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1. LETTER OF ENDORSEMENT
SECTION WORD COUNT: 521 WORDS; RUNNING TOTAL: 521 WORDS

UNIVERSITY OF

Southampton

Athena Swan Manager
Advance HE

First Floor, Napier House
24 High Holborn

London

WC1V 6AZ

6 January 2022
Dear Dr Gilligan,

Silver Athena Swan award renewal application

| am delighted to present the University of Southampton’s Silver Athena Swan renewal application,
which reaffirms our commitment to gender equality, recognises our achievements since our last Silver
award in 2016, and sets out our approach to the challenges still lying ahead. My thanks go to all who
have contributed.

We are proud of our progress on gender equality. Today, we have a third more female professors than
in 2014/15, including an increase of over 50% in STEMM. We have equalised our career pathways, al-
lowing proportionately more women than men to achieve promotion on ‘focused’ pathways, and we
have introduced Academic Career Development Committees in every school to identify potential promo-
tion applicants, especially among women and under-represented groups.

Meanwhile, we continue to achieve new Bronze and Silver departmental awards, gender pay gaps are
closing year-on-year, and our Super-Recruiters project is adding additional rigour to recruitment, ensur-
ing best practice, and targeting higher female application rates.

Looking ahead, we know there is more work to be done to understand and unblock talent pipelines, at-
tract and appoint more diverse job applicants, foster job security, enhance flexible working practices
and ensure our family friendly policies are truly inclusive. The action plan that accompanies this submis-
sion is structured into themes addressing these areas.

Since taking up post as President and Vice-Chancellor in October 2019, | have strengthened our commit-
ment to Equality Diversity and Inclusion, placing it front and centre of our new University strategy, sup-
ported by a five-year strategic plan for EDI, launched in 2020.

Our ambition is that EDI is seen as a major asset by our staff and students, truly embedded into all that
we do, creating an inclusive community where everyone feels they belong. Gender equality is a vital
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| have backed up this ambition with new investment of over £300k per year, expanding our central EDI
team from 3 to 10 people, creating a hub of specialist advice, engagement, data analysis and project
management expertise allowing us to accelerate delivery of our charter commitments and action plans,
alongside the wider behavioural and systemic changes required to embed a truly inclusive culture in our
community.

Leadership of this agenda comes from the top. The University’s EDI Champion and the sponsors of
Athena Swan and our other charter commitments are all Executive Board members, and each Faculty
and Professional Service has EDI KPIs against which they are measured. We also have a strong track rec-
ord of female representation on senior and influential committees, which we strive to maintain and im-
prove. This has been a particular focus of senior recruitment since | have been in role, with four of six
Executive Board appointments being female.

| am totally and personally committed to making sure we build on the progress we have made to date.
To the best of my knowledge, the following submission, and the information presented within it, is an
honest, accurate and true representation of the University of Southampton and our efforts to provide a
really inclusive and welcoming community where all people can thrive.

Yours sincerely

W e Z4

Professor Mark E Smith
President and Vice-Chancellor
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Hourly-paid teaching staff

Arts, Humanities, Social Sciences, Business and Law

Athena Swan

Academic and research staff (Clinical, ERE and Research Nurse job families)
Community and Operational (P&S job family)

Equality, Diversity and Inclusion

University EDI Committee

Education, Research and Enterprise (our principal A&R job family)
Faculty Executive Board

Full person equivalent

Fixed-term contract

Full-time equivalent

Higher Education Statistics Authority

Human Resources

Human Resources Business Partner

Human Resources Senior Leadership Team

Management, Specialist and Administrative (a P&S job family)
Professional and support staff (CAO, MSA and TAE job families)
Planning and Resources Group (operational subset of UEB)
Professional Services Leadership (senior P&S management committee)
Self-assessment team(s)

Shared Parental Leave

Science, Technology, Engineering, Mathematics and Medicine
Race Equality Charter

Research Excellence Framework

Research Nurse (an A&R job family)

Technical and Experimental (a P&S job family)

University Executive Board

University of Southampton
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2. DESCRIPTION OF THE INSTITUTION
SECTION WORD COUNT: 409 WORDS; RUNNING TOTAL: 930 WORDS

The University of Southampton (UoS) is a research-intensive university and a founding member of the
Russell Group. Founded as the Hartley Institute in 1862, the University was granted its Royal Charter in
1952. Our mission is to change the world for the better.

A community of over 6,000 staff (19" largest in UK, 53%F) support 23,000 students (34™" largest, 54%F).
We are top 20 in all three major UK league tables and 77 in the QS World Rankings. The 2014 REF
placed us 8" for research intensity and 11*" for the volume and quality of our research, with strengths in
a range of AHSSBL and STEMM disciplines. Our teaching is recognised as TEF Silver and we performed
very strongly in the inaugural KEF.

We are a founding signatory of the Athena Swan Charter, initially awarded Bronze in 2006, progressing
to Silver in 2016 (pre-May 2015 criteria). Eleven schools and one faculty hold awards, including four Sil-
ver (Table 2.3). We are signatories to several other relevant charters (Figure 2.1).

The Concordat@ I\f E mﬂm b Technician[@ea T G

e N HA ERCELLENCE |H RESENRCH b——— LEADER

Figure 2.1:  UoS commitments that complement Athena Swan: Researcher Development Concordat (2012, new
version 2020), HR Excellence in Research (2012), Disability Confident Leader (2018), Race Equality
Charter (2018) and Technician Commitment (2018).

The University comprises five faculties® made up of 22 schools and institutes, supported by 11 central-
ised Professional Services directorates (Figure 2.3). Our main campus is Highfield, a Southampton sub-
urb, with other campuses and halls of residence across the city, Winchester and Malaysia.
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Figure 2.2:  The location of our sites in Southampton, Hampshire and Malaysia

1 We restructured from eight to five faculties with effect from 1 August 2018.
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University Executive Board (UEB)

Faculty of Environmen-
tal and Life Sciences
(FELS)

Faculty of Engineering
and Physical Sciences
(FEPS)

Faculty of Medicine
(FoMm)

Faculty of Arts and Hu-
manities (FAH)

School of Biological

School of Chemistry Sciences

BRONZE

School of Geography
and Environmental Sci-
ence

School of Electronics
and Computer Science

School of Health Sci-
ences

School of Engineering

School of Ocean and
Earth Science

School of Physics and
Astronomy

Zepler Institute

Wessex Institute*®
(School Status) ¥ .

School of Psychology

Note: The Wessex Institute will become part of the new School of Healthcare Enterprise and Innovation on 1 February 2022

Faculty of Social Sci-

ences (FSS)

School of Mathemati-
cal Sciences

Professional Services

Finance, Planning and
Analytics

Student Experience

iSolutions

Research and Innovation
Services

Change Portfolio Office

Interdisciplinary Research Institutes

Public Engagement with
Research Unit

Southampton Marine

Web Sciences Institute y -
and Maritime Institute

Key

Public Policy Southamp-
ton

Institute for Life Sciences

Research Institute

STEMM School

Professional Service Di-
rectorate

Figure 2.3:

Human Resources

Estates and Facilities

Engagement and Ad-
vancement

Health, Safety and Risk

Legal Services

Library and the Arts

University of Southampton Faculties, Schools and Professional Services directorates (including current Athena Swan awards and academic disciplines)
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Governance

University Executive Board (UEB, 43%F) meets weekly to oversee delivery of the University’s Strategy.
Chaired by the President and Vice-Chancellor (VC), membership includes the University’s most senior
leaders (Figure 2.4). Since January 2020, UEB has delegated detailed oversight of project delivery and
resourcing to a smaller Planning and Resources Group (PRG, 33%F).

Professor Phillip
Wright

Senior Vice-President
(Academic)

Wendy Appleby
Vice-President
(Operations)

Professor Mark
Spearing
Vice-President (Research
and Enterprise)

Professor Alex Neill
Vice-President
(Education)

Professor Jane
Falkingham
Vice-President
(International) (Interim)

Professor Mark E
Smith

President and
Vice-Chancellor (Chair)

Professor Paul
Whittaker
Dean of Arts and
Humanities

Professor Diana Eccles
Dean of Medicine

Professor Michael
Butler
Dean of Engineering and

#%.) Physical Sciences

N Professor Jon Bull

Dean of Environmental
and Life Sciences
(Interim)

Professor Jo Swaffield
Dean of Social Sciences

Sarah Pook
Y Executive Director,
« Finance and Planning

Anne-Marie Sitton
Executive Director,
Human Resources

Kieron Broadhead
Executive Director,

‘ Student Experience
N2

Figure 2.4: Members of UEB; meets as PRG without the Deans and Executive Director, HR.

Each Faculty is overseen by a Faculty Executive Board (FEB), broadly mirroring the structure of UEB (Fig-
ure 2.5). Deans are responsible for EDI in their Faculty and FEBs act as EDI Committees for each faculty.

/ Operational Board
Dean

Chair

Associate Director of
Faculty Operations
Faculty P&S manager

Faculty Director of Student

Associate Deans Graduate School Representatives

Communications &

Heads of School Head of Faculty Finance

Marketing Business
Partner

iSolutions Business
Relationship Manager

Faculty Academic
Registrar

HR Business Partner

I
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
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1
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I
1
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1
I
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Figure 2.5: Membership of Faculty Executive Boards. Operational Board meets monthly; Full Board meets termly
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Staff and student numbers

Of our staff (Table 2.1), 47.3% work in A&R roles (40.5%F) and 52.7% work in P&S roles (63.1%F), split

between centralised Professional Services and embedded faculty support functions.

STEMM schools have significant research focus and employ 71.3% of A&R staff (37.2%F). AHSSBL schools
employ 28.7% of A&R staff (48.7%F).

Table 2.1:  Staff by gender, occupation and disciplinary group, December 2020
. Female Sector RG
Disciplinary group Total FPE FPE Male FPE % F (HESA) | (HESA)
AHSSBL (6 schools) 927 483 444 52.1% 57.8% 56.4%
- of which Academic and Research Staff 816 398 418 48.7% 49.0% 46.1%
- of which Professional and Support Staff 111 85 26 76.6% 62.6% 60.4%
STEMM (18 schools/institutes) 2,951 1,352 1,599 45.8% 46.8% 46.6%
- of which Academic and Research Staff 2,030 755 1,275 37.2% 40.2% 38.3%
- of which Professional and Support Staff 921 597 324 64.8% 62.7% 62.9%
Centralised ‘Professional Services’ 2,133 1,315 818 61.7% 62.6% 61.3%
All Staff 6,011 3,150 2,861 52.4% 53.8% 51.4%

Students are more evenly distributed between AHSSBL and STEMM, but gender differences exist by dis-
cipline and levels of study (Table 2.2): 43.0% of students study AHSSBL subjects (61.9%F); 57.0% of stu-
dents study STEMM subjects (46.6%F).

Table 2.2:  Students by gender and discipline, December 2020
. Sector RG
Disciplinary group Total FPE % F (HESA)  (HESA)
AHSSBL (6 schools) 9,769 6,051 3,718 61.9% 61.2% 60.9%
- of which UG 6,219 3,635 2,584 58.4% 61.2% 60.2%
- of which PGT 3052 2131 921 69.8% 62.2% 63.7%
- of which PGR 498 285 213 57.2% 54.8% 54.7%
STEMM (15 schools) 12,945 6,037 6,908 46.6% 52.4% 50.1%
- of which UG 9,571 4,331 5,240 45.3% 51.6% 49.5%
- of which PGT 1,659 989 670 59.6% 58.7% 56.7%
- of which PGR 1,715 717 998 41.8% 45.3% 44.5%
All Students 22,714 12,088 10,626 53.2% 57.1% 55.4%

G)



University of Southampton e Institutional Application e Silver ¢ November 2021

Our Athena Swan progress

We currently hold nine Bronze and four Silver departmental awards, including our first AHSSBL award in
November 2018 (Table 2.3).

