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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:

e 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.

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

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

e 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:

e Paula Cottrell - Assistant Director of Human Resources and Organisational
Development

e Gill Grainger - Head of Equality and Diversity

e Liam Hassett - Senior Business Intelligence Officer

Feedback on the draft report was provided by:

e Amelia Rout — UNISON
e 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:
e any significant pay inequalities i.e. those of more than 5%; and
e 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 part-
time, 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:

e Identifying any pay inequalities above 3%;

e Analysing these inequalities in order to diagnose the likely factors which led
to the pay difference;

e Considering whether these differences could be objectively justified; and

e 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:

University Total Male % | Fernale % | White % | BAME % | IR/U % Disabiliy % | Mot disabled %
Headcount

University 1195 | 43.60% 56.40% | 90.96% 5.53% | 251% 502% | 04.98%

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

Status Grade | Total Male % Femate % | White % | BAME®% | IR/U % Drisability % | Mot disabled %
Headcount
s | L
Academic GRADE 7 167 | 5620% | 4371% | ase3m| 1198% | 240% 5.89% 0401%
GRADE 8 200| 4880% | sS1oow| ozsrm | Sya%| 144w 478% 05.27%
GRADE 8 35| 4236% | s7i4%m| o143% | B8STR 100.00%
GRADE 10 15| 7333% | 2667%| mooox | zo00% | 100.00%
GRADE 11 7| 7i43% | zesvm| Tiaam 28.57% 14.20% B5.71%
GRADE 12 1| 100.00% 100.00% | 100.00%
Management | GRADE 10 27| ag1s% | siese| sssew | 741%| 370 370% 06.30%
GRADE 11 12| seeTk| 3333%| o1eTe | s3I £33% 91 67%
GRADE 12 11| s455% | 4545% | oooim 0.00% 100.00%
GRADE 13 1] 10000% | 100.00% ' 100.00%
GRADE 14 6| sooom| sooow| Ge67H | 1667%| 1667% 100.00%
Professionsl | SFC GRADE 4 100.00% | tooo0% 100.00%
Support GRADE 1 65| 2023% | 7077%| Bveow | 1077%| 154% 7.60% 9231%
GRADE 2 11| oo00%| o00i%| 10000% ' 100.00%
GRADE 3 66| 3030% | 6051%| 0loa% |  6.06% 0.00% 00.91%
GRADE 4 168 | 2560% | 7440% | ossak | 417% | 417% 95, 83%
GRADE 5 102| 4020% | sesow| o3tax | 3e2% | 254 7.84% 02.16%
GRADE 6 86| 4535w | saesws| osask| 340%| 116w 340% 96.51%
GRADE7 oo | 3778% | 6222% | O111%  A44%| 44a% 6.67% 03.33%
GRADE B 30| 3846% | 6154%| B7.18% | S13%| 760% 5.13% 04 87%
GRADE 8 11| 4545% | sassw| sisex| 1miEm 100.00%
GRADE 12 1 100.00% | 100.00% ' 100.00%
Research GRADE 6 3| 3333% | e667% | 10000% 100.00%
GRADE 7 2| sooox| sooow| toooox ' 100.00%
GRADE 8 2 100.00% | 100.00% 100.00%
GRADE 8 3| 3333% | e667: | 10000% ' 100.00%
GRADE 10 2| too00m S0.00% | 50.00% 100.00%
Technical GRADE4 4| t0000% 75.00% | 2500% 100.00%
GRADE 5 6| 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
GRADE 6 34| 6a71% | 3570% | oatem| 2oawm| zeaw 100.00%
GRADE 8 5| s000% | 4000% | t0000% 100.00%

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.

% of male and female staff by grade

oF @M

GRADE 14 50%

GRADE D
GRADE 8
GRADE 7
GRADE A
GRADE S
GRADE 4
GRADE 3
GRADE 2 1%

GRADE 1 1%

SEC GRADE 100%

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

@RU BN BY
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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)

% of staff by ethnic background and by grade

@22ME @ IRU @ White

GRADE 14 16.6T%

GRADE 13

GRADE 12 L Bl

GRADE 11 10.53% BE21%

GRADE 10 13.64%

GRADE S Rl 8780%

GRADE 8 FL16%

GRADET [y BT &4%

GRADE &

GRADE 5

GRADE 4

GRADE 3 E3iL%) F3.94%

GRADE 2 100.00%

GRADE 1 10.77% BT.AT%

SFCGRADE 100.00%

5
3

3
g
:
g
2

100%

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
Sex F L4
'E};Ee 3 % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary | % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary | % Gap | Sex Difference (£)
SHC GRADE | 100.00% 4 14,934 05 14,934 0%
IEFI;EI_E 1 T(_J.??% 45- 1533020 - 28:23% 19 15,557.51 —LAE‘NT -227.31
GRADE 2 90.91% 10 16,766.84 . 9.09% 1 16,766.00 0% | 0.84
GRADE 3 60.51% . 40 1861201 . 3939% 26 18.668.68 -030% . —55.??.
-GR.ﬁ:DE-A- }‘;.(_ﬂ'% | 125 22.305.46 . 2733% 47 21.763.52 .".A'EIBB . 54184
_E'IIRADE 5 56.48% l 61 lﬁ,.ﬂﬂ‘-ﬂ_-".'d.. . 43.52‘* 47 26.2 5lIS.QB —BE&; -168.54
GRADE6 | 4050% 61 3130005 50.41% 62 31170866 | -128% _408.60
GRADET 50.19% 130 ] 3720004 . 42.81% 129 3721457 -0.04% . -1452
GRADE 8 52.94% 135 46,795.63 . 47.06% 120 46,6833 .46 -0.08% | -37a3
.ERADEQ 57.14% 28 55.&15.35. 42.B6% ?_;1 53.727.00 _1-5?%_ 898.85
G_RADE 1.-E.} 4091% 138 6245022 . 59.09% 26 62 69088 -03-3‘36 -240.66
GRADE 11 31.;5;-_ il &7 99767 - 68.42% 13 68.564.60 _—E]E&_ —55?.[!3
GRADE 12 ] 46.15% ] 7427367 53.85% T 7449257 -0.29% . -218.90
GRADE13 || 100.00% 1 82,752.00 . . 32.?5?_00.
GRADE 14 50.00% 3 88.683.67 50.00% 3 8953467 -0.05% . -851.00
Total | se.0%| 674 3409637 | 43.60% | 521 38,169.95 | -10.67% 407357

