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Equal Pay at Staffordshire University
Staffordshire University is an inclusive organisation with a strong commitment to equality
and diversity. We support the principle of equal pay for work of equal value and
undertake regular equal pay audits to monitor the fairness of our pay system.
The findings from our Equal Pay analysis is published on the University website.
Equal Pay Audits were undertaken in 2010, 2012 and 2014. This report contains the
finding of the fourth audit completed in 2019.
Purpose
The general aim of the equal pay audit is to ensure that the University does not
discriminate against any group of staff with a protected personal characteristic (as
defined under the Equality Act 2010) by paying them less than another group of staff for
work of equal value.
The specific actions we have taken to undertake this audit were:


established whether there are pay inequalities arising as a result of gender,
race and disability. We have also sought to establish any pay inequalities
arising from sexual orientation, religion or belief and age.



established whether there are pay inequalities arising from full and part time
contractual arrangements.



analysed in more detail the nature of any apparent equalities revealed by the
analysis and sought to identify any contributory or explanatory factors.



determined what further action is required to deal with any unjustified
inequities.

Audit process
The equal pay audit has been conducted using best practice and guidance from JNCHES,
the Equality Challenge Unit and the Equality and Human Rights Commission.
A project team was set up to undertake this project on behalf of the University:




Paula Cottrell - Assistant Director of Human Resources and Organisational
Development
Gill Grainger - Head of Equality and Diversity
Liam Hassett - Senior Business Intelligence Officer

Feedback on the draft report was provided by:



Amelia Rout – UNISON
Doug Rouxel – UCU

The Equal Pay audit project team agreed the following:
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that the audit would focus on ‘work related as equivalent’ in its analysis phase as
the University has a job evaluation scheme in place.



how the data would be analysed and what reports would be required to undertake
the analysis.



that the analysis of the data would focus on:
 any significant pay inequalities i.e. those of more than 5%; and
 any pay inequalities between 3% and 5%, in line with best practice.

 that the audit would focus on the identification of inequities arising because of
gender, race, disability, sexual orientation, religion or belief or age, where the
information was available.
 that the audit also considered any inequities as result of an employee being parttime, hourly paid or fixed term and any inequalities in starting salaries.
 that the pay data (referred to as ‘total pay’) would include honoraria payments,
market supplements and salary protection payments.
 IR / U means Information Refused / Unavailable.
The analysis of the data was conducted using PowerBi software. The data was collected
on 22 July 2019.
Analysis of the data took place in four phases:





Identifying any pay inequalities above 3%;
Analysing these inequalities in order to diagnose the likely factors which led
to the pay difference;
Considering whether these differences could be objectively justified; and
If the inequality could not be objectively justified, indicating what remedial
action was required.

The Equal Pay Policy is contained in the University’s Remuneration Policy and was agreed
as part of the National Pay Framework Agreement implementation. This was reviewed
by the Project Team in 2014 and it was agreed that the Policy adequately covered this
requirement.

Analysis of data
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Overview of staff profile by grade
The total number of staff employed at Staffordshire University on 22 July 2019 was
1195. This includes full and part time staff.
Data is provided as ‘whole university’. We have also provided ‘full time’ and ‘part time’
data where appropriate and available.
Table 1 shows the profile of staff by gender, ethnicity and disability:

Table 2 shows the breakdown of staff by grade, gender, ethnicity and disability:

There is a high % of Information Refused / Unknown for sexual orientation and religion,
belief and non-belief which means that we are not able to draw any accurate conclusions
from the available data. As part of broader Equality, Diversity and Inclusion work we are
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taking steps to encourage staff to complete equality monitoring information so that this
data will be available for analysis in future.
Chart 1 describes the % of men and women at each grade; highlighting that women
are over-represented at grades 1-4. This trend is less apparent at grades 5-14. It should
be noted that at the highest grades there may be only a small number of posts.