Table 2.3:

Athena Swan awards held by our departments since 2013 (U = Unsuccessful application; P = Applica-
tion pending, i.e. submitted or due to be submitted)

Faculty / School Target
(A = AHSSBL; S = STEMM) Award
Institutional Award Level < Bronze Silver Silver TBC
- | Humanities A Bronze 2022
g Winchester School of Art A Bronze 2022
Chemistry S | Bronze ’ Silver Silver Gold 2023
Electronics and Computer Sciences S Bronze ‘ Bronze Silver 2024
E Engineering S Bronze ‘ Bronze Bronze 2022
Physics and Astronomy S ’ Bronze ’ Silver Silver 2022
Zepler Institute S Bronze Bronze 2024
Biological Sciences S ‘ Bronze Silver Silver 2022
Geography and Environmental Sci. S ’ U ’ U Bronze Bronze 2023
‘é‘ Health Sciences S | Bronze ’ Bronze Bronze ’ Bronze Silver 2024
Ocean and Earth Science S Bronze Bronze ‘ Bronze Silver 2023
Psychology S U ’ U ‘ ‘ Bronze Bronze 2025
Cancer Sciences
-g Human Development and Health Bronze
ﬁ Clinical and Experimental Sci. > (Faculty (Faculty award) Gold 2024
= award)
Primary Care and Population Sci.
Economic, Social and Political Sci. A Bronze Bronze 2023
Mathematical Sciences S Bronze ’ Bronze Silver 2023
g Southampton Business School A U Bronze TBC
Southampton Education School A Bronze TBC
Southampton Law School A ’ U Bronze TBC

cl




3.

(i)

(%)
w
)
"
Ll
Q
154
=}

(%}

University of Southampton e Institutional Application e Silver ¢ November 2021

THE SELF-ASSESSMENT PROCESS
SECTION WORD COUNT: 959 WORDS; RUNNING TOTAL: 1,889 WORDS

a description of the self-assessment team
e A&R SAT members evenly split between AHSSBL and STEMM

e 7 of 19 SAT members are P&S staff, reflecting change in AS principles
e SAT workload formally protected and recognised by UEB

e No FTC, hourly-paid, L1-3 or student SAT members

EDI governance

EDI is at the heart of our University strategy, with our ambitions detailed in our strategic plan for EDI,
launched February 2021 (see 5.6(i)).

EDI responsibility is delegated to the VC and UEB by University Council. A new EDI governance
structure was approved in January 2020 (Figure 3.1) with Vice-President Professor Mark Spearing
as EDI Champion.

University EDI Committee (EDIC, Figure 3.2) meets at least termly to oversee EDI for staff and stu-
dents. EDIC reports quarterly to UEB and annually to Council.

Deans and the Vice-President Operations are accountable for EDI in faculties and Professional Ser-
vices respectively, with FEBs and PSL meeting at least termly as departmental EDI Committees.

AS SAT is chaired by Professor Diana Eccles, Dean of Medicine, who is executive sponsor for AS at UEB
and EDIC.

AS SAT, and other institutional SATs, report to EDIC which oversees progress; UEB approve action
plans.

Institutional SATs are supported by our EDI team, expanded in 2021 (was 3FTE, now 10FTE) to
bring together EDI specialists, communication and engagement roles and project management
expertise to ensure a strategic and sustainable approach to delivering our AS and other equality
charter commitments, maximising synergies between equality charters, and strengthening the
impact of actions.

AS Forum brings together the chairs of all AS SATs (departmental and institutional) to share pro-
gress, insights and best practice.
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University
Council

VC and UEB

Athena SWAN Forum

University ED&I

Committee

ED&lI Staff
Networks

University ED&I Team

PR ——

Athena SWAN
(institutional)

! University Equality,
i Diversity and
i Inclusion Network

Race Equality

Disability
Confident

Technicians’
Charter Commitment

Mental Health
Charter

University Self-Assessment Teams

Concordat for
Development of
Researchers

Figure 3.1: Institutional EDI governance structure

Professor Mark E
Smith

President and
Vice-Chancellor

Professor Diana Eccles
Dean of Medicine

Professor Michael
Butler

-
Dean of Physical Sciences 5
and Engineering PN

Professor Maria Stokes

4 Academic Representative
(FELS)

Anne-Marie Sitton

Executive Director,
Human Resources

Shaun Williams
Executive Director,
Engagement and
Advancement

Figure 3.2: Members of University Equality, Diversity and Inclusion Committee

Professor Mark
Spearing
EDI Champion (Chair)

Professor Jane
Falkingham

Vice-President
(International) (Interim)

Dr Valentina Cardo

Academic Representative
(FAH)

Professor Mark
Sullivan

Academic Representative
(FEPS)

Wendy Appleby

Vice-President
(Operations)

Sarah Hollowbread

Senior Professional
Services Representative

Camilla Gibson

Head of Equality, Diversity
and Inclusion

Rebecca O’Selmo

Equality Charters
Programme Manager

Savanna Cutts
SUSU Vice President

- Welfare

Sonia Cottrell

SUSU Director of Student
Voice

Kieron Broadhead
Executive Director,

. Student Experience

Gino Graziano

Director of Widening
Participation and Social

Mobility
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AS SAT

e SAT members are volunteers sought through open invitation and nomination. Our aim is to en-
sure a membership representative of the University community with the skills and experience
necessary to support the self-assessment process.

e SAT membership represents a broad range of disciplines, job families, departments, academic and
professional grades (L4+), working patterns, lengths of service and work-life experiences (Figure
3.3, Figure 3.4, Table 3.1), however we currently have no FTC, hourly-paid or student SAT mem-
bers, nor representatives of junior grades (L1-3). We will address this when refreshing member-
ship and ToRs (see 3(iii)).

e Before committing to SAT membership, impact on workload is discussed with line management.
UEB agreed 0.1 FTE workload allocation for SAT members from November 2019. SAT contribution
is expected to be recognised through appraisal and associated processes (e.g., promotion).
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Figure 3.3:  SAT membership by grade, discipline and gender
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Figure 3.4: SAT membership by department and gender
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Table 3.1:
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SAT member ‘ University role(s)

Diana Eccles

Dean of Medicine, Profes-
sor of Cancer Genetics

Members of the self-assessment team (2020/21)

‘ Faculty

Medicine

SAT role

Chair, Writing

[\[o] {=13

Parent, Ex-departmental
AS chair

Jasmin Godbold

Associate Professor in Ma-
rine Ecology

Environmental and
Life Sciences

Policy and Practice work-
ing group

Parent, Part-time, Ex-de-
partmental AS/EDIC chair

Alice Harrison

Senior Teaching Fellow in
Law

Social Sciences

Policy and Practice work-
ing group

Sarah Flynn

HR Business Partner

Professional Services

Policy and Practice work-
ing group

Parent, Part-time

Stephen Morton

Professor of English

Arts and Humanities

Policy and Practice work-
ing group

Diego Gomez-Ni-
cola

Associate Professor in Neu-
roimmunology

Environmental and
Life Sciences

Academic and Research
Staff working group

Parent, Ex-departmental
AS/EDIC chair

Maria Kyriacou

Lecturer in Economics

Social Sciences

Academic and Research

Geriatric Medicine

Staff working group

Staff working group
Tom Ezard Associate Professor in Evo- | Environmental and Academic and Research | Parent, Departmental
lutionary Ecology Life Sciences Staff working group AS/EDIC member
Kinda Ibrahim Senior Research Fellow in Medicine Academic and Research

Gino Graziano

Director, Widening Partici-
pation and Social Mobility

Professional Services

Professional and Support
Staff working group

Parent

Rachel Fitzearle

Senior Technical Manager,
Biological Sciences

Environmental and
Life Sciences

Professional and Support
Staff working group

Parent, Technician Com-
mitment SAT member

Pauline Leonard

Professor of Sociology, Di-
rector, Web Science Inst.

Social Sciences

Consultation, Writing

Reena Pau

Senior Enterprise Fellow
and Outreach Officer

Engineering and
Physical Sciences

Consultation, Writing

Parent, Part-time, Depart-
mental AS/EDIC chair

Taposh Roy

Senior Teaching Fellow in
Organisational Behaviour

Social Sciences

Consultation

Daniel Hobson

Teaching Fellow in Graphic
Arts

Arts and Humanities

Consultation

Parent, Departmental AS
member

Al d . . . . - P t, Part-time, AS -

exan. er Equality Charters Adviser | Professional Services | Writing a.ren art-time pan
Melhuish ellist

. . Head of Equality, Diversit . . "
Camilla Gibson gu U RS Professional Services | Writing Parent
and Inclusion

And G - Head of R d, R i-

ndrew Bame .ea © ewar. » RECOBN | professional Services Writing Parent
son tion and Inclusion
Sarah Hollow- Director of Human Re- . . "

ara W Irec .u . Professional Services | Writing Parent
bread sources Service Delivery
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(ii)  anaccount of the self-assessment process

e Improving Staff Engagement Survey (SES) response rates (46%F, 36%M in 2012; 66%F,
62%M in 2018)

"
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e |naugural Staff Diversity Survey in February 2019 (42%F, 32%M response rates)

e Further consultation needed to understand specific issues.

e More communication and engagement needed with the wider University community

e ASSAT established in current form in September 2018.
e Four working groups focus on specific topics and sections of the submission (Table 3.2).

e Regular meetings were held (Table 3.3), initially in-person and virtually since March 2020. Work-
ing groups are self-organised, meeting outside of SAT meetings. Extensive use has been made of
collaborative platforms including SharePoint and Teams.

e [nitially, all SAT members contributed to a shared draft and then a smaller writing team assumed
responsibility to ensure consistent language, presentation and highlighting of key themes.

Table 3.2:  SAT working groups with allocated sections and responsibilities

Working Group Application Other responsibilities
sections(s)
Academic and 2(ii); 4.1(i-iv); 5.1(i- Review depart- Refer policy issues to Policy and Practice
Research Staff iv); 5.3(i-iii); 6(xi) mental submis- Group
Professional and 4.2(i-iii); 5.2(i-ii); smn; for m'.lpact, Recommend a structure for involving Pro-
Support Staff 5.4(i-iii) 800 .practlce, fessional Services in Athena Swan. Refer
learning and ac- L . .
i policy issues to Policy and Practice Group.
ions
Policy and Practice 4.1(v); 5.5; 6(ii-x); 7. Identify issues with policies and practices
and recommend remedial actions
Consultation 6(i) Review results from departmental QuickCAT and Staff Engage-
ment Surveys
Draft survey questions (SDS)
Analyse results of consultation
Liaise with staff networks and departments
Report findings to other working groups
Project Oversight 1; 2(i, iii-v); 3; 6(i, xii); | Sign-off on decisions/progress e.g., survey questions
(Whole SAT) ;9. Reporting to EDI Committee

Table 3.3:  Summary of discussions at each SAT meeting

Meeting Summary of Discussions

TOR, plans for Staff Diversity Survey (SDS), policy issues, 2016 action plan progress, work-

o SEAClulI AL ing groups and members’ responsibilities

E January 2019 SDS launch and comms; working groups progress update

Q | April 2019 SDS response rate and plans for analysing results; working group updates
July 2019 HR review of draft submission and action plan
August 2019 HR review of draft submission and action plan
October 2019 Submission progress update; Changes to Athena Swan governance agreed

November 2019 | New TOR and membership refresh: SAT now meet separate to AS Forum

§ December 2019 | Preparations for planning meeting in January

§ January 2020 Planning meeting: Working Groups re-established, tasks confirmed
February 2020 Review of data/content in submission draft, start review of action plan
March 2020 First remote meeting (COVID-19). Update on working groups’ tasks
April 2020 Plans for updating action plan and getting more consultation data
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Meeting Summary of Discussions

Review of consultation and best practice data from departmental SATs; Action Plan up-

May 2020 dated with evidenced rationale

June 2020 Agree submission redrafting sessions; discussion of Covid-19 impacts
July 2020 HR review of action plan, update on submission redrafting sessions
August 2020 Review feedback from external submission critique

September 2020 |Status review; identification of outstanding tasks; review options for deferral to 2021

Confirmation of 2021 deferral. Planning for extra 12 months. Interim action plan ex-

t 202 . . o - :
October 2020 plored (i.e., actions now to be prioritised ahead of submission) and key themes refined.
o | December 2020 Upt.jate on i!nterim action plan priorities (2021/2_2 promotion process changes, Super Re-
S cruiters project, data dashboards) and PRG funding request to support these.
= Confirmation of successful funding request. Submission now with core editorial team.
N 1January 2021 Wider SAT tasked with proof-reading, assurance, identifying any additional good practice

examples.
September 2021 |Submission substantially complete. Wider SAT to review and quality-assure content.