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

‘Gender % by Grade (groups) and Sex

oF M

Grades 1-5

Grades6-0

Grades 10 - 14
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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
| Sex F M
Status Grade % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary | % Gap Sex Difference (£)
Academic GRADE 7 4371% 73 36861.16 56.29% a4 3714278 -0.76% -281.61
GRADE 8 51.20% 107 4720418 4BE0% 102 47,153.66 0.11% [ 50.52
GRADE 3 5T 14% 20 5508049 A2 86% 18 5381383 237% [ 1.275.56
GRADE 10 éﬁ.ﬁ?%- 4 6200300 7333% 11 0263436 —C:Sf."lﬁ | -541.36
GRADE 11 2857T% a 6734600 T1.43% 5 68.536.40 -1.74% [ -1.190.40
GRADE 12 100.00% 1 75.741.00 -75,741.00
| Total AT 47% 206 44.789.15 52.53% 228 44 805.72 -0.04% -16.57
Management GRADE 10 51.85% 14 6255220  48.15% 13 6317915 -(r.09% | -626.87
GRADE 11 33.33% 4 6832350 666T® & 68582338 -0.38% . -258.83
GRADE 12 A5 A5% 5 7442040 54.55% o T428450 0.18% | 13500
GRADE 13 100.00% 1 82,752.00 82,752.00
GRADE 14 S0.00% E 8868267 50.00% 3 89,534 67 -0.95% | -851.00
Total 4737% 27 69.256.70 52.63% 30 69.476.63 -0.32% [ -219.93
| Professional Support | SFC GRADE | 100.00% | 4 14,934.05 [ 14,934.05
GRADE 1 TOTT% 46 1533020 2023% 19 1555751 -1.46% [ =227 31
GRADE 2 0091% 10 16.766.84 9.09% 1 16,766.00 0.01% | 0.84
GRADE 3 60.61% 40 1881291 3939% 26 18,668 58 -030% [ -5ET7
GRADE4 74.40% 125 2230546 | 25.60% 43 2173489 2.63% [ 570.56
GRADE 5 50.80% 61 2508844  4020% a1 2636141 -1.04% [ -27203
GRADE 6 54.65% . 31,08534 A535% 39 31445097 -1.15% | -360.62
GRADE 7 62.22% 13 3765856 37.78% 34 IAT4T187 0.50% [ 186.59
GRADE 8 61.54% | 24 4554311 3B46% 15 4562040 -0.34% | -156.29
GRADE 3 5455% [ 5432867 4545% 5 53,576.80 1.40% [ 751.87
GRADE 12 100:00% 1 73,540.00 [ | ¥3,540.00
Total 65.32% 420 2647411 34.68% 223 28,103.04 -5.80% [ -1.628.93
Rezsarch GRADE 6 66.67% 2 30,92050 3333% 1 28,660.00 m 226050
GRADE 7 S0.00% 1 36261.00 50.00% 1 3521100 2.04% | 1.050.00
GRADE 8 100.00% 2 A5972.00 | 45,972 00
GRADE 3 66.67% 2 50.881.00 3333% 1 53.174.00 m -2.293.00
GRADE 10 100.00% 2 5082800 -53,828.00
Total 58.33% 7 4168343 41.67% 5 47.340.20 | -11.94% [ -5.650.77
Technical GRADE 4 . T00.00% 4 2207125 1 -22071.25
GRADE 5 100.00% & 2554333 [ -25,543.33
GRADE & 35.20% 12 3266025 G4T71% 22 32.566.55 0.29% [ 9370
GRADE 8 40.00% 2 4079200 60.00% 3 4161700 -1.08% [ -825.00
Taotal 28.57% 14 3382193 71.43% 35 30.938.86 39.32% [ 2.883.07
.[ Total 56.40% 674 3409637 43.60% 521 38.169.95 | -10.67% | -4.073.57

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:

! Sex F M
[ Grade . % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary | % Gap Sex Difference (£)
[ SFC GRADE | 100.00% i 15,770.08 15.770.98
GRADE 1 T6.10% 16 16,051.00 | 2381% 5 15,489.40 Fm 561.60
. GRADE 2 | B5.71% ] 1676833 | 14.29% . 1 . 16,766.00 . 0L01% 233
- GRADE 3 50.00% 20 1844633 | 50.00% - 20 - 18,646.70 - -1.9?%. -200.37
. GRADEA4 | 68.66% g2 22245368 3134% . 42 2189733 . 1.59% 348.02
. GRADE 5 SL;.ES% 52 2605443 A4A74AT% AT 2625608 . -D.T?%l -202.55
| GRADE G | 45.63% 47 31,541.55 | 5437% . 56 31,864.80 . -1.01% -323.25
. GRADE T 42.51% B3 3706592 57.49% . 119 . 37.188.56 . -0.33% -122.64
I GRADE S | 48.10% 1M 4649006 51.00% . 109 . 46,647.41 | -0.34% -157.35
GRADE S 53.66% 22 5456564 4634% . 19 | 53,267.84 . l.fi-i%l 1,.207.70
. GRADE 10 | 40.4B% 17 6249018 59.52% . 25 . 62,660.00 . -0.26% -160.82
- GRADE 11 37.50% 6 67.997.67 | 6250% 10 6833510 | -D.dé‘:& -337.43
GRADE 12 46.15% 5 7427367 53.85% 7 74,402 57 - -0.29% -21280
. GRADE 14 | 50.00% 3 BBGB3IGT 50.00% . 3 . B9.534.67 . -0.95% -851.00
| Total 50.74% ATT 35.567.89 43.26% 463 38.806.35 . -8.35% -3.238.46

