
engagement, including at times quotes from staff and engagement exercises 
with groups representing people with protected characteristics. This shows 
very clearly how both evidence and involvement impact upon the planning of 
and formation of outcomes. 

 

Equality Outcomes Analysis 

There is no prescribed number of equality outcomes an organisation should 
work toward, although the requirement is for a set so there should be more 
than one outcome. The number of equality outcomes each of the 12 
organisations looked at in this report set out to achieve ranged from four to 
14, with an average of around seven set. This is a similar average number to 
previous CRER analysis of equality outcome setting.  

Organisations took a varied approach to presenting their equality outcomes. 
Some documents were very detailed whilst others were very short, doing little 
other than stating the equality outcomes.  

In the best examples organisations stated the equality outcome along with 
details such as the evidence, strategic link, protected characteristic, who is 
responsible for action, need of the general duty and success measure which 
will be used, whilst also detailing the current position and milestones. 
However, even where good structures were used to display outcomes there 
could still be cases of missing information on the above.   

 

Meeting the definition of an Equality Outcome 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission explains that outcomes should 
describe “a result which you as an authority aim to achieve in order to further 
one or more of the needs mentioned in the general equality duty”: to 
eliminate unlawful discrimination, advance equality of opportunity and foster 
good relations.31 The guidance states that “In practice, you might find it helpful 

                                                             
31 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Equality Outcomes and the Public Sector Equality Duty: A 
Guide for Public Authorities, Scotland 
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to think of equality outcomes as results intended to achieve specific and 
identifiable improvements in people’s life chances”.  

Organisations must set outcomes that are specific and measurable, and put in 
place mechanisms to enable them to monitor progress. 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission has created a self-assessment tool 
to assist organisations in creating better outcomes.32 This highlights some 
issues organisations should consider.  

Our analysis considered the extent to which outcomes could be said to meet a 
range of basic quality criteria. It explored:  

 Whether the outcomes met the definition of an outcome described 
above  

 Whether they were too generic to meet that definition  
 Whether they were specific and measurable  
 Whether they would assist in progressing the General Duty beyond 

reflecting existing basic equality law requirements 

Assessing whether individual outcomes could be said to meet the definition 
was problematic due to the differing approaches and structures in each set of 
outcomes.   

Several outcomes were overly focussed on actions or outputs rather than 
results and therefore could not be said to meet the requirements of the duties. 
For example, outcomes which were about delivery of training, policies or 
physical spaces.  

More broadly, the full range of criteria which resulted in some outcomes being 
assessed as not adequately meeting the definition included: 

 Generic outcomes which could bring about a benefit for everyone but 
did not relate in any way to the needs of a protected characteristic 
group or to any of the three ‘needs’ of the general equality duty. For 
example, “service users and staff confidently access facilities” 

 Broadly worded outcomes which did not match up with the range of 
actions ascribed to them and were therefore not specific 
For example, an outcome such as “All service users and staff are 
supported to promote and contribute to inclusion and diversity” would 

                                                             
32 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2015) Equality Outcomes Self-assessment Tool for Public 
Authorities in Scotland 
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be included if it had specific and relevant linked actions but would not 
meet the definition without this 

 Outcomes for which progress could not conceivably be measured. For 
example, a basic commitment to meet the needs of staff and service 
users would be very difficult to measure without further detail of what 
action would be taken and what baselines and measurement processes 
could be used to ascertain success 

It should be noted that failure to meet the definition does not necessarily 
mean no benefit will be derived. It is likely that some badly defined outcomes 
will be well implemented, whereas some exemplary outcomes will not.  

Figure 20 shows that, although the majority of the 80 outcomes analysed meet 
the basic criteria which could be expected based on the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission’s guidance, there is significant room for improvement. 

Figure 20: How well outcomes meet a basic quality criteria 

 

Of the 80 equality outcomes set by Glasgow organisations, 64 (80%) met the 
basic definition of an outcome. 

Eight outcomes were not counted as they were simply a commitment to 
existing legal obligations for example around access for people with disabilities 
or collecting data to meet PSED duties.  