October 2021 Open feedback session on Submission content, discussion of action plan

e The SAT and working groups had access to comprehensive data to support their work. Data co-
vers the 2013/14 to 2020/21 academic years:

e Annual snapshot data (e.g., staff numbers) from 1 December each year.

e Periodic data (e.g., starters/leaver data, training uptake) based on HESA academic years (1 August
to 31 July)

e Allfigures are (FPE) unless stated otherwise.

e Some supplementary data analysed by the SAT (e.g., training evaluations, exit questionnaires) did
not include information on gender and other demographics (Action EU.1).

e Through the self-assessment process, we have recognised the limitations of snapshot data for
documenting experiences at an individual level, where longitudinal cohort analysis could provide
more insight, and help us better understand where to focus resources to retain and develop more
women in the University (Action EU.2).

Action EU.1 Compile and implement a common set of demographic questions for all surveys and
evaluation forms across the institution.

Action EU.2 Conduct quantitative and qualitative cohort (longitudinal) analysis by gender to
identify career choices and career progression differences, and motivating/influenc-
ing factors, over an extended period (10+ years), including: i) Promotion outcomes
over time, ii) Fixed term contract end reasons (women appear more likely to resign),
iii) Progression of P&S staff, and iv) Maternity up-take and length.

Internal consultation

e Surveys analysed by consultation working group, and presented throughout:

o Biennial Staff Engagement Survey (SES) results from 2012-2018. Conducted independent of
AS but analysed in self-assessment. SES response rates have increased over time; women are
more likely to respond (Table 3.4).

o Staff Diversity Survey (SDS) run for the first time in February 2019, complementing SES data.
Response rates lower than SES (43% of all staff) (Table 3.5).

o Qualitative, experiential evidence collected through internal networks and AS Forum, includ-
ing identifying impact, learning and best practice from departmental submissions.
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Table 3.4: Staff Engagement Survey response rates as a percentage of all staff by gender 2012-2018
Respondents 2012 2014 2016 2018
Women 1,353 1,572 2,283 2,063
% of F staff 46% 49% 72% 66%
Men 975 1,179 1,746 1,689
% of M staff 36% 40% 59% 62%
Prefer not to say 307 291 315 407
Overall response rate 46% 49% 68% 69%

Table 3.5:

Gender

SES2018

Latest survey response rates (SES 2018 and SDS 2019) by gender and discipline

SDS2019

Women 258 844 957 178 615 608
% of F staff 62% 60% 69% 35% 44% 44%
Men 209 930 547 120 525 308
% of M staff 53% 57% 65% 26% 32% 36%
Prefer not to say 89 157 161 24 63 33
Overall response rate 72% 64% 74% 33% 40% 42%

External reviewers

e Professor Averil MacDonald reviewed an early submission draft in August 2019.

e Dr Sean McWhinnie reviewed a submission draft in August 2020 and supported the SAT’s work

thereafter.

Submission Sign Off

This submission has been approved by EDIC and the action plan approved by UEB.
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plans for the future of the self-assessment team

The AS SAT will meet quarterly to monitor action plan implementation, increasing to monthly ahead fu-

ture submissions.

Action plan implementation, monitoring and communication

Minutes will record progress, highlight examples of best practice, and record learning points from
faculty and school EDI committee minutes.

AS annual report to SAT/AS Forum and EDIC.

Institutional SAT reports shared with Faculty EDI committees for school level communication.
Communications representatives share with University community through internal networks, AS
SharePoint site and regular staff newsletters.

There are areas where further consultation is needed to understand specific issues identified in
this submission, and to engage more regularly with the wider University community (Action
EU.3). We recruited specific roles to the central EDI team in November 2021 to address this.

Action EU.3 Utilise newly appointed engagement roles in the central EDI team to conduct consul-

tation exercises to supplement existing quantitative and qualitative data with more
detailed experiential evidence to help us fill gaps in understanding identified in this
submission. Feedback results to AS SAT to shape the delivery of the action plan.

We will review the ToRs and membership of the SAT during 2022, focusing on succession plan-
ning, role rotation, representation and the requirements of the transformed AS charter (Action
EU.4).

Action EU.4.1 Revise the institutional AS SAT terms of reference to reflect the transformed AS

charter, improved institutional EDI governance and maximise the benefits of the sig-
nificant University investment in EDI resources. Including, i) the introduction of co-
Chairs to ensure resilience, continuity and experience, ii) the introduction of defined
term lengths and term limits to ensure role rotation, iii) the balance of membership
required by the transformed AS charter, iv) the SAT recruitment process and v) re-
affirm work-load protection and recognition for SAT members (minimum 2.5%FTE,
increasing to 10%FTE ahead of submissions).

Action EU.4.2  Explore opportunities to create more efficiency between institutional SATs (e.g.,

Race Equality Charter, Concordat, Technician Commitment).

Departmental support

AS Forum includes representatives from schools/departments yet to apply for an AS award, help-
ing to support them in preparing their first submission.

We will have particular focus on identifying and supporting PTO departments under the trans-
formed AS charter (Action EU.5).

EDI Team will continue to provide support to departments preparing submissions.

Action EU.5.1 Evaluate the new Professional, Technical and Operational Athena Swan application

process and identify directorates for applications from 2023 onward

Action EU5.2  Contingent on success of AdvanceHE pilot, submit first applications for PTO Direc-

torate Athena Swan awards
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4. A PICTURE OF THE INSTITUTION
SECTION WORD COUNT: 3,143 WORDS; RUNNING TOTAL: 5,032 WORDS

Figure 4.1 shows the University’s job families and grading structure. Staff are presented as ‘Academic
and Research’ (A&R) or ‘Professional and Support’ (P&S) based on job family:

A&R Education, Research and Enterprise (ERE), including hourly-paid academic staff (ACAP)
Research Nurse (RESN)

Clinical (CLIN), mapped on a best-fit basis to equivalent University grades

P&S Management, Specialist and Administrative (MSA)

Technical and Experimental (TAE)

Community and Operational (CAO)

Career Pathways Map

Education, Research and Enterp

T@ﬁ Management, Community

eal
Specialist and and
Experimental | Adminisirative | Operational
(TAE) (M54) (Ca0)

Balan Educ Rese; Enterp: [RFSN)
Pathw Pathway l-‘athha\ Pathv

Professorial Professorial Professorial
Professor Fellow Fellow Fellow
(Education) (Research) (Enterprise)

Level 7

Band C Band C Band C Band C
Band B = Band B Band B = Band B

Band A Band A Band A Band A

o Principal Principal Principal
;*:??Lfte Teaching Research Enterprise
OlEssor Fellow Fellow Fellow

Senior Senior Senior
Teaching Research Enterprise
Fellow Fellow Fellow

Teaching Research Enterprise M CAO
Fellow Fellow Fellow IV e Level 4

MSA
Level oh

MSA CAD
Level 23 Level 23

MSA CAD
Level 1b Level 1b

|1.ex-'ell.a| |Leve11.h| |Levelza| |Leve12b| | Level 3 | | Level 4 | | Level 5 | | Level 6 | |

Figure 4.1:  UoS job families and career pathways. Arrows indicate potential movement between job families,
pathways and grades (promotion). Diagonal movement is also possible. L1a to L6 map to XpertHR P-
I; L7 maps to UCEA contract levels 5A/5B-1.
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Table 4.1:  Total FPE and percentage female for all staff by job family and grade (2020/21)

Academic and Research Staff Professional and Support Staff
p— Overall
Level 7 506 | 23.0 60 30.0 31 64.5 597 | 25.9
Level 6 534 | 349 34 38.2 72 59.7 640 | 37.9
Level 5 699 | 48.3 11 45.5 1 100.0 | 35 14.3 331 56.3 1,077 @ 49.7
Level 4 865 | 44.8 30 60.0 14 100.0 | 122 35.7 627 67.2 9 11.1 | 1,765 | 53.3
Level 3 148 | 36.7 | 549 | 75.4 56 143 | 753 | 63.2
Level 2b 35 51.4 | 497 79.3 41 28.4 573 74.0
Level 2a 16 43.8 | 105 | 66.8 79 63.1 | 200 | 63.5
Level 1b 3 333 36 64.8 58 14.1 98 33.6
Level 1a 309 | 70.5 | 309 | 70.5
Hourly-paid* 99 | 56.6 99 | 56.6
Total 2,702 | 40.1 @ 135 | 40.0 15 | 100.0 | 359 | 35.9 2,248 | 69.9 | 552 | 53.7 | 6,011 524

Note: The responsibilities of hourly-paid teaching staff (ACAP) are generally aligned with ERE L4 but, for the pur-

poses of clarity, they are treated as separately in this submission.

100%
90%
80%
70%

60%
50%
40%

Percentage female

30%
20%

10%
0%

Level 1a Level 1b Level 2a Level 2b Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level 6 Level 7

—O—ERE O CLIN O TAE ©— MSA CAO e=@um/\&R e=@uePg&S

Figure 4.2: Percentage female representation by grade and job family with A&R and P&S aggregates overlaid
(2020/21)
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ACADEMIC AND RESEARCH STAFF DATA
Academic and research staff by grade and gender

e Increase from 52 (14.7%) to 85 (20.4%) female professors in STEMM between 2014/15
and 2020/21 whilst maintaining female representation at L4-6.

e 12.3% of female A&R staff are now professors, compared to 8.8% in 2014/15.

e Proportions of L5+ men and women working part-time have both increased by approx.
1/5%™ since 2014/15, indicating greater normalisation of flexible working.

e Strategic commitment to grow numbers of women in STEMM 2022-2027; introduction of
Academic Fellowship Scheme from 2022.

e Rates of women promoted to L6 and L7 have plateaued since 2017/18.

e Leaky pipelines remain evident.

e A&R women are underrepresented relative to the sector, particularly in STEMM.

A key objective has been to address female under-representation in senior A&R grades by:

introducing new career pathway routes (see 4.1(iii))
revising our promotion processes (see 5.1(iii))
ensuring regular, meaningful appraisals (see 5.3(ii))
encouraging mentoring (see 5.3(iii)), and

seeking greater gender and ethnic diversity of senior management (see 5.1(i), 5.6(iii)).

Athena Swan award holding schools have also developed initiatives with positive impact.

Women are better represented in AHSSBL (47.5%F) than STEMM (37.2%F). In both cases a leaky
pipeline is evident — women’s representation falls beyond L5 (Figure 4.3).