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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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
| Sex F M
Status Grade % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary | % Gap Sex Difference (£)
Academic GRADE 7 3438% 44 3653268 6563% a4 37.0973% -1.52% -564.71
GRADE S 4524% Fi 7} 4696846 54.76% g9z 46.938.08 -0.04% l -19:62
GRADE 9 51.85% 14 5519357 4B815% 13 53,156.23 [ | 203734
GRADE 10 23.UlB‘¥- 3 6225133 | 7692% 10 62,551.50 -0.48% -300.17
GRADE 11 S0.00% 2 6734600 5000% 2 6734600 0.00% . 000
GRADE 12 100.00% 1 T75.741.00 -75,741.00
Total 40.76% 139 4511653 59.24% 202 44,386.45 1.64% 730.07
Management GRADE 10 51.85% 14 62,552.20 | 4815% 12 63.179.15 l -0.99% l -626.87
GRADE 11 3333% 4 6832350 6667% ] 68.58238 -0.38% -258.83
GRADE 12 454.5% 5 7442040 | 5455% (7 7428450 I 0.18% l 135.90
GRADE 14 S0.00% 3 BB.GE3IGTY  5000% 3 80.53467 -0.95% l -851.00
Total 46.43% 26 68.737.65 53.57% 30 69.476.63 -1.06% : -738.98
Professional Support | SFC GRADE | 100.00% 1 1577058 i l 15,770.98
GRADE1 76.19% 16 1605100 2381% 5 1548040 = | 561.60
GRADE 2 B5.71%: ] 16.76833 14.20% 1 16.766.00 0.01% 233
GRADE 3 SIZ.).UD% 20 1844633 50.00% 20 18.646.70 -1 l]l?‘}ﬁ l -20037
GRADE 4 70.23% oz 2224536 2997% 30 21837490 1.87% l 407 46
GRADES 55.01% 52 26,054.43 | 4409% 41 26.361.41 -1.16% l -306.99
GRADE & 51.39% 37 3136497 4B61% 35 3145183 -31% l -85.86
GRADE T 55.84% 43 3763028 4416% 34 Ir4Tiar 0.42% l 15831
GRADE 8 62.16% 23 4540474 37.84% 14 A5 ABETT -0.18% -81.98
GRADE 9 54.55% ] 5432867  A545% 5 53.576.80 1.40% l 751.87
GRADE 12 100.00% 1 73.540.00 l 73.540.00
Total 60.49% 297 28.168.19 39.51% 194 29.276.04 l -3.78% l -1,107.85
l Research GRADE & 100.00% 1 28.660.00 l 28.660.00
GRADE 7 50.00% 1 36.261.00  50.00% 1 35.211.00 [ l 1,050.00
GRADE g 66.67% 2 5028100 3333% 1 53,174.00 [ -2,253.00
GRADE 10 100.00% 2 59.828.00 -50,828.00
Total 50.00% 4 41,670.75 50.00% 4 52.010.25 | -19.88% l -10.339.50
Techmical GRADE 4 100.00% 3 2267000 i . -22,670.00
GRADES 100.00% ] 2554333 l -25,543.33
GRADE 6 30.00% 9 32587.67 | 70.00% 21 3253643 0.16% . 51.24
GRADE 8 40.00% 2 4079200 60.00% 3 41.617.00 -1.98% l -B25.00
Total 25.00% 1 3407936 75.00% 33 31.193.52 3.25% . 2.885.85
i Total 50.74% ATT 35.567.89 49.26% 463 38.806.35 -8.35% l -3.238.46

Page 10 of 25 September 2019



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

Sex F M

Grade % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary | % Headcount  Average of FTE Salary |% Gap | Sex Difference (£}
SFC GRADE | 100.00% 3 14,655.07 14.655.07
GRADE 1 68.18% 30 1484577 | 31.82% 14 15.581.84 ,‘m -636.07
GRADE 2 100.00% 4 16, 764.60 [ 16,764.60
GRADE 3 T6.02% 20 1877940 | 23.08% G 18,741.04 | 020% 37.55
GRADE 4 86.84% 33 22 473.01 1316% 5 20.639.47 m 1.833.53
GRADES 100.00% o 26,284.95 - 26,284.95
GRADEG T0.00% 14 30,881.45 30.00% G 31.181.28 | -0.96% . -299.82
GRADET 80.77% 42 . 3748106 ( 1923% 10 3752400 | -0.11% -42.94
GRADES T75.56% 34 47,703.35 24 44% 11 48.677.00 | -2.00% -973.65
GRADE S T75.00% i} . S4.84663 | Z25.00% 2 58.089.00 ﬁ -3.242.37
GRADE 10 50.00% 1 [ 61,618.00 50.00% 1 63,463.00 | -291% | -1.845.00
GRADE 11 100.00% 3 59,330.00 -69,330.00
GRADE 13 100.00% 1 82,752.00 - B2,752.00
Total 77.25% 197 30.533.34 | 22.75% 58 33.089.66 E-T.'B% - -2, 556.32