Of the 64 which met the definition of an outcome, only 45 of these could be 
described as specific and measurable. Within this, only a few included specific 
measurable targets in the outcome itself or accompanying narrative. Although 
this is not the only approach which may help to demonstrate progress, it does 
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provide a degree of clarity and it would therefore be expected that 
organisations would make greater use of such targets. 

Outcomes should reflect organisations’ remits both as employers and as 
service providers. Of all the outcomes set by organisations, 17.5% (14) were 
set in the organisation’s remit as an employer, 39% (31) as a service provider, 
42.5% as both with this being unclear for 1% (1). No organisation neglected to 
reference either their remit as an employer or as a service provider in their 
range of equality outcomes.  

 

Coverage of protected characteristics and needs of the equality duty 

Organisations are required to ensure that outcomes relate to one or more of 
the protected characteristics and needs of the general equality duty.  

Each protected characteristic must feature somewhere within the set of 
outcomes, unless an organisation has reasons to justify not including a 
particular characteristic (in which case this justification must be provided). 

Figure 21 looks at the coverage of protected characteristics overall in equality 
outcomes.  

Figure 21: Number of Protected Characteristics Mentioned in Outcomes 

 

Only one organisation referenced all eight protected characteristics in their 
equality outcomes. The majority of organisations referenced four or less. The 
two organisations with zero in the figure here had set all their equality 
outcomes at ‘all’ protected characteristics. In the vast majority of cases there 
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was no narrative on the exclusions of certain protected characteristics from 
equality outcomes and organisations reasoning for this.  

Looking at the range of protected characteristics mentioned within the 
outcomes, Figure 22 shows the number of times each protected characteristic 
was mentioned within the equality outcomes set by Glasgow organisations.  

Figure 22: Protected Characteristics Mentioned in Equality Outcomes 

 

As is previous reporting by CRER, disability was the most referenced 
characteristic within equality outcomes with race and sex the next most 
common. Religion and belief had a low number of specific equality outcomes, 
this is unlike previous reporting cycles where the percentage of outcomes 
aimed at this characteristic was higher. The reverse is true for sexual 
orientation which is the target of relatively more equality outcomes in this 
cycle than previously.  

As has previously been the case, the numbers of equality outcomes specifically 
targeting age, gender reassignment and pregnancy and maternity were low.  

In some cases, organisations targeting an outcome at all protected 
characteristics then seemed to have a particular characteristic (or multiple 
characteristics) in mind for this outcome which would then be referenced 
heavily in the surrounding narrative. This approach can make progress 
measurement in the future much more difficult. If equality outcomes are 
targeted at particular groups, then it is better practice and clearer for both 
readers and service users if this is stated within the actual equality outcome 
itself.  
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One organisation initially discussed feedback from engagement which said 
their outcomes could be better focussed on individual protected 
characteristics, however, they went on to publish outcomes in which the vast 
majority were aimed at all eight protected characteristics. This is example of 
poor outcome setting and, in particular, poor involvement.  

Many equality outcomes, 31 out of 80 (39%), were targeted at ‘all’ protected 
characteristics and many equality outcomes aimed to target multiple protected 
characteristics. This is despite consistent feedback that this can make equality 
outcomes too broad and leads to a lack of clarity about how the outcome can 
be achieved and measured. Further, outcomes aimed at all protected 
characteristics can call into question how much evidence was used in outcome 
setting.  

Figure 23, which excludes analysis of outcomes where the target was ‘all’ 
protected characteristics, demonstrates that some protected characteristics 
were far more likely than others to be the subject of a dedicated outcome. 

Figure 23: Outcomes on one characteristic versus multiple characteristics 

 

No protected characteristic had more specifically targeted outcomes than 
outcomes with reference to other characteristics.  As has been the case 
previously, disability was the characteristic most likely to be individually 
targeted by equality outcomes. However, still in half of all cases, equality 
outcomes targeted at disability also featured other protected characteristics.  
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Race was the second most referenced protected characteristic in equality 
outcomes overall, however, only in around a quarter (26%) of cases was race 
specifically targeted through an individual outcome.  