Work to improve female promotion application rates (see 5.1(iii)) has increased the number of
women and their representation at L7 in STEMM, with no loss of representation in lower grades,
but impacts have been less durable or less pronounced elsewhere (Figure 4.4, Figure 4.5).

Female representation is generally below HESA benchmarks across a range of measures, more so
in STEMM (5.6pp underrepresentation vs HESA) than AHSSBL (3.2pp underrepresentation vs
HESA) (Table 4.2). Normalizing for cost-centre sizes indicates this is partly attributable to the
over-representation of male-dominated subject areas at Southampton.

Recognising this, as part of strategic planning in 2021, we have committed to growing the number
of women in STEMM from 2022-2027, boosting our talent pipeline, alongside introduction of our
Academic Fellowship Scheme from 2022 (see 5.3(iii)).

Female representation at L7 improved relative to HESA data until 2017/18 but has fallen since
(Table 4.2), reflecting earlier success, but a more recent plateau in rates of women promoted to
L6 and L7 since 2017/18 (see 5.1(iii)).
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Table 4.2: Female representation compared with HESA data for all UK HEls

2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 | 2019/20 K 2020/21

2 Southampton 50.9% 49.5% 48.5% 48.8% 49.4% 47.9% 48.7%
ﬁ HESA - All UK HEIs 49.5% 49.9% 50.1% 50.4% 50.8% 51.1%| No data
< | Difference +1.4pp -0.4pp -1.6pp -1.6pp -1.4pp -3.2pp n/a
s |Southampton 36.4% 37.1% 37.8% 37.4% 37.0% 37.5% 37.2%
E HESA - All UK HEIs 41.2% 41.4% 41.9% 42.2% 42.6% 43.1%| No data
7 Difference -4.8pp -4.3pp -4.1pp -4.8pp -5.6pp -5.6pp n/a
. |Southampton (All L7) 21.2% 23.8% 24.5% 25.0% 24.6% 24.1% 23.8%
"3 HESA - All UK HEIs (Profs) 23.1% 23.9% 24.6% 25.5% 26.7% 27.7%| No data
- Difference -1.9pp -0.1pp -0.1pp -0.5pp -2.1pp -3.6pp n/a
Southampton 39.4% 39.7% 40.1% 40.0% 39.6% 40.7% 40.5%

e | HESA - All UK HEls 44.9% 45.2% 45.6% 45.8% 46.2% 46.7%| No data
% Difference -5.5pp -5.5pp -5.5pp -5.8pp -6.6pp -6.0pp n/a
< | HESA - All UK HEIs (rebalanced) 41.1% 41.4% 41.9% 42.0% 42.3% 42.8% | No data
Difference (vs rebalanced) -1.7pp -1.7pp -1.8pp -2.0pp -2.7pp -2.1pp n/a

Full-time and part-time working

e Exceptat AHSSBL L4 and L7, women are more likely to work part-time than men, with statistically
significant differences at STEMM L4, L5 and L6 and AHSSBL L5 (Figure 4.6, Figure 4.7). Differences
are particularly large at L5; 25pp in AHSSBL, 31pp in STEMM.

e Proportions of both men and women working part-time have tended to increase since 2014/15 in
AHSSBL and STEMM at L5+. These data suggest increasing normalisation of flexible working for
those in established roles, but not in higher-turnover L4 roles.

e Falls in part-time working rates at L5 and L6 (but not L7) in AHSSBL and STEMM in 2020/21 reflect
the outcomes of a voluntary severance exercise, the terms of which were more attractive to part-
time staff in these grades as the scheme was based on statutory redundancy pay.
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Figure 4.6: Percentage of AHSSBL A&R staff working part-time by grade and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21).
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Figure 4.7: Percentage of STEMM A&R staff working part-time by grade and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21).

Intersection with age

e Mean and median ages of women are slightly higher than men in every grade except AHSSBL L4
and STEMM L7 (Figure 4.8, Figure 4.9, Figure 4.10). Age profile differences are most pronounced
in STEMM. They are statistically significant (non-parametric test) at AHSSBL L6 and STEMM L4, L5
and L6.

e These data evidence the existence of barriers to entry and progression for women, particularly in
STEMM, and provide strong circumstantial evidence of delayed career progression linked to ma-
ternity and childcare responsibilities, typically arising in a person’s 30’s and 40’s.

e That these gaps are not present at L7 could be caused by many factors. We will investigate the
differences between cohorts who are promoted (or not) to professor to understand better what
factors affect progression to L7 (Action EU.2).

Action EU.2 Conduct quantitative and qualitative cohort (longitudinal) analysis by gender to
identify career choices and career progression differences, and motivating/influenc-
ing factors, over an extended period (10+ years), including: i) Promotion outcomes
over time, ii) Fixed term contract end reasons (women appear more likely to resign),
iii) Progression of P&S staff, and iv) Maternity up-take and length.
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Figure 4.8: Mean age of AHSSBL A&R staff by grade and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 4.10: Box and whisker plot showing age ranges of A&R staff by discipline, grade and gender (2020/21)

Intersection with ethnicity

For both men and women, international minority ethnic representation has increased steadily
since 2014/15, with female representation rates broadly equivalent to male representation in
AHSSBL, but approximately half of male rates in STEMM. UK minority ethnic representation is
similar for women and men, and generally stable over time (Figure 4.11).
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e For both men and women, international minority ethnic representation decreases as seniority in-
creases, unlike UK minority ethnic representation, which is relatively stable across grades (Figure

4.12).

e Overall, female minority ethnic representation is lower than male minority ethnic representation
at AHSSBL L7 and STEMM L4, L5 and L7, primarily driven by differences in international minority
ethnic representation. The differences are statistically significant for STEMM L4 and L5 (both ¥?,

P<.001).

e These data suggest barriers to progression for international minority ethnic staff, irrespective of
gender. It is not clear whether this is an issue of retention or progression; this will be considered

in our upcoming REC submission.

b 20%

= 18% 53

'S 16%

T 14%

Q 0

Z12% 34

’g 10%

€ 8% 19

uno 6% \O~

g 4%

g 2% ]

|S)

g 0%
n [Co] ~ [e0) ()] o
— — — — — o
S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~
< n (o) ~ 0 (o))
i i i i i i
o o o o o o
o o ('] o o o

AHSSBL

=—@— Female, minority ethnicities (international)

@ Male, minority ethnicities (international)

238 ~eo
O

— n © ~ 0 )} o —

~ — — — = — I ~

o < N (o) ~ o0 [)) o

I o i — — — i I

o o o o o o o o

I ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~
STEMM

= O= Female, minority ethnicities (UK)

O= Male, minority ethnicities (UK)

Figure 4.11: Proportion of A&R staff who are from minority ethnicities (international and UK) by discipline and
gender (2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 4.12:

Ethnicity of A&R men and women (International and UK) by discipline, grade and gender (2020/21)
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Academic and research staff on fixed-term, open-ended/permanent and zero-hour contracts by
gender

o 18% fewer A&R staff employed on FTC in 2020/21 compared to 2014/15 whist open-
ended contracts have been maintained at 2014/15 levels.

e Women are less likely than men to be employed on FTCs at most levels.

e Since 2016/17 all women at L6 and L7 in AHSSBL have been employed on OECs.

e FTCs remain predominant at L4, particularly in STEMM.
o 80% of A&R recruitment is to FTCs.

e Around 6% of FTCs are converted to OECs each year, but process is not proactive.

University policy is that appointments will be made or renewed as FTCs only where this can be justified.
Reasons include funding constraints and cover for absence (e.g., family leave, long-term sickness).

Full Time Equivalent

33.3% of all A&R staff (35.5%F, 31.9%M) are employed on FTCs, down from 38.0% (37.8%F,
38.0%M) since 2014/15 as usage of FTCs has reduced in both AHSSBL and STEMM (Figure 4.13).

85.1% of A&R FTCs (84.6%F, 85.5%M) are on the research pathway. Women appear less likely
than men to be employed on FTCs by pathway in AHSSBL and STEMM, but differences are not sta-
tistically significant (Figure 4.17, Figure 4.18, Figure 4.19).

94.8% of A&R FTCs (96.7%F, 93.5%M) are at L4 or STEMM L5. Proportionately fewer women than
men are employed on FTCs at every grade in AHSSBL and STEMM, except among the small num-
ber of FTCs at AHSSBL L5 (Figure 4.14). This pattern is consistent over time (Figure 4.15, Figure
4.16).

AHSSBL shows increased FTC usage at L4 on the education pathway in 2020/21 (Figure 4.15, Fig-
ure 4.18) due to additional short-term recruitment related to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Overall, 80% of A&R recruitment is to FTCs (Figure 4.20), primarily due to research contract fund-
ing constraints.
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Figure 4.13: Number (FPE) of A&R staff employed on FTCs by discipline and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 4.16: Proportion of STEMM A&R staff employed on FTCs by grade and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 4.20: Proportion and number of vacancies advertised by contract type and discipline (2014/15 to 2019/20)
Employees on FTCs with four years’ service and at least one renewal may request conversion to OEC.

e AHSSBL is proportionately more successful than STEMM in converting FTCs to OECs (10.9% and
4.8% average annual conversion, respectively) (Figure 4.21).

e Women appear marginally more likely to be converted from FTC to OEC, but differences are not
statistically significant.

e Of FTC employees in 2014/15 over two-thirds had left the University by 2020/21. Of those still
employed by the University in 2021/21 the majority were on OECs, but a significant minority are
still employed on FTCs (Figure 4.22).
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Figure 4.21: Annual conversion rate of fixed-term contracts to open-ended contracts by gender and discipline
(2015/16 to 2020/21; labels show total number of conversions)
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Figure 4.22: 2020/21 status of A&R staff who were employed on fixed-term contracts in 2014/15 dataset, by
discipline and gender

UoS signed the revised Researcher Development Concordat in November 2020, committing to seeking to
improve job security for researchers through greater use of OECs and implementing more effective re-
deployment processes.

Following submission of our Concordat action plan in November 2021, work has begun on a multi-year
project to increase the use of OECs and to define a better, more proactive policy and procedure for the
conversion of FTCs to OECs, alongside modernised redundancy procedures (Action JS.1).

Action JS.1.1 Work in collaboration with Concordat working group to build an evidence base and
comprehensive understanding of current practice to support next steps.

Action JS.1.2 Update the governance procedures and policies around the redundancy processes to
reduce bureaucracy required.

Action JS.1.3 Agree and introduce strengthened principles and policy on the use of FTCs, updating
associated governance processes, systems, procedures, guidance and training ac-
cordingly.

Action JS.1.4 Redesign FTC to OEC conversion policy and procedures to be more proactive, and

automatic where possible, especially where 4 years’ service is achieved.

Action JS.1.5 Review all staff currently employed on FTCs with >4 years’ service, with a view to of-
fering those eligible an OEC. We aspire to extend this provision further, subject to
the specific provisions agreed as part of JS.1.3.

The University aims to protect security of employment through its redeployment procedure, which was
strengthened in 2019/20. All staff approaching the end of FTCs are automatically added to the redeploy-
ment register three months prior to contract end, giving advance access and priority consideration for
vacancies.

However, data shows that redeployment remains relatively uncommon for A&R staff; approximately
2.5% of A&R vacancies are filled by redeployees, with approximately 6.2% of those ending FTCs rede-
ployed each year (62%F) (Action JS.2).

