Appendix 4.

Parcentage of In AfC paybands or medical and subgroups and very
ganlor managers (Incuding Exscutive Board membars) compared with the
parcentage of atafl In the overall workforcs .

2rganizations shoud underiake this calculation sepaatedy for non-dinical and far
clinical staft.

Clusier 1: AfCBand 1,2, 3and 4

Clusier2: AfCBand 5,6 and 7

Clusier 3; ANC Band Sa and S

Clusier &2 ATC Band Sc, Bd, 9 and VEM (Includng Executive Board membssis)
Clusier 50 Medical and Dental s1af, Consutants

Clusier 6. Medical and Dental 131, Mon-consuitant carcer grase

Cluster 7. Medical and Dental s1af, Medlcal and dental fraines grades

Mote: Definitions for hase are pased on Blectronic: Staff Recomr oocupation
codes with the exception of medical and dental stafl, which are based upon grade

COdes.

Matric 2 Relativa likalinood of Disabkd staf compared to non-disabled stafl baing
appointed from shorfilating across all posts.
MNote:
I} This refers to both exdemal and Intemal posts.
I It your organisation Imglements a guaranteed nterview scheme, the data
may not be comparabde with organisations that do not operaia such a
scheme. This Information will b= colected an the WDES online reporting
farm fo ensure comparabiiity between o
Matric 3 Relativa kslihood of Disabked ati'l'{hurq:-m:ltnnm-dhuhlﬂl stafl antering the

formal capablity process, as measurad by eniry inte the formal capabilty
procadurs.

Mots:
Iy This Metric will be based on data from a two-year roling average of the
CUMment yaar and the pravious year.
] This Matric is voluntary In year one.

axperancng

harasemant, bulying or abuse from:
. Patentsisendcs wsers, thelr relatives or other members of the public

L. Managers
. Other colleagues

bj Percen Digabled aial compared to nen-disabked atafraaying that the
] tnmwup-mm mmwﬂmmmﬂm heyor a
colle ague reported It




WL E Mabice 3

WDES Metrics ] I I

Mefrcs Parcentage of Disabled atall comparsd to mon-disabled staff bellawing that the
Siam Survey | Truet provides equal opportunities tor carses progreesion or promotion.

Q14

Mefrics Parcentage of Disabled atall compamdto non-diaabled staff saying that they have
SiaM Survey | relt pressure from thelr manager to coms fo work, despits not tseling wall sncugh
@11 fo parform thelr duties.

MefircT Parcentage of Disabled atall comparsd to mon-disabled staft saying that they are
i3 Survey | satiafied with the axtent fo which thelr organiaation values thelr work.

o5

gaying that thelr smployer has made adequals
m;mnqa}mmmnﬂ-ntnmnutMrmn

&) The staff engagementecors for Disabled sial, compansd
and the owerall e ngagpement scone for the organization.

b} Hasz your Trusi taken acfon to faciitats the voleas of Dizabled ataffin your
onganization to ke heard? [Yes) or (Moj

Mote: For your Trusi's responss tob)

if ye8, pleasa provide at least one practical example of current action being taken in the
relevant section of your WDES annual report. If ne, pleasa Include what action Is planned
to agdress this gap In your WDES annual report. Examples ane listed In the WDES
technical guidance.

Percentage @ferance between e organisation's Board voting membership and fs
organisation's owarall workforce, Ssaggregaed:

« By vobing membership of the Board.
« By Executive membership of the Board.




Disability Equality 2018 Staff Survey Results

A number of key metrics have been pulled from the staff survey results to give a
picture of Disability equality and Disabled staff satisfaction. These have been
compared with the same results for None Disabled staff to identify differences in
workforce experience. This data is good preparation for the Workforce Disability
Standard that comes into force on 1t April 2019. The graphs below shows those
results:

Discrimination, Harassment and Abuse

Table 3.
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Progression and Level of Pay

Table 4.
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Table 5
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Overall Satisfaction

Table 6
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7% less Disabled staff than non-Disabled staff reported often and/or always look
forward to going to work and 7% less Disabled staff would recommend the
organisation as a place to work. 8% less Disabled staff are satisfied with their level of
pay and 10% less believe that the organisation acts fairly regarding career
progression. 11% less Disabled staff had not felt pressured to go to work when they
were unwell. Less Disabled staff reported not experiencing discrimination,
harassment, bullying or abuse from all perpetrators — patients, managers and
colleagues.