Those protected characteristics which were less likely to be referenced in 
equality outcomes were also more likely to be referenced with other 
characteristics when they were mentioned, such as pregnancy and maternity 
and gender reassignment. Both protected characteristics did not have a single 
dedicated outcome throughout the full set of equality outcomes.  

Some organisations in the study structured their outcomes in a way that made 
the needs and protected characteristics involved easy to identify, for example 
by grouping the outcomes by need and listing the protected characteristics 
which apply to each outcome. This significantly helped in demonstrating the 
intended impact of outcomes.  

However, a significant number of organisations (five) did not link their equality 
outcomes to any of the three specific needs. This many organisations not 
referencing any need in relation to their outcomes is disappointing, given that 
meeting the needs for each protected characteristic is the key purpose of the 
duty.  

Advancing equality of opportunity was the need most frequently cited, linked 
56 times to equality outcomes. This was followed by eliminating 
discrimination, harassment and other prohibited conduct which was linked 37 
times and then fostering good relations, which was linked 34 times.  

Figure 24 looks at the degree to which each need of the general equality duty 
was linked to each protected characteristic. This does not include the equality 
outcomes of the organisations which did not link their outcomes to any needs.  
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Figure 24: Needs Covered by Protected Characteristic 

 

Only five of the eight protected characteristics were linked at least once in 
relation to each of the three needs.  

Eliminating discrimination, harassment and other prohibited conduct was 
linked to every protected characteristic aside from pregnancy and maternity. 
Advancing equality of opportunity was cited in relation to every characteristic 
aside from gender reassignment and religion and belief.  

Fostering good relations was linked for all characteristics aside from gender 
reassignment and pregnancy and maternity. This looks to be an improvement 
for this need, which has previously been mentioned in relation to fewer 
protected characteristics in equality outcomes.  

Even when organisations had linked their outcomes to one or more of the 
three needs, it was not always clear how the outcome would contribute to the 
need in any meaningful way. Relatedly, a few organisations had linked all or 
most of their equality outcomes to all three of the specific needs. This may 
indicate poor understanding of the needs themselves, as one outcome is 
unlikely to contribute to all three. It could also indicate a tick box approach to 
outcome setting.  

 

Achieving outcomes and measuring progress 

A lack of measurability was a major concern in relation to many of the 
outcomes set. Organisations tended to try to fit as many needs and protected 
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characteristics as possible into each outcome, which along with being poor 
practise generally, can create difficulties in measuring success. In many cases 
the general nature of outcomes and the overambitious targeting of multiple or 
all protected characteristic groups have set up organisations for failure in 
measuring progress.  

Overall, all but two of the organisations in this study gave some indication of 
how progress on outcomes would be measured for at least some of their 
outcomes. The majority of outcomes overall (52 out of 80) had at least one 
aspect which could be measured as Figure 25 displays. 

Figure 25: Progress measurement processes described 

 

However even where outcomes had aspects which could be measured this was 
often partial coverage of the outcome, for example where outcomes were 
targeted at multiple characteristics measurement would only be possible in 
relation to one or two. In other examples outcomes would be targeted at both 
staff and service users with progress measurements only able to analyse 
success for one of these groups.  

Additionally, some measurement processes detailed were measuring 
something slightly tangential to the outcome itself, perhaps because the 
organisation had identified that there was no way to directly measure what 
their equality outcome was looking to achieve.  

At times where it would be expected that progress measurement would be 
described in reports, for example where reports/tables had headings like 
‘success measures’, what was listed was solely actions rather than 
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measurement processes. Whilst relevant actions are, of course, welcome it 
would be more helpful to keep these separate or to demonstrate how they are 
measurable.  

On this note, data which shows an action has been carried out, such as the 
number of staff who have attended training, will generally not be appropriate 
for showing change in the lives of people with protected characteristics.  

In some cases, organisations had set targets in relation to their equality 
outcomes, such as reaching a certain percentage of a protected characteristic 
group in employment in senior positions. This is helpful for defining what 
success in relation to that equality outcome looks like.  