Action JS.2 Positively promote recently strengthened redeployment policy and associated guid-
ance, with the aim of improving recruiting managers’ perceptions of appointing re-
deployees. Understand the appetite for redeployment from FTC staff.
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Other contract types

The University engages:

e Approximately 100 hourly-paid (ACAP) lecturers (57%F, Figure 4.23) on employment contracts,
delivering teaching and assessment activities, often in niche specialisms.

e Approximately 200 pre-sessional tutors (62%F, Figure 4.25) on short employment contracts each
summer, delivering intensive English language courses for international students preparing to join
degree programmes.

e Approximately 1,000 (predominantly STEMM), postgraduate demonstrators (average 38%F, Fig-
ure 4.27) on casual contracts, developing their skills and experience by delivering teaching-sup-
port activities. Female representation is similar to STEMM PGRs (42%F).

e For ACAPs/PSTs, female representation is similar to AHSSBL L4 (61%F). A majority of ACAPs and a
sizeable minority of PSTs return year-on-year (Figure 4.24, Figure 4.26), many on successive FTCs.
We plan to introduce annualised-hours contracts to improve job security (Action JS.3).

Action JS.3 Develop and introduce tailored annualised-hours contracts (along with associated
systems and guidance) to provide greater certainty and transparency on terms and
conditions of employment and improve job security.
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Figure 4.23: Number (FPE) of hourly-paid lecturers employed by discipline and gender, with female
representation overlaid (2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 4.24: Number of years 2020/21 ACAP lecturers have been employed previously (2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 4.25: Number (FPE) of pre-sessional tutors employed each summer by gender, with female representation
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Figure 4.26: Number of times 2020 pre-sessional tutors have been employed previously (2014 to 2020)
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Figure 4.27: Number (headcount) of postgraduate demonstrators paid each academic year by gender, with
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(iii)  Academic staff by contract function and gender: research-only, research and teaching, and
teaching-only
e Reward Project equalised pathways.

e Proportionately more women have progressed to L7 on ‘focused’ pathways, especially
Education-led.
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L
)
"
L
Q
O
=)

(%}

e Simplified pathway movement process introduced in 2020/21
e Women are generally over-represented on the Education and Research pathways and un-
der-represented on the Balanced pathway.

e Some staff report that progression seems more difficult on focused pathways (particu-
larly Education), although rates are increasing.

In part to address gendered patterns, since 2014/15 the University has designed and implemented -
through the Reward Project - a career pathway structure that recognises and values ‘focused’ career tra-
jectories equally, alongside more traditional mixed portfolios.

A&R staff follow one of four pathways (see Figure 4.1): ‘Balanced’, ‘Education’, ‘Research’ or ‘Enter-
prise’. ‘Balanced’ pathway staff contribute at least 20% education and 20% research. The other path-
ways recognise equally the needs of individuals and the University to focus on particular areas of contri-
bution for significant periods within their careers (see Figure 4.28 and section 5.1(iii)). All staff are ex-
pected to contribute to Leadership, Management and Engagement.

= Balanced pathway

40% Educati LIS
% Education 0% LM (research and teaching)

= Balanced pathway

70% Educati
o Fducation (research and teaching)

= Balanced pathway

20% Ed ti 30% Ent i 20% LME
8 B AN Lol (research and teaching)

= Education pathway

[v) i 9
70% Education 15% LME (education-led)

= Education pathway

o . 0,
80% Education 20% LME (education-led)

15% . = Research pathway
25% Ent
Education o Enterprise (research-led)

= Research pathway

()
20% LME (research-led)

= Enterprise pathway
(enterprise-led)

60% Enterprise 30% Education

Figure 4.28: lllustrative pathway allocations according to areas of contribution
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Figure 4.29: Percentage and number of A&R staff on each pathway by gender and discipline (2020/21)

e Ingeneral, women are over-represented on the Education and Research pathways and under-rep-
resented on the Balanced pathway (Figure 4.29).

e By grade, the Research pathway is largely gender-balanced, but female over-representation on
the Education pathway and under-representation on the Balanced pathway is evident at L5 and
L6 (Figure 4.30, Figure 4.31). These gaps are narrowing at L5 (Figure 4.32, Figure 4.33).

e Pathway divergence is particularly pronounced for part-time women (Figure 4.34, Figure 4.35),
but there are indications some differentials are closing.

e Most progression to L7 is on the Balanced pathway. However, the Reward Project revised and ex-
tended all pathways to L7 enabling, in particular, more women to progress through small but
growing L7 Education pathway membership. Equal numbers of women and men (10 each) have
progressed to L7 via this route since 2014/15, accounting for 1/8" of all female promotions to L7,
compared to 1/16™" of all male promotions to L7.

e We recognise that inflexible contracts/pathway allocations can hamper career development and
progression. In 2020/21 we simplified our pathway movement processes for both in-level moves
and concurrent promotion and pathway movement, as part of wider changes to promotion pro-
cesses to encourage female applicants (see 5.1(iii)).
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Figure 4.30: Percentage of AHSSBL A&R staff on each pathway for each grade, by gender (2020/21)
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Figure 4.31: Percentage of STEMM A&R staff on each pathway for each grade, by gender (2020/21)
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Figure 4.32: Relative likelihood of pathway allocation for AHSSBL A&R staff: female v male (2014/15 to 2020/21).
Positive values indicate higher female representation.
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Figure 4.33: Relative likelihood of pathway allocation for STEMM A&R staff: female v male (2014/15 to 2020/21).
Positive values indicate higher female representation.
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(2014/15 to 2020/21). Positive values indicate higher part-time representation.
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(iv)  Academic leavers by grade and gender

e Turnover of staff on OECs is low, typically <10%.

Headline leaver reasons are collected in all cases.
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Detailed leaver reasons are frequently unknown.

Exit questionnaire completion rates are low.

We collect leaver data through three mechanisms:

e Headline leaver reasons are collected when line managers notify HR that an employee is leaving.
This includes seeking reasons for resignations.

e Since January 2019, leavers have been encouraged (through their leaver confirmation letter and
HR self-service) to complete a more detailed anonymous online exit questionnaire.

e Leavers also have the option of a face-to-face meeting with HR if they would like to provide feed-
back confidentially.

As good practice, leavers are also encouraged to have an exit interview with their line manager, sup-
ported by an HRBP if appropriate.

Turnover

e There are few notable differences in turnover rates for men and women by grade in AHSSBL (Fig-
ure 4.36) or STEMM (Figure 4.37).

e Turnover rates are strongly influenced by pathway (Figure 4.38, Figure 4.39) with researchers
having highest turnover, corresponding with FTC usage (Figure 4.40), however there are no signif-
icant gender differences.

e Annual turnover rates of FTC staff at AHSSBL L4 have dropped from approx. 50% in 2013/14 to
approx. 35% in 2019/20 as usage of FTCs has reduced and average FTC length has increased.

e Turnover of OEC staff is low, typically <10% irrespective of grade, discipline or gender (Figure
4.40).

e Turnover of part-time staff is consistently higher than for full-time staff (Figure 4.41), though dif-
ferences are only statistically significant for men in STEMM, likely to be associate with flexible re-
tirement (see 5.5vi).

40%
35%

0]
m30%0
3
© 25% o0
—
2 20% o
o o) °
£ 15% O o o)
=}
'_
10% Q 0]
° Q. 3 Ooo o @ q ©
- L
5% Q o O
19}
0%
4 N VW N 00 O O S 1 O MNO®WOO < I OWKN 0 O O < I O N 00 O O
~ 4 =+ - -+ 4 N A A H -+ 4 AN A A " AN 1+ N
e - - - e - - - e - e - - - e - e - - -
N < N W N 00 OO N S N W N 000N < N W N 0 OO I NN W N 0 O
L T e T e R e B e DR e R e R e O e TR o TR o IR e T e IR e R e TS o T e B e TR e B e R e T e B e B e B R I o |
O O O OO OO OO OO OO O OO O O OO OoOOoOOoOOoOOoOOoO O O
AN AN AN NN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN NN AN AN AN AN NN AN NN NN NN
Level 4 Level 5 Level 6 Level 7

O—F

<

G)



University of Southampton e Institutional Application e Silver ¢ November 2021

Figure 4.36: Annual turnover rates of AHSSBL A&R staff by grade and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)
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Figure 4.37: Annual turnover rates of STEMM A&R staff by grade and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)
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Figure 4.38: Turnover rates of AHSSBL A&R staff by pathway and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)
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Figure 4.39: Turnover rates of STEMM A&R staff by pathway and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)
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Leaver reasons

e In both AHSSBL and STEMM, for both FTCs and OECs, women are more likely to resign than men
(Table 4.3). The differences are statistically significant for FTC leavers (AHSSBL: x?, P=.049; STEMM

X%, P=

.003). These data could imply women are less willing than men to see FTCs through to con-

clusion, with possible implications for access to contract extensions, contract conversions and re-
deployment provisions. We will test this hypothesis (Action EU.2).

Action EU.2 Conduct quantitative and qualitative cohort (longitudinal) analysis by gender to

identify career choices and career progression differences, and motivating/influenc-
ing factors, over an extended period (10+ years), including: i) Promotion outcomes
over time, ii) Fixed term contract end reasons (women appear more likely to resign),
iii) Progression of P&S staff, and iv) Maternity up-take and length.
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Table 4.3: A&R staff leaver reasons by discipline, contract type and gender (2014/15 to 2019/20 aggregated)

Fixed-Term Contract Open-Ended Contract
Discipline / Leaver Reason (overall
. . Female Male Female \L
most common listed first) e S e R ———
Leavers % Leavers % Leavers % ‘ Leavers ‘ %
Resignation 60 34.7% 38 24.7% 117 76.0% 133 73.5%
End of Fixed-Term Contract 107| 61.8% 109| 70.8% n/a n/a n/a n/a

—

f,n, Retirement 0 0.0% 2 1.3% 17 11.0% 20 11.0%

(%]

E Voluntary Severance 3 1.7% 0 0.0% 12 7.8% 21 11.6%
Dismissal 0 0.0% 4 2.6% 4 2.6% 3 1.7%
Other 3 1.7% 1 0.6% 4 2.6% 4 2.2%
Resignation 327 45.4% 453 38.6% 134 64.7% 189 61.6%
End of Fixed-Term Contract 379 52.6% 689 58.6% n/a n/a n/a n/a

§ Retirement 1 <0.1% 5 <0.1% 40 19.3% 72 23.5%

E Voluntary Severance 2 <0.1% 2 <0.1% 25 12.1% 30 9.8%
Dismissal 3 <0.1% 8 0.1% 8 3.9% 9 2.9%
Other 9 1.2% 18 1.5% 0 0.0% 7 2.3%

Note: Other = Transfer/TUPE, Death in Service, Career Break and No Reason Recorded/Reason Declined

Table 4.4: A&R staff resignation reasons by discipline, contract type and gender (2014/15 to 2019/20 aggregated)

Fixed-Term Contract Open-Ended Contract
Discipline / Leaver Reason (overall
. . Female Male Female %
most common listed first) .- - o - -7
Leavers % Leavers % Leavers % ‘ Leavers ‘ %

Unknown or No Reason Stated 45 75.0% 20 52.6% 60 51.3% 77 57.9%
Relocation 10| 16.6% 9| 23.7% 23| 19.7% 26| 19.5%
Promotion (External) 3 5.0% 4| 10.5% 7 6.0% 15| 11.3%

-
fﬁ Pay 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 5 4.3% 8 6.0%

v
E Work/Life Balance 0 0.0% 2 5.3% 7 6.0% 4 3.0%
Education or Training 1 1.7% 0 0.0% 5 4.3% 1 0.8%
Discontent 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 7 6.0% 0 0.0%
Other 1 1.7% 1 2.6% 3 2.6% 2 1.5%
Unknown or No Reason Stated 197 60.2% 257 56.7% 78 58.2% 112 59.3%
Relocation 59 18.0% 79 17.4% 22| 16.4% 34| 18.0%
Promotion (External) 22 6.7% 41 9.1% 14| 10.4% 13 6.9%
§ Pay 17 5.2% 44 9.7% 5 3.7% 19 10.1%
E Work/Life Balance 16 4.9% 14 3.1% 9 6.7% 6 3.2%
Education or Training 8 2.4% 10 2.2% 1 0.7% 1 0.5%
Discontent 2 0.6% 1 0.2% 1 0.7% 2 1.1%
Other 6 1.8% 7 1.5% 4 3.0% 2 1.1%

Note: Other = Health, Carer Responsibilities and Resignation after Maternity Leave

e Resignation reasons are unknown or not stated for >50%, irrespective of discipline, contract type
or gender (Table 4.4). This is likely a consequence of this information being sought from line man-
agers completing an HR leaver notification, rather than directly from employees.

e Where resignation reasons are reported, women appear slightly more likely to leave, citing
work/life balance than men, who are more likely to leave citing promotion or pay.

e Completion rates of exit questionnaires is low. Since the online questionnaire has been in place, it
has been completed by =17% of A&R leavers. Completion appears higher in STEMM (=22%) than
AHSSBL (=8%), but data are uncertain due to anonymised reporting. No gender data are collected.

cz



University of Southampton e Institutional Application e Silver ¢ November 2021

From the data collected, staff development is the factor with greatest impact on leaving decisions
(Table 4.5).

e We will review our exit questionnaire and data collection processes with the aim of capturing bet-
ter data to inform decision making (Action EU.6).