Overall male staff = 44% and female staff 56%
Chart 2 shows the percentage of disabled and not disabled staff by grade:

Overall disabled staff = 5% and not disabled staff = 95%
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Chart 3 shows the percentage of white British staff and staff from a Black or Asian
Minority Ethnic background (BAME)

Overall White = 91%, BAME = 7% and IR/U = 2%
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Gender
The ‘All Staff’ profile by salary grade and gender is shown in Table 3 below. While there
is no significant pay gap (more than 3%) within each individual grade (as shown in the
far right column) because of the high numbers of women in the lower grades (1 – 5) and
the low numbers of women in the higher grades (10 – 12), the overall pay gap is
10.67% in favour of men.
Table 3

This 10.67% overall pay gap can be explained in part by the occupational segmentation
by gender at the University as shown in Chart 4 below where women are over
represented in the lower pay grades 1-5 and to a less extent grades 6-9. This is reversed
at grades 10-14 in favour of men.
Chart 4
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This pattern reflects the situation across both the HE sector and the UK more generally
and therefore does not necessarily indicate that University practices are unsound but
that there are wider social issues that have an impact on gender and pay. This issue is
further explored in our Gender Pay Gap reporting and our Gender Pay Gap action plan.
(internally:https://iris.staffs.ac.uk/Interact/Pages/Content/Document.aspx?id=8248)
(Website: https://www.staffs.ac.uk/support_depts/equality/policy/data/)
Although this top-level data showed no inequalities within each grade, we nevertheless
checked every grade individually to assess if there were any anomalies within service
areas. This analysis at Table 4 showed that there were some apparent inequalities (over
3% pay gap):
Table 4

However, when each of the anomalies highlighted in red (above) was investigated a
reasonable explanation was found indicating that no discrimination was occurring:
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Academic and Management jobs roles had overall pay gaps of less than 1% in
favour of men; which reflects length of service and progression through the
increments.
Professional Services had an overall pay gap of 5.8% in favour of men. However,
across the grades the pay gap ranged from 0.1% to 1.46% in favour of men with
the exception of grade 4 which had a pay gap of 2.63% in favour of women. This
is likely to be due to the grade comprising mostly women (74.4%), length of
service and progression through the increments.
Research had an overall pay gap of 11.94% in favour of men. Grade 5 had a pay
gap of 7.92% in favour of women; Grade 9 had a pay gap of 4.31% in favour of
men. Both are explained by the low number of staff at each grade, length of
service and progression through the increments. The overall pay gap is also
skewed by Grade 8 which has no men and Grade 10 which has no women. The
differences in average pay at each of these grades therefore skews the overall
figure.
Technical services has an overall pay gap of 9.32% in favour of men. This is due
to the absence of women at Grades 4 and 5. There are men and women at
Grades 6 and 8; at these grades the pay gap ranges from 0.29% to 1.98% in
favour of men and can be explained by length of service and progression through
the increments. It is the absence of women at the lower grades that skews the
overall pay gap figure.

Full time and Part–time working by Gender
When considering full-time employees and part-time employees separately the data
showed that there was a 8.35% pay gap between full-time male and female employees
and a 7.73% pay gap between part-time male and female employees as shown in
Tables 5.
Table 5 Full time staff by gender:

Grade 1 has significantly more women staff who tend to have long service and therefore
are at the top of the pay grade. Grade 1 has only 2 increments therefore any pay
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difference experienced by male staff will be removed within 2 years of joining the
organisation.
While Table 9 shows a positive picture we undertook further analysis to identify any
hidden inequality in relation to gender and type of employment contract.
Full time staff by service area and gender:
It is apparent in Table 6 that:
 At Grade 9 male Academic staff are paid less than their female counterparts
(3.83%). This can be explained by length of service and progression through the
increments at this grade which takes 5 years.
 Male Professional Support staff at Grade 1 are paid 3.63% less than their female
counterpart. This can be explained by length of service. Progression through the
increments at this grade is rapid because there are only 2 increments.
 Female research staff at grade 9 are paid 4.31% less than their male
counterparts. This can be explained by length of service; overall, men have been
in post longer than the women. This will be addressed by progression through the
increments.
Table 6
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Part time staff by service area and gender:
It is apparent in Table 7 that part time women earn 7.73% less than their male
counterparts. At Grade 1 the pay gap is 4.08% in favour of men yet there are
significantly more women at this grade. At Grade 4 the pay gap is reversed with women
earning 8.88% more than men. At Grade 9 the pay gap is 5.58% in favour of men.
Table 7