Part time staff by service area and gender:

Further analysis is needed to understand whether there pay inequalities within service
areas (Table 8):

e 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.

e 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.

e 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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e 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.

e 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
Sex M
Status Grade % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary % Headcount | Average of FTE Salary |% Gap Sex Difference (£}
Academic GRADET 74.36% 29 3735055 25.64% 10 3752400 | -044% -164.45
GRADE 8 75.61% | 31 4778207 2439% 10 4867700 -80403
GRADE 9 75.00% [ 5484662 25.00% 2 58,080.00 -3.24237
GRADE 10 50.00% | 1 6161800  50.00% 1 | 6346300 | -201% -1.B45.00
GRADE 11 100.:00% 3 69,330.00 -60.330.00
Total T2.04% LT 44.109.98 27.96% 26 48.063.12 | -8.22% -3,953.14
Management GRADE 13 100.00% | 1 B2.752.00 | 82752.00
Total 100.00% | 1 82,752.00 82,752.00
Professional Support | SFC GRADE 100.00% | 3 14.655.07 14.655.07
GRADE 1 68.18% 36 1494577 31.82% 14 | 15.581.84 -636.07
GRADE 2 100.00% 4 16,764.60 16.764.60
GRADE 3 76.02% | 20 1877940 23.08% 6 | 1874104 i 355
GRADE 4 80.19% 33 2247301 | 1081% 4| 20,730.59 _ 174242
GRADE & 100.00% ] 26,28495 2628405
GRADE & 71.43% | 10 3005073 2857% 4 | 31,307.16 ||§ -1.256.43
GRADET 100.00% | 13 37.752.12 | 37 Ts2.12
GRADE 2 50.00% | I 4872573 50.00% 1 4867700 0.10% 4873
Total 80.92% 123 22,383.50 19.08% 23 | 20,256.05 | 10.50% 2,127.45
Research GRADE & 50.00% 1 3319000 50.00% 1 28,660.00 ; 4539.00
GRADEZ 100.00% | 2 4597200 | 45972.00
Total 75.00% 3 41,714.33 25.00% 1 | 28.660.00 | 45.55% 13,054.33
Technical GRADE 4 100.00% 1 20.275.00 -20275.00
GRADE & 75.00% | 3 3287800 2500% 1 3319000 | -097% -321.00
Total 60.00% | 3 32,878.00 40.00% 2 | 26.737.00 | 22.97% 6.141.00
Total 77.25% | 197 30.533.34 22.75% 58 33,089.66 | -7.73% -2,556.32

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
Exhnicity BAME 1R ‘White
Grade I Headoount | Avemgeof | % Headoount | Averageof | % Headoourt | Mverage of | % Gap | Ethricey
FIE Sadary FTE Salary FTE Salary Difference [£)

S Gz | 1.00 4|  amsans|

GRADET | 11 T 1a71745 | oo2 1| 1heside | DEp 6| 1535288 2 264,90

=TT 100 11| 15E6TS 1. TEE.TE
| sraot 3 | oS 4| 1ssash 094 2| menm 121% 2443
GRADES | Bod ¥ zmsnT | oam 22017.00° G35 164 | Zxirosa 1.56% EREY
|Gehnes | ood 4! 2534750 | 00d 3| bEEId | oo | zs00e [ 4818
GRADEE | o3 4| 3379300 | oo 2| 3319500 n9s nr | asam [ 188519
[-‘.1’.:\'.‘1': 7 [ oo 24| 4375 Q03 8| 3E042e3 | OBE zZr| araars 23 304
GRADER | 065 14| A5ENSsD | o2 458G | D ;| sspraps|  asm 1.154.53
| Erane = | w0 51 EXET240 .80 44| seavnss (NS I ER
GRADE D | 14 6] &285007 | Q02 1) Eassin0 | a4 37| sxsonay (Y EEERE
|erace n1 | nas 1| 6333000 @11 2| easson | oss 18| eazmese = 112144
GRADE 12 | nos 1| 7574100 nos 1| 7574100 0As 11| 7438618 215% TR
|Gaenena | 1.00 1| E27san0 275200 |
GRADE 14 _;__r;1_._' 1| =od1ioo ) aind 1. 041100 | 0§t 4| Emasnzs 221% 195275
l'rnul lmr.r 78| 3757941 | 03 30 3535058 | 097 WeT | 355T518 GETH 235484 |

Race and Ethnicity by service area — Table 10:

Further analysis at a service area level reveals:

e 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.

e 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).

e 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.

e 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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e 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