Action EU.6 Consult with staff to understand reasons for poor completion of exit questionnaires
and resignation reasons on leaver forms, and refresh guidance, training and data col-
lection mode, if required, to improve completion rates and the quality of infor-
mation disclosed.

Table 4.5: A&R staff exit questionnaire responses (January 2019 to July 2021, aggregated)

Discipline / To what extent did ... have an impact on your decision to leave? Has your experience working
Response Reward Development Manager Leadership for the University been...
* Great impact 5/ 13.5% 7| 18.9% 2 5.4% 3 8.1% Negative 2| 54%
é Some impact 9| 24.3% 9| 24.3% 5| 13.5% 10| 27.0% Neutral 10| 27.0%
":i:’ No impact 16| 43.2% 13| 35.1% 23| 62.2% 16| 43.2% Positive 16| 43.2%
< No answer 7| 18.9% 8| 21.6% 7| 18.9% 8| 21.6% No answer 9| 24.3%
* Great impact 40| 21.6% 56| 30.3% 39| 21.1% 18| 9.7% Negative 27| 14.6%
2 | Some impact 51| 27.6% 53| 28.6% 31| 16.8% 32| 17.3% Neutral 35| 18.9%
E No impact 84| 45.4% 58| 31.4% 100| 54.1% 118 | 63.8% Positive 83| 44.9%
@ No answer 10| 5.4% 18| 9.7% 15| 8.1% 17| 9.2% No answer 40| 21.6%

Note: Questionnaire responses are anonymous. Discipline has been estimated from self-reported work area. Gen-
der data not available.
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(v)  Equal pay audits/reviews

2020 Equal Pay Review

e No significant (>5%) pay gaps by grade at University-level; most mean gaps <1%, but some signifi-
cant gaps at lower aggregations (Table 4.6).

e No significant (>5%) pay gaps by professorial band, but overall professorial pay gap (all bands)
rose above 5% in 2020 (Table 4.7).

e Higher proportions of men than women receive additional payments and bonus pay.

Table 4.6: Mean and median pay gaps by gender and grade, from 2020 Equal Pay Review

Academic and Research ‘ Professional and Support Whole University

Mean Median ‘ Mean Median Mean Median
Level 1a - - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Level 1b - - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Level 2a - - +1.7% +2.6% +1.7% +2.6%
Level 2b - - -0.1% -1.5% -0.1% -1.5%
Level 3 - - +0.4% 0.0% +0.4% 0.0%
Level 4 -0.9% -3.0% +1.1% +2.9% -0.4% 0.0%
Level 5 -0.3% 0.0% +2.0% +2.9% +0.5% 0.0%
Level 6 0.0% +0.9% +2.9%
Level 7 +3.4% +1.9%
-- Band A +2.3% +2.0% - - +2.3% +2.0%
--Band B +1.0% +2.0% - - +1.0% +2.0%
--Band C +2.8% +1.0% - - +2.8% +1.0%
Clinical* -

Note 1: In this section, pay gaps preceded by ‘+” favour men; pay gaps preceded by -’ favour women

Note 2: There are 12 clinical grades currently in use by the University; for brevity, only a single line of data is shown
and gaps are not reflective of the detailed position.

Table 4.7: Mean pay gaps by gender for each professorial band, from 2013 to 2020 Equal Pay Reviews

ERE Level 7 Band 2013 2015 2017 2018 2019 2020
Band A (lowest salaries) +1.3% +0.4% +0.6% +0.7% +1.8% +2.3%
Band B -0.8% +0.8% +1.3% +1.6% +0.4% +1.0%
Band C (highest salaries) -2.8% -1.5% -1.8% -1.7% -1.0% +2.8%

4
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Gender Pay Gaps

e Mean gender pay gaps are closing year-on-year, but progress is slowing, and gaps are larger than
sector mean (Figure 4.42). Median pay gaps are changeable, influenced by variable numbers of
casual workers.

e Bonus gaps heavily influenced by high-value NHS-awarded Clinical Excellence Awards, dispropor-
tionately paid to men. Bonus pay accounts for <1% of all pay.

Table 4.8:  The University’s statutory gender pay gap figures

Gender pay gap Mean +20.2% +18.9% +18.8% +17.9%
Median +17.4% +16.2% +18.3% +18.6%

Bonus pay gap Mean +54.1% +60.2% +46.5% +57.1%
Median +50.0% +33.3% +33.3% 0.0%

28%
26%
22% 1204% | [203%

20% '\ — *170%
18% 18.9% N

16% I
5 163% | 16.0%|
14.5%

12%
10%

Mean pay gap

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

—@— UoS: EPR method, mean —@— Uos: GPG method, mean —@— ONS: HE sector, mean

Figure 4.42: |Institutional mean gender pay gap figures as reported in Equal Pay Reviews (EPR) since 2013 and
statutory gender pay gap (GPG) reports since 2017, compared with ONS data for the higher
education sector (Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE), based on hourly earnings for all
higher education sector employees, excluding overtime)

Key priorities
e Increased scrutiny of ‘bonus’ and ‘additional’ payments, addressing equality.
e Revisions to professorial pay review methodology, including specific provision to address equality.

e Review and update reward policies to improve clarity, aid consistency of practice and promote
up-front consideration of equality.
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4.2. PROFESSIONAL AND SUPPORT STAFF DATA

Note: Analysis for section 4.2 has considered AHSSBL, STEMM and PS staff separately. Where there are
meaningful differences by discipline, data is presented accordingly; otherwise presentation is aggre-
gated, or split instead by job family.

(i) Professional and support staff by grade and gender

e Women predominate amongst P&S staff, including in senior roles.

e Gender representation has generally become more balanced since 2014/15.
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e Evidence of leaky pipelines by job family (particularly CAO and TAE) and workforce segre-
gation by age and gender.

e Part-time working clearly reduces with seniority.

e Male part-time working is below sector benchmarks, widening gender differentials.

Women predominate amongst P&S staff (63.2%F). This is typical of the sector benchmark (62.7%F in
2019/20) and stable over time.

e Most P&S staff (67.3%) are in central PS directorates, with 29.2% in STEMM and 3.5% in AHSSBL
departments.

e Female representation tends to be higher in faculties/schools (76.6% AHSSBL, 64.8% STEMM)
than centrally (61.8%) (Figure 4.43).

Overall, there is a female majority (ranging from 52.3% to 74.0%) in all P&S grades, except L1b (33.6%F)
(Figure 4.44, Figure 4.45).

Patterns don’t vary meaningfully by discipline, but by job family, there is evidence of leaky pipelines (Fig-
ure 4.46). In the CAO and TAE job families this manifests itself as significant female under-representa-
tion in senior grades. In the MSA job family (by far the largest numerically), significant female over-rep-
resentation at L2a-L4 gives way to narrower female majorities at L5-7. In most cases, gender representa-
tion has become more balanced since 2014/15 (Figure 4.47).
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Figure 4.43: Number (FPE) of P&S staff by grade and discipline, with female representation overlaid (2020/21)
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Table 4.9: Female representation compared with HESA data for all UK HEIs

2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 | 2019/20 | 2020/21

Southampton - P&S staff 63.2% 63.8% 64.0% 63.7% 64.0% 63.8% 63.2%
HESA - All UK HEIs - Non-academic staff 62.8% 62.7% 62.6% 62.7% 62.8% 62.7%| No data
Difference +0.4pp | +1.1pp| +1.4pp | +1.0pp| +1.2pp| +1.1pp n/a
1000 100%
900 90%
£ 800 80% —
2 g
T 700 70% =
C
2 600 60% =
= €
3 500 50% &
(O] (O]
S 400 40% &
8
2 C
8 300 30% Y
— (O]
E 200 20% o
9| o
100 EEE 10%
ol d|lo|lm| oo B
0 KINNRK OO0 0%
N OMNNOWOOO =N OMNNOWOOOO H N OMNNWWOOO N OMNNOWO O N O O O
T T e T T R T I I e e T T T e T T e T O T T e e T . e O o O T T e e I e R R
B e Tl e i T e T T T e s T - T T e = i T - T - e ey
S LS Y2 RIS SR IS SN 2RILESEIRILSTSESR
O 0O OO0 0000000000000 0D0D0D0DO0D0D0D0D0O0OD0D0D0D0O0OO0OO0OOo
AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN
Level 1a Level 1b Level 2a Level 2b Level 3

BN FFPE DM FPE —@—%F

Figure 4.44: Annual trend in P&S staff FPE by grade and gender, with female representation overlaid (Level 1a to
3,2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 4.45: Annual trend in P&S staff FPE by grade and gender, with female representation overlaid (Level 4 to 7,
2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 4.46: Number (FPE) of P&S staff by grade and job family, with female representation overlaid (2020/21)
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Figure 4.47: P&S staff female representation by job family and grade (2014/15 to 2020/21)

Full-time and part-time working

e Women are far more likely to work part-time than men (41.1%F, 13.5%M). This is typical of the
sector for women (39.5% in 2019/20), but below benchmark for men (17.1% in 2019/20). In both
cases part-time working has increased approx. 3pp relative to the sector since 2014/15 (Table
4.10).

e By grade, gender differences in part-time working are statistically significant at L1b to L5. For both
women and men, part-time working reduces with seniority, and is rare at L7 (Figure 4.48)

e Since 2014/15 there have been slight increases in the proportions of women working part-time at
L2b, L3 and L4, but slight decreases at L5 and L6 (Figure 4.49, Figure 4.50). This may imply re-
duced availability or reduced demand for part-time working at senior levels (Action FF.1).
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Action FF.1.1

Action FF.1.2
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Review evidence and conduct supplementary consultation (e.g., focus groups, listen-
ing sessions, etc.) with senior P&S staff to establish the underlying demand for part-

time and flexible working, and whether this is being satisfied or subdued by existing

policies and working practices.

Develop and implement proposals to address any issues or barriers identified from
the qualitative exercises in FF.1.1.
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Figure 4.50: Percentage of P&S staff working part-time by grade and gender (Levels 4 to 7, 2014/15 to 2020/21).