Another advantageous approach is to include baseline data of what the current 
position is which a few organisations did. This makes it possible to measure 
change over time. 

Some organisations also included a timeframe for both activities and for the 
overall outcome itself. Planning and discussion of a timeframe can help 
organisations consider how realistic their outcomes are and convey this to 
readers.  

Although in many cases organisations relied on quantitative data 
measurement processes to show how they would measure success, it should 
be noted that both quantitative and qualitative data is likely to give a better 
indication of overall success. For example, one organisation had listed 
feedback from a student union, improved survey responses and a decrease in 
complaints in relation to measurement for one outcome.  

 

Notable themes within the outcomes 

In order to explore the main themes emerging within the outcomes, each 
outcome was cross-referenced with the themes within the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission’s measurement framework for equality and human rights.33 
These were used to enable us to monitor coverage of equality issues in a 
systematic way. Trends in coverage of specific themes can give an indication of 
the issues that may be at the forefront of Glasgow authorities’ focus for 
equality, or those themes for which more focus may needed. 

                                                             
33 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2017) Measurement framework for equality and human rights 
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The categories used for analysis were: 

 Education – To be knowledgeable, to understand and reason, and have 
the skills and opportunity to participate in parenting, the labour market 
and in society 

 Work – To work in just and favourable conditions, to have the value of 
your work recognised, even if unpaid, to not be prevented from working 
and be free from slavery, forced labour and other forms of exploitation 

 Living standards – To enjoy an adequate standard of living, with 
independence and security, and be cared for and supported when 
necessary 

 Health – To be healthy, physically and mentally, being free in matters of 
sexual relationships and reproduction, having autonomy over care and 
treatment, and being cared for in the final stages of your life 

 Justice and personal security – To avoid premature mortality, live in 
security, and know you will be protected and treated fairly by the law 

 Participation – To participate in decision making and in communities, to 
access services, to know that your privacy will be respected, and to be 
able to express yourself 

Due to the functions and roles of Glasgow’s public sector bodies, some of 
these categories of inequality were understandably more commonly addressed 
than others.  

Figure 26 shows the spread of these categories by protected characteristics 
(outcomes could target more than one theme). This analysis could not include 
three organisations whose equality outcomes which were either too vague or 
had no outcomes targeted at any particularly protected characteristics. 
Additionally, the large number of outcomes targeted at all protected 
characteristics makes this analysis less precise.  
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Figure 26: Themes of outcomes for each protected characteristic 

 

Education  

Due to the inclusion of many further and higher educational institutions in 
Glasgow’s listed authorities this theme was understandably very prevalent 
throughout equality outcomes and was the second most common theme. 
However, three protected characteristics were not mentioned in relation to 
educational outcomes: age, pregnancy and maternity and religion and belief.  

The most referenced protected characteristics were disability with nine links 
with education, followed by race. These outcomes mainly focussed on access 
to education. There were also a few outcomes in relation to diversification of 
curricula.  

 

Work  

Work was the most common theme throughout equality outcomes with 40 
references and was linked with all characteristics in at least one outcome aside 
from pregnancy and maternity. It was most often referenced in relation to 
disability, race and sex.  
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Many equality outcomes in relation to work, especially for race and disability, 
were focussed on achieving a more representative workforce. Other 
considerations generally were to tackle under representation in senior roles, 
committees and working groups. For sex, equality outcomes tended to be 
more focussed on promotions and representation in senior roles.  

 

Living standards  

Living standards was a less common theme with only one reference. The 
outcome in relation to this was about tackling social isolation and loneliness.  

 

Health  

Health was less common throughout the equality outcomes and dominated by 
one organisation which is understandable given the functions of authorities in 
Glasgow. This theme had a more even spread amongst the protected 
characteristics with all being mentioned at least once and no one characteristic 
dominating. Outcomes were focussed on access to and quality of health care 
and improving health outcomes.   