| Ettuniciy HAME /U Witite
e Grade % | Headcount |Averagec! |% | Headcourt | Awerageal | % | Headcount | Average of | % Gap fr——
FTE Satary F1E Salaey FIE Salary Difference i£]
Acackemis GRAD iz | 3614035 | 002 & 3603025 ' 086 143 wimia 27TH 1.mees
| GRADE 8 um. 12 | 4563775 o 3 | 450M033 053 | 19‘! &7 30757 166276
GRADE ¥ '_J:‘I : | L1 KT EE] | o l?j 5481156 - 313522
| GEADE 10 020 6386300 080 1z &224571% | 1.95% 129625
| GRADE 11 o229 2 | 633000 0N | 5 & 14280 &7 14280
[GrapETz | 100 1| 574100 | | 7574100
Total 009 39 4337485 o002 a | 46,4431 56 089 | 386 44,503 26 | =3 40% 1,528.41
Management | GRADE 10 |.|-J:l|l 2 6186500 QD4 1 l G145100 083 | ZAI &2 1TH00 1.09%. BA%00
GRADE 17 ooa £9,330.00 | a2 | m | [ =i 113% 80573
| GRADE 12 owe | 1| maress| ast| 10| raz0em0 | 7470680
| GRact 13 | 10 1| =7sa00 w2 5200
| GRADE 14 'n" ] 9041100 O1F | 1 | 9047100 Ile..f- 4: EHS&:‘$. 221% 194278
| Total 0.07 4 TULEEETS | DOS 3| 7es3mm | ose 50| sm7se86| 4zw 2.907.79
Pmfessianal support | SEC GRADE | 1106 | & ragans | | I
GRADE 1 an IENr4s | ooe | 1 | 1565486 088 | 57 | 1535258 238% 36490
GRADE 2 1.00 1| 6 eETE 16,76616
GRADE 3 106 4 maLs T o5 | & 1862128 1.27% ridqs3
GRADE4 | o4 1| ;seEn | 3% 1w | miame]| s 0030
GRADES | o4 4| 28300 | o3 3| 2mmi3 os an | z2arsr [ pesy
| cRaces | o 3| amm om| 1| ammio| nes mz| masivs (RN zowz
| Grape? | nos 4| aemrs | ows 4| 3eosm00 09 m2| arsanra 0% e
Icrapts | ooe | 2| asorzoo | ooa| 3| amevioe| oszr| M| siwa| s P
| crapes | nia 1| smesD | osz | 3| mgmoi|  uove w17
| GRaDE | .00 1| rmseoo | 15,5400
Total 0.05 33 z700:39 ooz 16| zmmEsss os| 594 | 26,965.14 014% 1825
Ressarch | GreapEs | | 100 | 3| v 017300
| GRADE ¥ T00 3600 | 35 F3600
| GRADE B | .00 | z| wgrioo 4551200
| GRADE 9 100 | 3l mpann 5164433
GRADE 10 aso 1 58500 0aso 1] '.ﬁ,ﬂ.ziml 00 aoa
| Total .08 Al 59,828.00 | 09z | mn | 42, 609.00 4041% 17.219.00
tachnical | ERaDE 4 028 1| zzom00| o7 1| mpeaaa 2208513
| GRADE % | 1.00 &) 25541313 2554333
: GRADE 6 noa | 3319500 o3 1 | 3319500 054 | L = 0 SR T1.56% =080
|erapes | | .00 | 5| 4128000 41,287.:00
Total 02 1 3319900 004 2| z7s0m00 09s 46! 3N sz00|  Amw 1,287.00
Total Uﬂ‘? T8 3T 9T | o.o3 E | 39350059 09 | 1087 35,5?5.15. EE1%N 2,354 64

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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Eshmicity | BAME WU Whes
Gade % | Headcount | Averageo! | % | Headount | Averageal | % | Headcourt | Averageof |%Gap | Ethrcay
FIE Satary FTE Salary 1 Salary | iftorence ()
ST GRADE 1.0 1] 157mse
GRADE1 | oS 1| 1ag4200 o5 m| Bmis| o 7o
GRADE 2 1.00 7| 1m0 TR0
GRADE 1 100 w| 1msen s |
GRADES | oioé & ;B4 | am 1 mmrm| 0ss | zzsns 0
GRADES | ood 4| z3ze0 | am 3| ez e 2| e mam.96 |
GRADEE | oo s  mumEo om 1| a1mmoo 08 = ;mgarm 157,30 |
tﬁﬂ.\m 7 | o z=| e | Ao B 3604263 | 08A w| e 0e34 |
|caamee | aoe 13| anassae | oo 4 asgrzoo | as 98| enesa 12039
GRADES | o1z ¢ st aan =| e 184% 1asst |
GRADEID | 14 & E2ESAN? | OO 1] B3asitn | 083 3| mamis|  osm sz |
GRADE T | 006 1 ea3som T 15| samaam 176% 1.186.20 |
GRADE 12 | s 1| 7514100 oo 1| 757400 ass 1| rauemm| 2 L |
GRADE 14| o1t 1| sadtioo | air 1| masince| aer & smasaz|  inw 1=sas ]
Total o7 B4 | 4146547 o 21| 4055595 | 081 55| se7erea| t2mvk|  a7o7ss|