Table 4.10: Part-time working by gender compared with HESA data for all UK HEls

| 2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 | 2019/20  2020/21 |

@ |Southampton 39.4% 38.9% 40.5% 40.5% 40.5% 41.7% 41.1%
E HESA - All UK HEIs 40.8% 40.7% 40.2% 40.1% 39.9% 39.5% | No data
= Difference -1.4pp -1.8pp| +0.3pp +0.4pp| +0.6pp| +2.2pp n/a
o Southampton 11.1% 12.7% 12.0% 11.9% 12.9% 13.7% 13.5%
f§° HESA - All UK HEIs 17.2% 17.3% 17.2% 17.1% 17.3% 17.1%| No data

Difference -6.1pp -4.6pp -5.2pp -5.2pp -4.4pp -3.4pp n/a

Intersection with age

e Mean and median ages of women are higher than men at L1-3 and lower than men at L4-6 (Fig-
ure 4.51, Figure 4.52, Figure 4.53), suggesting workforce segregation and different career choices

and trajectories by gender.
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Figure 4.51: Mean age of P&S staff by grade and gender (Levels 1a to 3, 2014/15 to 2020/21).
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Figure 4.53: Box and whisker plot showing age ranges of P&S staff by grade and gender (2020/21)

Intersection with ethnicity

Minority ethnic representation has tended to increase slightly since 2014/15.
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e Gender is not a significant factor (Figure 4.55).
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Minority ethnic representation is highest at L1a and decreases with seniority. There is little or no

minority ethnic representation at L6 and L7.

The CAO job family has significantly higher minority ethnic representation than MSA or TAE (Fig-
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Ethnicity of P&S men and women (International and UK) by grade and gender (2020/21)
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(i)  Professional and support staff on fixed-term, open-ended/permanent and zero-hour contracts by

gender

e FTC usage low in Professional Services, declining slightly in AHSSBL.

e No statistically significant gendered patterns in FTC usage.
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e FTC usage highest in STEMM and largely unchanged since 2014/15.

School-based P&S staff are more likely to be employed on FTCs than centrally-based staff (AHSSBL
22.8% FTC, STEMM 32.1% FTC, PS 10.5% FTC), reflecting funding arrangements.

e Women appear more likely to be FTC at L2b, L3 and L4 in AHSSBL and STEMM, together account-

ing for over half (50.3%) of all P&S FTCs (Figure 4.56, Figure 4.57), but differences are not statisti-
cally significant

e FTC usage has declined slightly in AHSSBL and remained largely unchanged in STEMM and PS,
apart from an increase in PS FTCs in 2020/21 related to the pandemic (Figure 4.57).
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Figure 4.56: Number (FPE) of P&S men and women employed on FTCs by discipline and grade (2020/21)
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Figure 4.57: Percentage of P&S staff employed on FTCs by discipline, grade and gender (2020/21).
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Figure 4.58: Percentage of all P&S staff employed on FTCs by discipline and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21).
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Figure 4.59: Percentage of part-time P&S staff employed on FTCs by discipline and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21).

e FTC usage is similar for full-time (Figure 4.58) part-time (Figure 4.59) staff. Differences by gender
are not statistically significant.

e Increased Professional Services FTC usage in 2020/21 is related to the pandemic.

Other contract types

e The University engages casual workers (56%F) through its UniWorkforce function for a range of
short-term (max. 12 weeks) or irregular assighments, e.g., open days, catering, cleaning, adminis-
trative work. Many causal workers are University students.

e Assignments of >12 weeks require standard employment contracts. Requests to extend UniWork-
force assignments beyond 12 weeks are assessed on a case-by-case basis.
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(iii)  Professional and support staff leavers by grade and gender

e Turnover of staff on OECs is low, typically around 10%.

e Headline leaver reasons are collected in all cases.
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e Detailed leaver reasons are frequently unknown.

e Exit questionnaire completion rates are low.

Data collection and exit processes are as described in 4.1(iv).
Turnover

e There is substantial year-on-year variation in turnover rates, but no significant differences over
time (Figure 4.60 and Figure 4.61) or by discipline or gender (Figure 4.62), once small sample
sizes are disregarded.

e High turnover is apparent in FTC roles, particularly at L1a-L2b (Figure 4.63). Gender differences
are not significant.

e Turnover of part-time men is consistently higher than part-time women, significantly so at L5 (x?,
P<.001), believed to be linked to flexible retirement (Figure 4.64).

50%

45% @

40% [®)

35% o © e}

30% Q

25% \ o A ° / :)/-KQ e

20% /5\. Q

15% b © \—kg/g‘ﬁxo
o

10%
5%
0%

Turnover rate

< N OO O TN OMNOOODODOO TWM OMNOOOODO WM ONOO TN OMNO O O

™ =~ =~ o = AN AN A AN A AN =N

M <IN O~NO0O O N TN ONODOO N TN ONOOMST N ONOOMNM S N O 0O

D e I e T e e T e T e T I e e T e T e T e T s T e T e T e T e T e T e T e e T e e T e T e T e T e T e e e T e T e I

O O O O OO0 0000000000000 0000000D000D0O0OO0OOoOOoOOo

N AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN NN NN AN AN AN NN NN NN
Level 1a Level 1b Level 2a Level 2b Level 3

——F —O0—M

Figure 4.60: Turnover of P&S staff by grade and gender (Level 1a to 3, 2013/14 to 2019/20)
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Figure 4.61: Turnover of P&S staff by grade and gender (Level 4 to 7, 2013/14 to 2019/20)
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Figure 4.62: Average annual turnover of P&S staff by discipline, grade and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)
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Figure 4.63: Average annual turnover of P&S staff by contract type, grade and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20
aggregated)
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Leaver reasons

Table 4.11: P&S staff leaver reasons by discipline, contract type and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20 aggregated)

Fixed-Term Contract Open-Ended Contract
Discipline / Leaver Reason (overall
. . Female Male Female Male
most common listed first)
Leavers Leavers
Resignation 22| 43.1% 2 11.8% 32 76.2% 10, 83.3%
End of Fixed-Term Contract 29 56.9% 13 76.4% n/a n/a n/a n/a
|
f,n, Retirement 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 9.5% 0 0.0%
v
E Voluntary Severance 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6| 14.3% 1 8.3%
Dismissal 0 0.0% 2| 11.8% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Resignation 169| 53.7% 71| 32.4% 155| 68.0% 63| 52.5%
End of Fixed-Term Contract 131 41.6% 136| 62.1% n/a n/a n/a n/a
§ Retirement 6 1.9% 4 1.8% 32 14.0% 34 28.3%
E Voluntary Severance 1 0.3% 4 1.8% 7 3.1% 14 11.7%
Dismissal 5 1.6% 3 1.4% 27| 11.8% 9 7.5%
Other 3 1.0% 1 0.5% 7 3.1% 0 0.0%
Resignation 127 | 51.2% 52 51.0% 827| 80.8% 539 79.4%
§ End of Fixed-Term Contract 109| 44.0% 44| 43.1% n/a n/a n/a n/a
.qE, Retirement 4 1.6% 1 1.0% 114| 11.1% 57 8.4%
l’_z Voluntary Severance 2 0.8% 0 0.0% 34 3.3% 28 4.1%
9]
& | Dismissal 3 1.2% 2 2.0% 38 3.7% 45 6.6%
Other 3 1.2% 3 2.9% 11 1.1% 10 1.5%

Note: Other = Transfer/TUPE, Death in Service, Career Break and No Reason Recorded/Reason Declined

e Among school-based P&S staff on FTCs, women’s exit reasons are significantly more likely to be
resignation than men (x?, P<.001), mirroring A&R staff observations (see 4.1(iv)). There are no
significant differences in leaver reasons by gender for PS staff (Table 4.11).

e Excluding unknowns, relocation is the most common resignation reason followed by promotion,
pay and work-life balance (Table 4.12). Men are more likely to resign due to promotion or pay
and women for work-life balance. Gender differences are statistically significant.

e Completion of exit questionnaires is low (=30%). No gender data are collected (Action EU.6).
From the data collected, reward and staff development are the factors with greatest impact on
leaving decisions (Table 4.13).

Action EU.6 Consult with staff to understand reasons for poor completion of exit questionnaires
and resignation reasons on leaver forms, and refresh guidance, training and data col-
lection mode, if required, to improve completion rates and the quality of infor-
mation disclosed.
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Table 4.12: P&S staff resignation reasons by discipline, contract type and gender (2014/15 to 2019/20 aggregated)

Fixed-Term Contract Open-Ended Contract
Discipline / Leaver Reason (overall F | Mal . | Mal
most common listed first) | remale | 2 NVale | remale | ale
Leavers % Leavers % Leavers % ‘ Leavers ‘ %
Unknown or No Reason Stated 17 77.3% 1 50.0% 13 40.6% 5 50.0%
Relocation 2 9.1% 1 50.0% 4 12.5% 1 10.0%
Promotion (External) 2 9.1% 0 0.0% 2 6.3% 1 10.0%

—

2 | pay 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 6.3% 0 0.0%

(%2]

E Work/Life Balance 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 5 15.6% 0 0.0%
Education or Training 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 9.4% 1 10.0%
Discontent 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 3.1% 1 10.0%
Other 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 6.3% 1 10.0%
Unknown or No Reason Stated 95 56.2% 43 61.4% 70 45.8% 44 69.8%
Relocation 22 13.0% 9 12.9% 25 16.3% 4 6.3%
Promotion (External) 5 3.0% 3 4.3% 13 8.5% 6 9.5%

§ Pay 9 5.3% 3 4.3% 11 7.2% 6 9.5%

E Work/Life Balance 6 3.6% 1 1.4% 14 9.2% 2 3.2%
Education or Training 13 7.7% 8 11.4% 8 5.2% 0 0.0%
Discontent 7 4.1% 0 0.0% 4 2.6% 1 1.6%
Other 12 7.1% 3 4.3% 8 5.2% 0 0.0%
Unknown or No Reason Stated 75 59.1% 34 65.4% 465 56.7% 321 59.6%

§ Relocation 19 15.0% 5 9.6% 84 10.2% 57 10.6%

g Promotion (External) 8 6.3% 6 11.5% 66 8.0% 41 7.6%

‘_u; Pay 9 7.1% 4 7.7% 39 4.8% 41 7.6%

_5 Work/Life Balance 4 3.1% 0 0.0% 60 7.3% 27 5.0%

"

§ Education or Training 2 1.6% 1 1.9% 25 3.0% 19 3.5%

g Discontent 3 2.4% 1 1.9% 13 1.6% 11 2.0%
Other 7 5.5% 1 1.9% 68 8.3% 22 4.1%

Note: Other = Health, Carer Responsibilities and Resignation after Maternity Leave

Table 4.13:  P&S staff exit questionnaire responses (January 2019 to July 2021, aggregated)

Discipline / To what extent did ... have an impact on your decision to leave? Has your experience working
Response Reward Development Manager Leadership for the University been...
S Great impact 48| 25.1% 51| 26.7% 26| 13.6% 21| 11.0% Negative 21| 11.0%
g Some impact 55| 28.83% 57| 29.8% 40| 20.9% 45| 23.5% Neutral 35| 18.3%
“é No impact 72| 37.7% 52| 27.2% 93| 48.7% 94| 49.2% Positive 86| 45.0%
e No answer 16 8.4% 31| 16.2% 32| 16.8% 31| 16.2% No answer 49| 25.7%

Note: Questionnaire responses are anonymous. Gender data not available.
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5. SUPPORTING AND ADVANCING WOMEN’S CAREERS
SECTION WORD COUNT: 7,505 WORDS; RUNNING TOTAL: 12,537 WORDS
5.1. KEY CAREER TRANSITION POINTS: ACADEMIC STAFF
(i) Recruitment
Process

Job descriptions, advert text, shortlisting criteria and interview questions developed using best-
practice guidelines and reviewed by HR for bias/gendered-language/inclusivity.

Many departments showcase flexibility and encourage applications from under-represented
groups.