Part time staff by service area and gender:
Further analysis is needed to understand whether there pay inequalities within service
areas (Table 8):
 Academic grade 9 has a pay gap of 5.58% in favour of men despite there being
significantly more women (75%). Further analysis revealed:
o All of the academic staff paid at Grade 9, whether male or female, are
employed on fractional contracts ranging from 0.4FTE to 0.8FTE
o Within this grouping, there are four different types of roles.
o One role group has a composition of five (three females and two males)
and, upon further review, the reason that females are paid slightly less
than men in this group is due to length of tenure in role and the female
staff have not yet progressed to the maximum point of the salary grade, as
the male staff.
o Of the remaining three roles in this group, it is noted that these are
occupied by female members of staff who are paid at the same level on the
pay spine.
 Professional support grade 1 has a pay gap of 4.08% in favour of men yet over
half employees at this grade / service area are women. The pay award that has
been implemented on 1 August 2019 has meant that the minimum points of
Grade 1 have been removed and all staff at Grade 1 are now assimilated on one
spinal column point. Before this time, any previous difference in pay was linked
to length in service and incremental progression through the grade.
 Professional support grade 4 has a pay gap of 8.41% in favour of women. Further
analysis revealed that the 33 female members of staff in this group have
predominantly more service than the four male members of staff.
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Professional support grade 6 has a pay gap of 4.01% in favour of men. Further
analysis shows that there are four part-time male members of staff at Grade 6
and ten female members of staff. The majority of the male members of staff
have more service in post and therefore have either reached the maximum point
of the grade in comparison to the female members of staff where there is a larger
portion of females who have not reached the maximum of the grade due to length
of service.
 Research grade 6 has a pay gap of 15.84% in favour of women. However it
should be noted that there are only 1 man and 1 woman employed at this grade /
role. Therefore the pay gap can be explained by length of service and incremental
progression through the grade.
Table 8

Therefore the reason for the overall pay gap was found to be due to the length of time
in post and incremental progression within the grade. It was also noted that each of
these anomalies related to a very small number of staff which can skew the data. These
pay gaps were also found to be temporary in nature as employees within a particular
grade will reach the top salary point in the grade within 4 or 5 years. Job segregation
remains a concern e.g. no women in Technical Services at Grades 4 and 5. Actions to
address this are taken forward in the Gender Pay Gap action plan.
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Race and Ethnicity
The overall pay comparison between all White and Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic
(BAME) employees is shown in Table 9 below. The overall Ethnicity pay gap is 6.61% in
favour of BAME staff. However, this is a reflection of the low number of BAME staff (78)
compared to White staff (1087).
Table 9

Race and Ethnicity by service area – Table 10:
Further analysis at a service area level reveals:
 Academic Grades 8 had an overall ethnicity pay gap of 3.53% in favour of White
staff and Grade 9 had an ethnicity pay gap of 5.72% in favour of White staff. This
is a reflection of the low number of BAME staff, length of service and progression
through the grades.
 Management had an overall ethnicity pay gap of 4.23% in favour of White staff,
but the range within grades that have both BAME and White staff is 1.09% –
2.21% in favour of White staff. Therefore the overall pay gap figure is skewed
due to the low number of BAME staff (4) compared to White staff (50).
 Professional support services had an overall ethnicity pay gap of 0.14% in favour
of BAME staff. However, this is likely to be due to the comparatively low number
of BAME staff (33) compared to the number of White staff (594). More detailed
analysis revealed that at Grade 5 there was an ethnicity pay gap of 3.39% in
favour of White staff. At Grade 6 there was a pay gap of 6.57% in favour of BAME
staff. These are both a reflection of the number of BAME staff at each grade,
length of service and progression through the grade increments.
 Research had an overall ethnicity pay gap of 40.41% in favour of BAME. This is
due to there being only one BAME member of staff and they are at Grade 10
which skews the overall ethnicity pay gap figure.
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Technical services had an overall ethnicity pay gap of 4.03% in favour of BAME
staff. This is due to there being only one BAME member of staff which skews the
overall ethnicity pay gap figure.