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

Etticity | BAME ) White
e | Grade % | Hesdeount | Averagect | % | Headcoure | Avemsgeot | % | Headcount | Average of | % Gap £thnicity
#TE Safary FTE Salary FIE Satary Difference (€]
‘Academic GRADET | 034 ®| 383877 | 003 A e LB &TLTS
GRADEE | 007 1| 4536148 oo | 2| aazenme| osz| 18| 4 1,78045
GRADES | 0T 3| sete3n | | s | 24| s5u87 2msaa
GRADETD | 023 3| samane | | arr | 10| eiemoo|  aose 121500
GRADE 11 | | 100 | 4| &13800 6134600
GRADE T2 | 100 1| Tsmiso | | | | | 7574100
Total an % a373Tss oo 6| mazs oms 29| assonm | zeew 118533
Management | Grape 10 | nor 3] Téaic0 | noa) 1| sassine| ams| 34| armoo|  roew LoD
GRADE 11| Doa 1 Esamco | sz | 1| easnz L3 s0873
GRADE 12 o0 | 1| reroe] as 10| 20600 420650
GRADE 14 | o7 1 so400 017 1| snsnoo| ast| 4| emasnzs 221m 196275
| Tatal 007 4| mpears oos| 3| s oss | eaarize|  amew 319238
Professional Suppart | SFC GRADE 100 1] 1nrman
GRADET | o8 1] saooe | | niss | ra08
GRADE 2 100 16, 76800
GRADE 3 | 10 1854651
GRADES | 008 &) masay | | nss | 29227
GRADES | 0od 4| 2308 nos 3| 2| osm| mis
GRADE& | 004 3 mmoo om| 1] 3wremoo] oss 185208
GRADET | 0% 4| g ook & 3anson| 0so| 29188
GRADEE | 0% 2| 4sgrzoo | oos 2| 4w oms 7Es18
GRADES | 03B 2| smeso | | e | e
GRADE 100 1254000
Total 004 22| 3179691 002 1| 3:sseTE 0s: 3463.75
Aeszarch | cRaDE 6 | 1m 6000
GRADE 7 | | 1m| 1573800
GRADE 1: 164533
GRADET0 | 030 1| ssmmoo | | 050 o
Total a1 1 ses2m00 | | 088 | 1484288
sechnical GRADE 4 33| 1| zmerioe| ast 299650
GRADE 5 | | 1m | & 2554333
GRaDEE | o3 1| 3o | | [EH 2| mimas 26w )
GRADE 8 | | 1m0 AR 4128700
Tatal [T 1| 3319800 D0Z| 1| zzm7eo oes| az| smzor|  asem 107893
Total a07 64| a146547 | D02 21| ansssss os 55| 36757.62|  12ETR 470785

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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 heeded:
e At Grade 1 the ethnicity pay gap was 4.33% in favour of BAME staff.
e 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

Ethnicity | BAME TR Whitz :
Grade % Headoount | Averageof | % Headoount | Averageof | % Headcount | Averageof | % Gap Ethnicity

FTE Salary FTE Salary FTE Salary Difference (£}
FC GRADE | 100 3| 1465507
GRADE] || D4 6 1560668 | 002 1, 1566446 | 084 65144 |
GRADE 2 100 -16,764.60
GRADE3 | D15 A 18BasTI | nss 8450 |
GRADEA | D03 1 2201700 | og7 22056
GRADE S 1.00 25,2845
GRADEG | 005 1 3310000 | 095 3085416
GRADET | 004 2| 3aim00 096 343233
GRADED | D02 1) 2867700 | CO4 2| 867700 | 093 78920 |
GRADE 9 i 100 5565723
GRADE1D | 1.00 -62.540.50
GRADE 11 067 2| ©e33000| 033 -68.330400
GRADE 13 | 100 [ 8275200
Total | 005 14| 2204536 004 | 9 3653807 | 091 232 3145169| -2901%| 940633 |

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

Ethnicity | BAME IR/ White
Stahus Grade % Headcount | Average of | % Headoount | Average of | % Headcount | Aversge of | % Gap Ethniicity
FTE Salary FTE Salary FTE Salary Differsnce (£)
Academic GRADET | 005 Z| 3418900 ~ | oss| 37| 2757537 |CANNE|  -338637
GRADEE | 008 1| agar7oo| ame 1| asg7700| 095 30 4796564 148% 71136
GRADESD 100 8 5565723 5565713
GRADE1D | [ | 100 2 6254050 -62.54050
GRADE1! | 067 2| 6333000 033 1) 6933000 -£9.330.00
Total {03 1 3901833 | 003 31 6244567 | 004 87 A48M69| -1297%| sse3s
Manzgement GRADE 13 100 1| E27s200 £275200
Total | [ | 1.00 1] E275200 8275200
Professional Support | SFC GRADE 100 3| 1465507
GRADE1 | 014 6| 1500669 | 002 1] 1560445 | 084 37| 1504525 SR 65144
GRADE 2 100 4 167B460 16 7EL60
GRADEZ | 015 4] tapasT| oas 2 1875720 0.47% 4850
GRADE4 | 0.03 1| 20700 097 6 22007 123% 27507
GRADES | 100 9| 262BACS -26,28405
GRADEG . | | | 100 14 3040071 -30,409.71
GRADET | | 100 13| wme TSR
GRADES | | os0 1 4867700 | 050 1| 4873573 4872573
Total |07 11| 1741638 | 0.03 5| 2186132 089 136 | 2235816| -2210%| -4sa1=0
Research GRADEG | | | 100 2] 3002950 -30,92950
GRADEZ | [ 100 2| 4597200 4507200
Total | [ 1.00 4 3845075 -38,450.75
Technical GRADEZ | 100 1] zmm -20.275.00
GRADEG | | oz 1 331a00| 075 3. 31287800 -32,878.00
Total 020 1| 33199.00 | 0.80 4 2977725 2972125
Total | 0.os 14| 2204536 004 9 36538.07 | 091 232| 3145169| -29m%| 94pem

e 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.

e 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.

e Research had no BAME (part time) members of staff so analysis was not possible.

e 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
Diabifity IR M ¥ |
Grade % Headcourt | Average of | % Headcours | Average of | ® Headcount | Awerage of | i
FTE Salary F1E Salary TR Salary | % Gap Disability Deffererce (£)
SEC GRADE 10000% 4] 4asans |
GRALE 1 [ E e s0| winz| remm 5| iammes 2% 45553
GAADE 2 | LS 11| 1878676 H.756.76
GRADE 3 ' ;a1 60| 1msanEs | moew T nzsm 2242
GRADE 4 L16% | 3 nnsso| s 3| miszmm| sor 1| mgaa 215% arsa
GRADE & a3 | 1 arEmoe svems 93| mpesss| LR e ez R 107RE
| srant LATE 2 angeasn mamw | msomoz| 244w 1 3gesm s eo.an
GRADE 1 1.54% | 4| 3ezEsrs| moEw o] FEas| aww 1 3isan| oo e
| GRant Q3% 1 4326700 Ha0m 242| amyeess| anw 12 arasm 1478 £54.79
s 2w | 1| S47GS00 6% 2| sezem s4zm
| srant 10 22r% | 1 GlAELDD AN a2| e2ssom| zam 1/ E3gsim tes| onm
| GRane 1 | marE | emziass | aiw 7 emaio Lavk kAT
| mane 12 ' M0 13| mITL 7439154
| shane1a 10 1| mrsm #2750
| snane 14 1667H | 1 sgatioe! mam 5| mmpams 88,248,80
[Foal 142% 17 za7a30) sasew|  ma| 3soornn| soew 60 3380587  6aow 219523