 

Justice and personal security  

Justice and personal security were referenced in 17 outcomes. There was a 
relatively even spread across the protected characteristics, although pregnancy 
and maternity was not linked with this theme in any outcome. Outcomes on 
this theme included issues such as preventing and responding to gender based 
violence and ensuring people from protected characteristics groups felt safe in 
workplaces or accessing services. 

 

Participation  

Participation was also referenced in 17 outcomes. Pregnancy and maternity 
again was not present in relation to participation in outcomes, alongside 
religion and belief. The most common protected characteristic for participation 
was disability and outcomes on this topic mainly related to access to services.  
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The continuing trend for setting broad outcomes which are not targeted at 
addressing specific inequalities remains concerning. Some examples of areas of 
disadvantage and inequality where more emphasis might have been expected 
include: 

Education 

 Investigating and tackling ethnic disparities in final grade awards in 
higher education  

 Tackling disparities in attendance at higher and further education 
institutions for particular ethnic groups, for example Gypsy/Traveller and 
Roma people 

 Exploration of how poverty and protected characteristics interact to 
create barriers to education 

 Using data on positive destination to address barriers to the workforce 
post education for those with protected characteristics, for example age, 
disability and race 

Work  

 Tackling underrepresentation in senior roles for the protected 
characteristics of disability and race (rather than solely moves towards a 
more representative workforce)  

 Challenging discrimination in employment for the protected 
characteristic of pregnancy and maternity  

 Increased attention to how the protected characteristic of religion and 
belief interacts with employment, for example with relation to 
discrimination  

Living standards  

 Tackling the higher levels of poverty faced by specific groups with 
protected characteristics, such as particular minority ethnic communities 

 Tackling higher levels of homelessness (where locally relevant) for those 
with protected characteristics, for example in relation to sexual 
orientation, disability and race 

Health  

 A focus on the workplace conditions which can exacerbate poor mental 
health rather than a sole focus on activities attempting to tackle this 
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Justice and personal security  

 Ensuring equal access to justice for those with protected characteristics, 
such as in complaints and disciplinary processes  

Participation  

 In relation to the protected characteristic of gender reassignment, 
tackling transphobia and ensuring trans people have equal access to 
services  

 Increasing representation of staff, service users and community 
members with under-represented protected characteristics in 
governance, decision making or consultative structures 

 Bringing diverse individuals and groups together to foster good relations 

These examples, of course, are not exhaustive and may not always be relevant 
for every organisation, even within particular sectors. 

Given that there are known short- and long-term equality impacts of Covid-19, 
it may be expected that in future reporting aspects of this may be addressed in 
particular outcomes.  

 

Key Learning Points 

 It was easier to see that a depth of understanding had been utilised in 
setting outcomes where organisations explicitly linked the evidence 
gathered on inequalities to each outcome and/or detailed the results of 
engagement activities 

 A missing or tenuous link to evidence can create difficulties in the future 
for equality outcome progress reporting. Organisations should generally 
be able to link all aspects of their outcomes with evidence sources, be 
these quantitative or qualitative 

 Outcomes that organisations have created should describe the change 
they want to see in the lives and experiences of people with protected 
characteristics 

 Many outcomes are still broad based and targeted at many or all 
protected characteristics. In these cases, it seems likely that in four years 
there may be little measurable change in the lives of people with 
protected characteristics 
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 Organisations must explain any gaps within their outcome set; if an 
outcome isn’t created that seeks to further the needs of the general 
duty for one or more of the protected characteristics, evidence must be 
provided to justify this 
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Gender Pay Gap 
 

Two of the Scottish specific equality duties relate specifically to pay inequality; 
the duty to publish gender pay gap information and the duty to publish an 
equal pay statement (including occupational segregation information).  

The gender pay gap duty requires organisations with more than 20 employees 
to publish gender pay gap information. The Equality and Human Rights 
Commission’s technical guidance states that: 34 

“Gender pay gap information is the percentage difference between men’s 
average hourly pay (excluding overtime) and women’s average hourly pay 
(excluding overtime). This should be produced as one set of comparative 
figures for the whole workforce. All staff, including part-time and temporary 
employees, should be included.” 