Table 10

Full time staff by Ethnicity – Table 11:
There is a (full time) pay gap at Grade 5 of 3.2% in favour of White staff. This is
explained by the low number of BAME staff (4) compared to the number of White staff
(92), length of service and progression through the increments.
At Grade 6 there is a (full time) pay gap of 4.92% in favour of BAME staff. There are
four female BAME staff who have reached the maximum point of the grade due to
incremental progression which is the reason for this gap.
Table 11
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Full time Staff by Service area and Ethnicity – Table 12:
Although this top-level data showed no inequalities within each grade that couldn’t be
explained, we checked every grade individually to assess if there were any anomalies
within service areas. This analysis at Table 12 showed that there were some apparent
inequalities (over 3% pay gap):
Table 12





While Academic services has an overall (full time) BAME pay gap of just 2.64% in
favour of White staff, further analysis revealed that Grade 8 had a pay gap of
3.78% in favour of White staff and Grade 9 had a pay gap of 5.23% in favour of
White staff. These may be explained by the significant number of White staff
compared to BAME in each grade, length of service and progression through the
increments.
Management roles had an overall (full time) BAME pay gap of 4.66% in favour of
White staff. The pay gap at individual grades ranged from 1.09% to 2.21% in
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favour of White staff. However, the absence of BAME staff at Grade 10 compared
to 10 White members of staff significantly skewed the overall pay gap for
Management roles.
Professional Support services has an overall (full time) BAME pay gap of 12.23%.
Grade 4 has a pay gap of 3.37% in favour of White staff; Grade 6 has a pay gap
of 6.04% in favour of BAME staff. These may be explained by the significant
number of White staff compared to BAME in each grade, length of service and
progression through the increments.
Research grade 10 has no (full time) pay gap; however, there are only two
members of staff – one BAME and one White. The overall Ethnic pay gap is 33%
in favour of BAME. This is due to there being only 1 BAME member of staff
compared to 7 White members of staff across four pay grades which skews the
average salary figure.
Technical services had an overall (full time) Ethnic pay gap of 3.36% in favour of
BAME staff. However, there is one BAME member of staff compared to 42 White
members of staff across four pay grades which skews the average salary figure.

Part time staff by Ethnicity – Table 13:
The overall ethnicity pay gap for part time staff was 29.91% in favour of White members
of staff Table 13. However further analysis is needed:
 At Grade 1 the ethnicity pay gap was 4.33% in favour of BAME staff.
 At Grade 7 the ethnicity pay gap was 9.12% in favour of White staff. This is due
to the low number of BAME staff (2) compared to the number of White staff (50),
length of service and progression through the grade increments.
While this suggests there is no race related pay discrimination it is apparent that there
are very few BAME part time member of staff (14) compared to their White counterpart
(232).
Table 13

Part time staff by service area and Ethnicity – Table 14:
Although the high level data showed no inequalities within each grade that couldn’t be
explained, we checked every grade individually to assess if there were any anomalies
within service areas. This analysis at Table 14 showed that there were some apparent
inequalities (over 3% pay gap):
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Table 14









Academic services had an overall (part time) ethnicity pay gap of 12.97% in
favour of White staff. This is due to Grade 7 which has an ethnicity pay gap of
9.01% in favour of White staff. This can be explained by the low number of BAME
staff (2) compared to White staff (37), length of service and progression through
the grade increments.
Management had only one part time member of staff so analysis was not possible.
Professional support services had an overall (part time) ethnicity pay gap of
22.10% in favour of White staff. However, this is likely to be due to the
comparatively low number of part time BAME staff (11) compared to the number
of part time White staff (136), length of service and progression through the
grade increments.
Research had no BAME (part time) members of staff so analysis was not possible.
Technical services had no BAME (part time) members of staff so analysis was not
possible.
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Recruitment of BAME people across all grades and service areas, for full and part time
posts remains an issue. This is being addressed through the University’s focus on BAME
staff recruitment, selection, retention, development and promotion (Advance HE Race
Equality Charter application process; Gender Pay Gap action plan; Organisational
Development; Access and Participation Plan).