All staff by service area and disability - Table 16:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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

] | Dizabily? | R N ¥
st Grade % Headooant | Averageof | % | Hesdcount | average of Headcourt | Average of |%Gap | Deabiley
FrE salary [ FIE Satary F1E Sakary Difference (£}
[rv—— | crane 7 120 | z| anasosa| samw | 155 | me9n7s  soek w| arasas|  tow e
|Gracen | : 5% 158 £)308 470 10| 47msasn|  1mw BS604
| crace s 100.00% 15| msaw gy
| crape o | [ TouoE | 15| 240000 | sz4e000
| EraDE 13 05.71% £ empo7a3 4z 1| esamooo|  jeew 13267
i cRapeiz | W00 | 1| reravoo] P50
| Total 0L4E% 2| 3enso| sa7om 411 A4ETESE | ABA% 71| a3mesa3| -zoaw 81115
Management | GRapi e | ame 1| e34si00| srewm 25| exansan| 370w 1| eaaaca| rmsw S50
91.57% 1| em4ma? BaIm 1| es3smon| 1mm 508,73
o0 | | raseeE| “rasanzy
10000 1| =ms00 2, 752.00
1| saarion| pasw 5| masmen B Rdn D
2| 7esaroo| meew 51 @19930  151% 2| e3s650| 405w 2.202.80
5| 1453408

23 60 1536129 TE9R 5| vseeoss|  amew a5
100.00% 11| 1&16ETE | a7eere
on.51% 60| IBEINST mo9% 6| 1merazs| omm 3.2
1| 2r4m400| sazem 10| 2isdmo| 411 1| zewa| 2w T
1| anmoon| evww | % mosaie e EEATE] | L04z38
2| ssmso| s g1 mzanse| 340w 3| mseeon| 14w e
z| aszneo| sinm B | IEousl 6T 6| mser| e B4z
1| 4a2evo0| madiw | 36| a7ieas 1% 2| samasn| aasm! “gmiEE
1| s4veson| sasw 0| 9010 53,509.10
10000 | 1 75000 | 73,5400
12| mzraaa| sazew 594 2706148 5TEN 37| zeavise| -zsow 78350
0O 3| miram 30,371.00
100.00% 2| w7300 35, 736,00
10000% 3| asarann) | asmaom
Tolore 3| s 6154433
10007 | 2| smasmcn] 55ER00
4 [ i 100.00% 12| 4804392 4404352
sschnical | Grapes | 2uome 1| zzowroo| Peoom 1| mpman -Zaren33
| Grao: = | 10000 6| 54133 ETETEET)
| crapee | ] o0 34| msIued e
| srADE 8 100.00% 5| 4128700 4120400
| Total 2o | 1| zovioo| sveew a8 | 3196563 | e
Total 142% | 17| 3470030 sasex| 18| 3/OOLTT 502N e0| 33m0se7| -E10% 218533

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 Full time Part time Total
IR/U 14 3 17
No 883 235 1118
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Yes 43 17 60
Total 940 255 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

149% |
10T% |
1.94%
193% |
s
A%

166T%
1A% 14 38,99571  93.94% BE3 | 3718569 | ASTR 43 | 36,100.44 293% 1.,085.25

Full time staff by service area and Disability — Table 18:

e 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.

e 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.

e Research did not have any staff with a declared disability.

e Technical Services did not have any staff with a declared disability.

Table 18

Page 20 of 25 September 2019



Part time staff by Disability — Table 19:

| Disabiliy? - | #RAU N ¥
St Grade % Headcount | Aversgo ot | % Hoadoount | Average of | % Headcourt | jwerage of % Gap | Desabiity
FTE Sakary FTE Saary | #1¢ satary piffererce (£
Academat GRADE 1.56% araeost| e14vm 17 9 aasem| o 19
GRADE B 9529% .0 L | | 47400 1.B9% aET 04
GRADE S 100.00% n baze3
GRADE 10 100.00% 1 £2.40273
GRADE o000 A £7,336.00
GRADE 00 1 75,741.00
Total 0.59% 2| 3736050 | seean 22 17| sn1753s| 5.9 | 2,686.63
Management | GRADE 10 E R 1 6345300 9% = 1 63483.00 1.05% | B5760
GRADE T LTy n 1 6533000 1.33% 909 73
: 100.00% u | | 1434627
cRADE 14 | 16ETe 1| smamion| mimw 5 | -empanem
Total 1578 2| 7e937.00 | szeew 5 2| se3seso| .asem| 254217
Pmfessianal Support | SFC GRADE | 100.00% 1 1577038
i 9524% o V| teseson| 15| 22015
SRADE 3 T00.00% 7 16,758.00
SRADH 5.0 ) 2| esespo| o 2387
GRADE 4 L76% 1| zanaon| ssamw 128 a| marapo| 1| 28228
GRADE § 1% 1| znmaoon| avem B8 t| aroee [IINES 4403
GRADE & L% 2 3929.50 330e% &7 3 | 31.686.00 o | e
GRADE 7 280% 2 350100 09w m s EFALLY. 1.24% A5H 25
GRADE B8 2.0% 1 4328700 919% ES 2 | 4473450 1M 80623
GRADE S 0w 1| saveson| mmw 0 | | 5330910
GRADE oo 1 7354000
Total 12 5| Izsan| sz 458 | 2848828 amwm 24| 2227|279 72043
Research GRADE & TOC.00% L] 2B 66000 | -22,560.00
GRADE 100.00% 2 3%, 73600 | 35, 736.00
GRADE 9 100.00% 3 5164533 5154533
GRADE 10 100.00% 2| mmamno 5342800
Total 100.00% B 4684050 -46,240.50
sechnical | raoes | 3339w 1| zmorroo| seers 2| zeso 2299650
GRADE 00,00 B| 255433 26,543.33
GRALDE € T00.00% E ) 55180 3255180
GRADE B 100.00% s 4128700 47,287.00
o Total Jl ui? 1 22.077.00 T.TIN 43 | 32,145.16 =32,145.16
L) Ido)  MSANTRD e N SaseelAee] 0] ISR e 108525