Of the 15 organisations reported on here, 13 were required to publish gender 
pay gap information (two organisations employed too few staff and so were 
under the legal threshold to trigger this duty). Of these 13, nine published 
gender pay gap information by the end of April 2021.  

Due to the impact of Covid-19 there was a six-month suspension to the 
enforcement of gender pay gap regulations by the UK government, though the 
Equality and Human Rights Commission encouraged organisations still to meet 
deadlines.35 This would not apply to the Scottish specific duties but may have 
caused confusion for some organisations. As a result, some of these four 
organisations who have not published this data yet may do so.  

The guidance requires the minimum required calculation of percentage 
difference for all staff between men’s average hourly pay (excluding overtime) 
and women’s average hourly pay (i.e. the mean difference). Some 
organisations also gave the median figure which can be useful extra detail.  

The pay gap information published varied in quality. In the best case, 
organisations detailed the methodology used and provided the numerical 
figures on average hourly pay themselves rather than just a narrative 
statement as to what the gaps were. It was also useful when organisations 
listed information as to which categories of staff were included in their 
                                                             
34 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Technical Guidance on the Public Sector Equality Duty: 
Scotland 
35 GOV.UK (2020) The gender pay gap information employers must report 
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analysis, for example that full and part time staff alongside temporary and the 
most senior staff were included (all staff should be included). Some 
organisations also provided historical information, with one organisation 
providing this for more than ten years. This means readers and organisations 
can keep track of progress or otherwise over time.  

In only one case was the pay gap information clearly incorrect for this duty as it 
was displayed as a salary figure and excluded top earners when considering 
data. In some other cases, methodology was not detailed so it was not possible 
to check if the gender pay gap calculation was correct.  

Of the nine organisations who published gender pay gap information, five also 
published information on disability and ethnicity pay gaps. This is the same 
number as to who reported this in 2019. 

 

Key Learning Points 

 In order to clearly demonstrate compliance with gender pay gap 
reporting, it is essential that a clear methodology is published alongside 
pay gap figures  

 Ensure that the correct calculation has been used 
 All staff should be considered in pay gap calculations, including 

temporary staff, and those at all levels  
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Equal Pay Statement 
 

The second of the Scottish specific equality duties relating specifically to pay 
inequality is the duty to publish an equal pay statement including information 
about occupational segregation regarding gender, disability and race. 
Occupational segregation and equal pay are linked because occupational 
segregation is one of the main causes of pay gaps. Organisations 
understanding the scale and causes of occupational segregation is key to 
tackling any gender, disability and ethnicity pay gaps.  

The duty on equal pay requires organisations with more than 20 employees to 
publish an equal pay statement every four years. Information is available from 
the Equality and Human Rights Commission on how to comply with this duty; 
CRER also published a guide in 2016 to assist organisations with the 
requirement to include race and disability in equal pay statements and 
occupational segregation data.36 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission’s technical guidance states that an 
equal pay statement must specify: 37 

1. “The authority’s policy on equal pay among its employees between: 
o women and men 
o persons who are disabled and persons who are not 
o persons who fall into a minority racial group and persons who do 

not, and  
2. Occupational segregation within its workforce, being the concentration 

of: 
o women and men 
o persons who are disabled and persons who are not, and 
o persons who fall into a minority racial group and persons who do 

not, 
in particular grades and in particular occupations”. 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission guidance adds that there are two 
types of occupational segregation, both of which should be reported upon: 
vertical occupational segregation (to identify where protected characteristic 

                                                             
36 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Technical Guidance on the Public Sector Equality Duty: 
Scotland ; CRER (2016) Equal Pay Duties - Race and Disability PSED: Get Ready for April 2017 
37 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Technical Guidance on the Public Sector Equality Duty: 
Scotland 



66 
 

groups may be clustered at more junior levels within organizations) and 
horizontal occupational segregation (to identify where protected characteristic 
groups may disproportionately work in stereotypical jobs or occupational 
sectors).38 

Organisations previously only had to publish an equal pay statement with 
regard to gender, where they had to specify their policy on equal pay between 
women and men. The protected characteristics of race and disability must now 
also be included. However, as CRER has previously raised, simply adding a 
mention of the two extra protected characteristics will not be enough to 
constitute a ‘policy’.39 

Some organisations reported on equal pay and occupational segregation 
within one statement, which is required under the duty and is the clearest 
approach for readers. Others published this information separately which 
made it harder to identify compliance.  