Disability
The overall pay gap between staff with a declared disability and those without was
6.10% in favour of staff without a declared disability Table 15.
Grade 5 has a disability pay gap of 4.13% in favour of staff with a disclosed disability.
This is due to the low number of disabled staff (8) compared to non-disabled staff (99),
length of service and progression through the grade increments.
Table 15

All staff by service area and disability - Table 16:







Academic service had an overall disability pay gap of 2.03% which can be
explained by length of service and progression through the grade increments.
Management had an overall disability pay gap of 4.05% in favour of staff without
a declared disability. This is explained by the low number of staff with a declared
disability (2) and those without (53) which skews the average data.
Professional Services had an overall disability pay gap of 2.90% in favour of staff
without a declared disability. However, at Grade 5 the disability pay gap is 4.00%
in favour of staff with a declared disability. This is due to length of service and
progression through the grade increments.
Research did not have an employee with a declared disability.
Technical Services did not have an employee with a declared disability.
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Table 16

Further analysis in relation to type of employment contract revealed that of the 60
disabled staff employed at the University are employed 43 full time; 17 are employed
part time.
Disability
IR / U
No

Full time
14
883
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Part time
3
235

Total
17
1118
September 2019

Yes
Total

43
940

17
255

60
1195

Full time by Disability – Table 17:
The overall disability related pay gap for full time staff is 2.29% in favour of staff without
a declared disability. However, the pay gap at Grade 5 is 3.76% in favour of staff with a
declared disability. This is due to the low number of disabled staff (7) compared to staff
without a declared disability (91), length of service and progression through the grade
increments.

Table 17

Full time staff by service area and Disability – Table 18:
 Academic service had an overall disability pay gap of 5.99% in favour of staff
without a declared disability and Management had an overall disability pay gap of
3.69% in favour of staff without a declared disability. This is due to the low
number of staff with a disability compared to the numbers of staff without a
declared disability, length of service and progression through the grade
increments.
 Professional Support services had an overall disability pay gap of 2.75% in favour
of staff with a declared disability; at Grade 5 this rose to 3.62% in favour of staff
with a declared disability. This is due to the low number of staff with a disability
compared to the numbers of staff without a declared disability, length of service
and progression through the grade increments.
 Research did not have any staff with a declared disability.
 Technical Services did not have any staff with a declared disability.
Table 18
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Part time staff by Disability – Table 19:
The overall disability pay gap for part time staff was 11.25% in favour of staff without a
declared disability. Further analysis revealed:
 At Grade 1 there is a disability pay gap of 4.31% in favour of staff with a declared
disability. The pay award that has been implemented on 1 August 2019 has
meant that the minimum points of Grade 1 have been removed and all staff at
Grade 1 are now assimilated on one spinal column point. Before this time, any
previous difference in pay was linked to length in service and incremental
progression through the grade.
 At Grade 4 there is a disability pay gap of 3.49% in favour of staff with a declared
disability.
 At Grade 5 there is a disability pay gap of 6.66% in favour of staff with a declared
disability.
 Pay gaps at all other grades were less than 2%
The overall pay gap of 11.25% is due to the low number of part time staff with a
declared disability (17) compared to those without (235), length of service and
progression through the grade increments.
Table 19
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Part time by Service Area and Disability – Table 20:
The overall disability pay gap for part time staff was 11.25% in favour of staff without a
declared disability. Further analysis by service area revealed:
 Academic had an overall (part time) disability pay gap of 14.79% in favour of staff
with a declared disability. Grade 7 had a disability pay gap of 6.0% in favour of
staff with a declared disability.
 Management did not have a part time, disabled member of staff.
 Professional Support services had an overall disability pay gap of 6.77% in favour
of staff without a declared disability. At Grades 1, 4 and 5 there was a significant
pay gap in favour of people with a disability (4.31%; 3.23% and 6.66%
respectively). At Grade 7 there was a disability pay gap of 7.25% in favour of staff
without a declared disability.
 Research and Technical Services did not have any disabled part time members of
staff.
These pay gaps can be explained by the comparatively low numbers of part time staff
with a disability at each grade / service area, length of service and progression through
the grade increments.
Table 20
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Age
It was not possible to provide age data in a format that enabled an analysis to be carried
out.
Sexual Orientation and Religion/Belief / Non-belief
There was insufficient data to enable a meaningful comparison of pay for these
categories.