The overall disability pay gap for part time staff was 11.25% in favour of staff without a
declared disability. Further analysis revealed:
e 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.
previous difference in pay was linked to length in service and incremental
progression through the grade.
e At Grade 4 there is a disability pay gap of 3.49% in favour of staff with a declared

disability.

Before this time, any

e At Grade 5 there is a disability pay gap of 6.66% in favour of staff with a declared

disability.

e 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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Diisability R/ T ¥ !
(Grade % Headcount | Averageof | % Headeount = Averageof | % Headocount  Awerage of L

FTE Salary FTE Salary FIE Salary | % Gap Diizabiliny Difference (£)
SFC GRADE 100.00% | 3| 1465507 ' [ B
GRADE 1 | 9051% 20 1508001 0.00% 4 5700 R 65058
GRADE 2 100.00% 4 1676460 1676460
GRADE 3 BA62% 22| 1B77e70. 1538% 4 o3| -02ex 5176
GRADE 4 211% 35 2217068 7% 1 2wz S A6
GRADES £2.80% 8 2600181 11.11% 1| zra3000 DR 173810
GRADE & i 100.00% 20 3067140 -30571.40
GRADE 7 96.15% 50 3749240 385% 2| 3741000 022% 8240
GRADE 8 | 95.56% 43 4700713 AAs 2 ABETIOD 161% 760,57
GRADE 100.00% & 5565723 5565723
GRADE 10 100.00% 2 6254050 6254050
GRADE 11 66.67% 2| 6033000 3333% 1 6033000 0.00% (.00
GRADE 13 100.00% 1 8275200 8275200
Total 118% | 3| 1465507 9216% 235 3155009 | 667% 17 2800196 -1125% 354812

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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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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Disablin? | IR/ N ¥
Status Grade DisZ2 % Headoount | Average of | Dis2 % Headoount Averageof | Dis2 % | Headcount | Awerageof | % Gap Diizahility
FTE Sdlary | FTE Salary FTE Salary Diffarence (£)
Academic GRADET | 97.44% 38 3734361 156% AT 226537
GRADEB | | s 3| 47gesen| AsEk 2| maroo|  rasx 71136
GRADE 9 100.00% 8| 5565723 -55,657.23
GRADE 10 | | 700000 2| 6254050 | 62,5450
GRADE1 | | seer= 7 5033000 | 3133% | 1| s3000| o00% 000
Total | | 9570 89 4492940 430% | 4| s157325| 1479% 6.643.85
Managerment GRADE13 | | tooo0% 1 8275200 ' 8275200
Total | | [ | 100.00% 1 8275200 | 275200
Professional Support | SFC GRADE | 100.00% | 3| 1465507 |
GRADE1 | | | a081% 40| 1508001 | 909k | 4| 1573060 | 65058
GRADEZ | | to0o0% 4| 1676460 ' -16,764.60
GRADEZ | | aie 22| 187770 | 1538% 4| wpro| -0z e
GRADEL | a180% | 2oea| sk 1| o4 71786
GRADES | | ammcw 8| 2608181 | 1141%| 1| 2783000 173819
GRADE 6 | 10000% 14| 3040971 | | -30,40971
GRADE7 | | ozt 12| 3706388| 7.60%| 1| 3521100 275288
GRADES | 100.00% 2| 4870136 4870136
Total IBEE: 3| 1465507 sadr% 136 2225655 855%| 13| 2074926| -677% 150729
Research GRADE & 100.00% z| 3097950 -30,929.50
GRADES | | 100000 2| 4597200 | 4597200
Total | 100.00% 4 3845075 3845075
Technical GGRADE 4 | To0.00% 1 2027500 | 2027500
GRADE & 10000% 4| 3205825 -32,950.25
Total | 100.00% 5 3042160 | -30,421.60
Total 118% 3| 1465507 9216% 235 3155009 | 667% 17| 28.00196| -1125% 354812
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

2014

2019
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Overall pay 27.1% 20.5% 19.9% 10.67%
gap

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 Grades 6 -9 Grades 10 - 14 Total
for each
year
2014 | 2019 2014 2019 2014 2019
% of 51.1 42 45.4 53 3.5 5 100%
women
within a
group of
grades
% of men 25.5 27 63.9 64 10.6 9 100%
within a
group of
grades
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:

e 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:
e 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.

The University will continue to conduct an Equal Pay Audit every two years to
ensure that the equal pay is regularly monitored.

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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