Email from Richard Thomas, Director of Insights, Engagement and Communication at Swansea Bay University Health Board on 6 December 2023 to Gwenan Roberts Committee Secretary EASC:

Our main concerns are that:
1. There is confusion in the range of documentation over the purpose of Phase 2 of the engagement – in different documents it says it is to check that feedback from Phase 1 has been interpreted correctly, and in others that Phase 2 responses will be used to inform the decision which will be recommended to WHSSC.
1. Whilst there is lots of information and data in the range of documents available for the engagement, the EIA was not included from the outset, and is not referenced as part of the engagement.  Normal practice is that a Stage 1 EIA is included at the start of the process and then updated as feedback around equality impacts are picked up through the engagement process and reissued as a Stage 2 EIA.  The delay in making this information available negates this happening and the EIA not being referenced in public meetings or the survey as something for people to respond to and as no equality data has been collected as part of the surveys / responses / public meetings there is no evidence to demonstrate that equality groups have been appropriately engaged with and their views taken on board.
1. Assumptions have been made about where the impacts of the proposed changes will occur, in spite of there being a number of options, and equal opportunity has not been afforded to all populations to comment on the proposals as public meetings in person have only been held in Powys and Betsi, meaning that people who aren’t digitally enabled in all other parts of Wales have not had the opportunity to input.
1. Finally the options are not clearly outlined, along with pros and cons and costs, which would be required in order for the public to make informed choices about these options, guidance makes it clear that financial implications should be clearly outlined.

As a result, there is a strong risk that Gunning Principle 2 which states that sufficient reasons must be put forward for any proposal to permit ‘intelligent consideration’ has not been met because of the way the data is presented, together with the lack of explanation of the pros and cons of the potential options and the omission of cost implications.  It could be argued, therefore, that it is not possible for respondents to consider and provide a response to the engagement on this basis. 

I hope being clear in this way is helpful and allows us to minimise the risk of challenge at the end of the process.  As I think I said during our meeting, we probably need to go slower in order to go faster rather than go faster and end up going much slower with this.