Comparison to previous Equal Pay Audit information
The change in the overall pay gap between men and women has decreased over the
past 9 years as illustrated in Table 21 below.
Table 21
2010

2012
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2014

2019
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Overall pay
gap

27.1%

20.5%

19.9%

10.67%

There has been a slight change in the proportion of female and male employees in bands
of grades since 2014 (Table 22). There has been a 11% movement of female
employees from grades 1-5 to grades 6-9 (grades 1-5 reducing from 51.1% to 42% and
grades 6-9 increasing from 45.4% to 53%), with the percentage at grades 10-14 also
increasing (1.5%).
For male employees the percentage at grades 1-5 has increased by 1.5% and there have
been marginal increases in grades 6-9 and 10-14 of less than 1%. These changes have
occurred during a time of significant organisational restructure suggesting that the
strategic Organisational Development plan, departmental restructure plans and Human
Resources policies and procedures have supported gender recruitment, development and
pay equality.
Table 22
Grades 1 - 5

% of
women
within a
group of
grades
% of men
within a
group of
grades

Grades 6 -9

Grades 10 - 14

Total
for each
year

2014
51.1

2019
42

2014
45.4

2019
53

2014
3.5

2019
5

100%

25.5

27

63.9

64

10.6

9

100%

Conclusion
While a number of pay gaps were identified by grade as part of the analysis, the project
team were satisfied that these discrepancies could be explained by one of the following
reasons:


Length of service – each grade is made up of 4 or 5 scale points and so length of
service can have an impact for a few years although this should disappear after 4
or 5 years as each employee reaches the maximum point of the grade.
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Starting salaries – staff are normally appointed on the minimum spinal column
point can be appointed at a higher scale point. Careful consideration is given by
any interviewing panel in offering a post above the minimum point of the grade
and is linked to skills, experience and takes account of existing salary levels in
order to attract the most suitable candidate.



Temporary upgrades – the University’s Remuneration Policy allows for an increase
in salaries to take account of staff undertaking different responsibilities which
attract a higher grade, for which either an honoraria or is paid or staff are paid
the grade for that role. Due to the temporary nature of these arrangements, and
that due process is consistently applied in line with the policy, these upgrades are
not deemed to be discriminatory.
While progress continues to be made to reduce the pay gap across gender, ethnicity and
disability we acknowledge that more needs to be done.


Recruitment of BAME and disabled people across all grades and service areas, for
full and part time posts remains an issue.



Improved staff equality monitoring will enable more detailed equality pay analysis
i.e. in relation to religion and belief, sexual orientation, gender reassignment.

Actions
1. Actions to address these issues will be taken forward through the University’s
focus on staff recruitment, selection, retention, development and promotion which
is supported by a number of workstreams:
 Advance HE Race Equality Charter application process;
 Gender Pay Gap action plan;
 Organisational Development strategy;
 HR policy development and review; and
 Access and Participation Plan 2019-20.
2. The University will continue to conduct an Equal Pay Audit every two years to
ensure that the equal pay is regularly monitored.
3. The University’s Remuneration Policies will continue to be reviewed and an
equality analysis carried on a rolling three-year programme to ensure that they
are current and comply with appropriate legislation.
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