Of the 15 organisations reported on here, 13 were required to publish an equal 
pay statement (two organisations employed too few staff and so were under 
the legal threshold to trigger this duty). Of these 13, seven published some 
form of equal pay statement by the end of April 2021. This means almost half 
of listed organisations in Glasgow have not complied with this duty.  

Two organisations published information on occupational segregation without 
an accompanying equal pay statement. In both cases equal pay statements 
seem been produced in the past so it is not clear why this requirement was 
missed.  

Even for those who did publish an equal pay statement there were some 
causes for concern. Firstly, there has been a trend for organisations to simply 
insert the protected characteristics of race and disability into their equal pay 
statements without any considerations of particular issues which could 
contribute to unequal pay for these groups.  

Historical and current discrimination are at the heart of all three forms of 
unequal pay. However, the context and the factors underlying pay inequality 
differ slightly in each case. Organisations should use evidence from their 
analysis of occupational segregation in term of gender, race and disability to 
inform the equal pay statement – there was limited evidence of this being 
                                                             
38 Ibid.  
39 CRER (2016) Equal Pay Duties - Race and Disability PSED: Get Ready for April 2017 
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done. CRER has compiled a list of factors which organisations could use to 
kickstart their consideration of pay inequality in relation to gender, race and 
disability.40  

Equality and Human Rights Commission guidance suggest that in determining 
its equal pay policy an authority could consider causes of any pay inequality 
amongst its employees.41 However, most organisations who published a 
statement did not discuss causes of any pay inequality (or occupational 
segregation) amongst their employees. Where this was discussed, there was a 
tendency to rely on explaining gaps as a reflection of societal or sectoral issues 
rather than taking the opportunity to analyse potential issues within 
organisations.  

One organisation published an equal pay statement which only considered 
gender, despite the current requirement to include race and disability. 

All organisations who published an equal pay statement provided some form 
of occupational segregation data. This was generally given for all three 
protected characteristics, although two gave this for gender only.  

In some cases, occupational segregation information was given in narrative 
form or through tables alone. Ideally, both should be included. This helps with 
transparency and allows readers to see the analysis organisations have made 
of occupational segregation. An analysis of occupational segregation is the first 
step towards organisations being able to prioritise and take actions to address 
issues within their sector or organisation. 

The majority of equal pay statements included consideration of both vertical 
and horizontal occupational segregation. In two cases only one of these forms 
of occupational segregation were considered. 

Although only gender, race and disability are included within the equal pay 
statement duty, the Equality and Human Rights Commission recommends that 
organisations consider the position of staff with other protected characteristics 
in order to effectively meet the general equality duty.42 This analysis did not 
look at this area in detail, however it seems some organisations did look at 

                                                             
40 Ibid. 
41 Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Technical Guidance on the Public Sector Equality Duty: 
Scotland 
 
42 The Equality and Human Rights Commission (2016) Employee Information and the Public Sector Equality 
Duty: A Guide for Public Authorities in Scotland 
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occupational segregation across other protected characteristics, such as age. 
Some organisations also looked at segregation across multiple protected 
characteristics and so were able to, for example, undertake intersectional 
analysis on occupational segregation by race and gender within their 
organisation.  

 

Key Learning Points 

 Generally, organisations have some way to go in compliance with this 
duty. In many cases, organisations are failing to even publish an equal 
pay statement 

 Simply adding a mention of race and disability is not enough to 
constitute an equal pay policy on these 

 Occupational segregation information is required to be provided 
alongside the equal pay statement (i.e they shouldn’t be published 
separately/in different places) 

 Generally occupational segregation data is well provided, however there 
are a few missing aspects in some cases, such as race and disability not 
being included, or vertical and horizontal segregation not being fully 
considered 

 

  



69 
 

The Way Forward 
 

This report presents CRER’s analysis of how public sector bodies in Glasgow 
have fulfilled their legal obligations to publish information under the Scottish 
specific public sector equality duties. The 2021 PSED publications mark eight 
years since the first round of reports, which means there has been plenty of 
opportunity for organisations to learn and improve their approach in this area.  

Some organisations are continuing to do high quality work in this area with 
examples of good practise locally and nationally. They gather high quality, wide 
ranging data and use this to their advantage to create targeted, ambitious and 
practical moves for change. Others have detailed how they have worked with 
multiple groups and varying evidence bases to make their work far reaching 
and effective. 

Some organisations are, however, still struggling to meet their legal obligations 
under PSED, ranging from a lack of necessary detail to not publishing reports at 
all. Given that there is guidance provided by the Equality and Human Rights 
Commission as well as equality organisations, for organisations to not meet the 
basic publishing requirements is disappointing. The PSED have had eight years 
to bed in and organisations should ideally be becoming ever more effective 
and sophisticated in their understanding and enacting of equality issues and 
legislation, as a few individual organisations indeed are.  

In comparison to previous CRER analysis of PSED cycles, there are areas where 
there has been little improvement, or even a decline in reporting quality or 
breadth despite issues having been previously raised. For example, some 
organisations not including all of the relevant protected characteristics and not 
appearing to fully understand the relevant equality issues facing each of these 
groups. This is a fundamental but common problem. With eight relevant 
protected characteristics to be considered across the specific duties, significant 
expertise is required to fully embed the equality duties within organisations’ 
work. 

It is acknowledged that the difficult circumstances caused by Covid-19 have 
created a lot of issues, not only with achieving some of the changes that 
organisations sought to make, but also potentially with reporting on PSED 
duties. However, it is often in challenging circumstances that equality issues 
become ever more important, as we have certainly seen during Covid-19.  
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It is recognised that a lack of compliance is not generally due to the individual 
staff or departments who are compiling PSED documents. It is evident that in 
the vast majority of cases significant time and effort has been invested in this. 
Rather it may indicate a hesitance and resistance to change at an 
organisational level, including but not limited to, a lack of leadership on 
equality issues. This is particularly evident where time and effort has been 
wasted in collating and presenting information with a tenuous or absent link to 
equality. This can prevent the long-term positive change in tackling the 
inequalities that the duties were created to give momentum to.  

However, there are still opportunities for these organisations to make the 
move from simply publication of reports to taking action to address 
inequalities. One is the significant learning that can be shared both at a local 
Glasgow level and between specific sectors. This has the potential to be a 
positive force for change in staff confidence around PSED, the embedding of 
duties within organisations and, eventually, for tackling inequality long term.  

The Scottish Government has a longstanding commitment to review the PSED. 
There is need for a new or revised set of duties which are robust, progressive 
and enforceable. CRER have called for the Scottish Government to develop a 
revised set of duties in co-production with equality stakeholders.43 This would 
help organisations and individuals to better understand and realise the 
potential of equality duties to advance equality and make a difference in 
people’s everyday lives.  

  

                                                             
43 CRER (2021) Will Scotland’s equality duties review go far enough? 



71 
 

Appendix A: Listed Public Authorities in Glasgow  
 

The following listed public bodies were included in the study. National agencies 

based in Glasgow were not included. 

1. City of Glasgow College 

2. East Park School 

3. Glasgow Caledonian University 

4. Glasgow City Council, City of Glasgow Licensing Board & Glasgow City 
Education Authority (considered together for this report) 

5. Glasgow Clyde College 

6. Glasgow Colleges Regional Board 

7. Glasgow Health and Social Care Partnership 

8. Glasgow Kelvin College 

9. Glasgow School of Art 

10. Jordanhill School 

11. NHS Greater Glasgow Clyde 

12. Royal Conservatoire of Scotland 

13. Strathclyde Partnership for Transport 

14. University of Glasgow 

15. University of Strathclyde 
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