Since 2019, we provide support for drafting inclusive, gender-neutral advert text and identifying
positive advertising options, via our recruitment agency, TMP. This has been effective; in Physics a
new style advertisement led to a female hire, who reports that the advertisement stood out.
Recruiting managers are encouraged to offer/consider flexible working. Part-time or job-share
appointments are made for roles advertised as full-time (Table 5.1) with examples in 19 of 22
schools.

When using executive search agencies for senior appointments (see Table 5.7), we ensure firms
have a Voluntary Code of Conduct in place, per the Davies Report.

Panels should include at least one woman and one man, and ideally be gender-balanced; this is
generally achieved in AHSSBL, but not STEMM (Table 5.2). Panellists must have completed EDI
training (see 5.3(i)).

Recruitment and Selection training has been incorporated into our new Line Manager Develop-
ment Programme (see 5.3(i)) with facilitated learning supplemented by comprehensive toolkits
and guidance.

Complementing this, a project is underway (Action IR.1) developing over 160 Super-Recruiters
across the University, supported by senior sponsors, with the resources and training to:

o ensure an inclusive approach to all recruitment activity

o provide guidance and advice (recognising half of recruiting managers recruit, at most, once
a year)
challenge unconscious bias and poor practice
explore and share good practice

influence change

o O O O

within the project, we are also developing e-Recruit to include an embedded gender de-
coder and the ability to conduct blind shortlisting.

Shortlisting uses standardised merit-based scoring.
Interviews are arranged to accommodate applicants’ needs.
Equal opportunities data are collected at application and held confidentially.

Application/interview feedback is provided to all candidates on request.
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Areas for improvement

e Data from AHSSBL (Table 5.3, Table 5.4) and STEMM (Table 5.5, Table 5.6) underline that proac-
tive action is needed to encourage female applicants, especially for L6, L7 and senior appoint-
ments (Table 5.7). In most cases, women are more likely to be shortlisted and appointed than
men (Figure 5.1), implying a shortfall in female applications. (Action IR.2)

e Only 2/3rds of SDS2019 respondents believe recruitment is fair and transparent with respect to
gender, with women less likely to agree (Figure 5.2). We will do more to promote inclusive re-
cruitment and increase the visibility of our recruitment processes. (Action IR.3).

Action IR.1

Action IR.2

Action IR.3.2

Action IR.3.1

Ensure consistency and consideration of EDI in all recruitment activity, initially using
a cohort of 'super recruiters' who will act as ‘critical friends' throughout the recruit-
ment process, ensuring awareness of unconscious bias and offering guidance for
best inclusive recruitment practice. [Sub-actions shown in full action plan].

Increase female application rates at recruitment through the development of re-
sources, capture and communication of data, and best practice sharing. [Sub-actions
shown in full action plan].

Create internal recruitment SharePoint site to showcase inclusive recruitment pro-
cesses and offer visibility of executive recruitment processes and ensure that inclu-
sive recruitment processes are embedded within system guidance, advert templates
and recruitment training for new managers. Super recruiters to advocate inclusive
recruitment practices at faculty/service level.

Investigate the use and publication of KPIs in relation to inclusive recruitment
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Recruitment data

Table 5.1: Number and proportion of A&R vacancies advertised as full-time but appointed on a part-time or
job-share basis, by discipline and year. Includes new starters and internal appointments.
AHSSBL

M as % of FT as % of FT

vacancies vacancies
2020/21 (part-year) 3 1 5.8% 2 2.3%
2019/20 1 1 2.9% 6 4 2.9%
2018/19 3 = 4.4% 10 2 3.2%
2017/18 - - 0.0% 1 1 0.5%
2016/17 1 1 3.8% 9 1 2.6%
2015/16 1 2 2.7% 3 2.8%
2014/15 4 - 4.1% 4 2 1.5%
Overall 15 5 3.8% 45 15 2.3%

Table 5.2:  A&R recruitment panel composition (2014/15 to 2020/21)
2014/ 2015/ 2016/ 2017/ 2018/ 2019/ 2020/

Measure
15 16 17 18 20 21
Number of vacancies advertised* 173 184 146 147 121 118 123
Sﬁt’ﬁﬂtg‘ztoizzug:g:g panels 93% 84% 86% 88% 80% 92% 87%
— . .
§ Gendler:)alance of all shortlisting 50% 43% 23% 48% 36% 43% 42%
E panels (%F)
P f intervi |
W‘T{Ez:t;iit°or'::$c‘)’$; panels 94% 89% 87% 91% 85% 93% 87%
S:::Iir(;ilfnce RIETInEEs 49% 43% 43% 49% 37% 43% 42%
0
Number of vacancies advertised* 484 521 399 451 425 383 422
;f{ﬁz:tf;ii:’;::z:g:::g GEIEES 67% 65% 62% 61% 62% 64% 64%
E . .
s S:::Iir(;i')"’mce of all shortlisting 38% 36% 34% 35% 35% 37% 35%
w (]
-
= —
cjtrﬁzrlt;gaifi:]"etj;:ﬁ; CELCS 68% 67% 63% 63% 63% 65% 66%
S:::Er(;i';nce of all interview 38% 36% 34% 36% 35% 37% 36%
0

Note: Vacancies data includes all advertisements, including re-advertisements of the same role. Panel data excludes 15-20% of
vacancies where information on panel composition is incomplete.
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Percentage Female
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Figure 5.1: Female representation at each recruitment stage, by grade and discipline (2014/15 to 2020/21

aggregated)
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Figure 5.2:  Positive responses to recruitment-related questions in SDS2019
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Figure 5.3:  Proportion and number of A&R vacancies advertised by working pattern and discipline (2014/15 to

2019/20)
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AHSSBL data
Table 5.3:  AHSSBL A&R staff recruitment by year and gender (2014/15 to 2019/20)

Year Apps Shortlist Offer Appoint ShAo:)t::t/ Sg:i::l{c, s A|:£;¢:::t/ AT:’;:V
n F 983 196 82 73 [19.9%] 41.8% 89.0% 7.4%
EEY) 1,164 192 75 67 [16.5%] 39.1% 89.3% 5.8%
] %F 45.8% 50.5% 52.2% 52.1% - - - -
© F 826 200 68 63 [24.2%] 34.0% 92.6% [7.6%]
E M 1,255 237 73 64 [18.9%] 30.8% 87.7% [5.1%]
] %F 39.7% 45.8% 48.2% 49.6% - - - -
N F 478 111 40 37 [23.2%] 36.0% 92.5% [7.7%]
E M 730 106 34 29 [14.5%] 32.1% 85.3% [4.0%]
] %F 39.6% 51.2% 54.1% 56.1% - - - -
® F 454 138 43 43 [30.4%] 31.2% [100.0%] 9.5%
E M 598 131 48 40 [21.9%] 36.6% [83.3%] 6.7%
] %F 43.2% 51.3% 47.3% 51.8% - - - -
o F 402 95 37 28 23.6% 38.9% 75.7% 7.0%
E M 789 167 53 41 21.2% 31.7% 77.4% 5.2%
] %F 33.8% 36.3% 41.1% 40.6% - - - -
] F 452 127 44 41 [28.1%] 34.6% 93.2% [9.1%]
§ M 747 155 42 37 [20.7%)] 27.1% 88.1% [5.0%]
] %F 37.7% 45.0% 51.2% 52.6% - - - -
= F 3,595 867 314 285 [24.1%] 36.2% [90.8%] [7.9%]
g Y| 5,283 988 325 278 [18.7%] 32.9% [85.5%] [5.3%]
° %F 40.5% 46.7% 49.1% 50.6% - - - -

Note: Differences between pairs marked in square brackets are significant at P<.05

Women are significantly more likely to be shortlisted (x?, P<.001) and appointed having received an
offer (x?, P=.041). They are slightly more likely to receive an offer having been shortlisted.

Table 5.4: AHSSBL A&R staff recruitment by grade and gender (2014/15 to 2019/20 aggregated)
. . Shortlist/ Offer/ Appoint/ | Appoint/
Year Apps Shortlist Offer Appoint . Shortlist Offer .
< F 2,086 535 205 194 [25.6%] 38.3% 94.6% [9.3%]
g M 2,546 506 167 151 [19.9%] 33.0% 90.4% [5.9%]
~  %F 45.0% 51.4% 55.1% 56.2% - - - -
n F 1,043 218 74 68 [20.9%] 33.9% 91.9% [6.5%]
g M 1,773 258 76 65 [14.6%] 29.5% 85.5% [3.7%]
= | %F 37.0% 45.8% 49.3% 51.1% - - - -
@ F 369 83 25 16 22.5% 30.1% 64.0% 4.3%
g M 706 165 59 44 23.4% 35.8% 74.6% 6.2%
= | %F 34.3% 33.5% 29.8% 26.7% - - - -
~ F 97 31 10 7 32.0% 32.3% 70.0% 7.2%
g M 258 59 23 18 22.9% 39.0% 78.3% 7.0%
= | %F 27.3% 34.4% 30.3% 28.0% - - - -

Note: Differences between pairs marked in square brackets are significant at P<.05

Among applicants %F falls with seniority.

At L4 and L5 women are significantly more likely to be shortlisted (L4: X2, P<0.001; L5: ¥, P<0.001)
and appointed (L4: ¥, P<0.001; L5: x%, P=0.001) than men. Patterns are less clear at L6 and L7.
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STEMM data
Table 5.5:  STEMM A&R staff recruitment by year and gender (2014/15 to 2019/20; excludes ACAP/PST)

Year Apps Shortlist Offer Appoint ShAo:)trl’:t/ Sg:tilrlls s A|:£;¢:::t/ AT:’;:V
n F 1,285 420 173 162 [32.7%] 41.2% 93.6% [12.6%]
E M 3,456 680 260 233 [19.7%] 38.2% 89.6% [6.7%]
] %F 27.1% 38.2% 40.0% 41.0% - - - -
© F 1,510 519 232 220 [34.4%] [44.7%] [94.8%] [14.6%]
E M 3,299 731 271 241 [22.2%] [37.1%] [88.9%] [7.3%]
] %F 31.4% 41.5% 46.1% 47.7% - - - -
N F 879 294 143 131 [33.4%] 48.6% 91.6% [14.9%)]
E M 2,444 593 248 220 [24.3%] 41.8% 88.7% [9.0%]
] %F 26.5% 33.1% 36.6% 37.3% - - - -
© F 1,084 406 173 156 [37.5%] 42.6% 90.2% [14.4%)]
E M 2,456 605 245 207 [24.6%] 40.5% 84.5% [8.4%]
] %F 30.6% 40.2% 41.4% 43.0% - - - -
o F 1,003 375 148 131 [37.4%] 39.5% 88.5% [13.1%]
E M 2,329 544 202 167 [23.4%] 37.1% 82.7% [7.2%]
] %F 30.1% 40.8% 42.3% 44.0% - - - -
] F 1,174 332 147 132 [28.3%] [44.3%] 89.8% [11.2%]
5 M 2,792 530 184 166 [19.0%] [34.7%] 90.2% [5.9%]
] %F 29.6% 38.5% 44.4% 44.3% - - - -
= F 6,935 2,346 1,016 932 [33.8%] [43.3%] [91.7%] [13.4%]
g Y| 16,776 3,683 1,410 1,234 [22.0%] [38.3%] [87.5%] [7.4%]
° %F 29.2% 38.9% 41.9% 43.0% - - - -

Note: Differences between pairs marked in square brackets are significant at P<.05

e Women are significantly more likely to be shortlisted (x? P<0.001), receive an offer (x?, P<0.001),
be appointed (x?, P<0.001) and be appointed having received an offer (x?, P=0.001). The patterns
in shortlisting and appointments (as a proportion of applicants) are significant in every individual

year.
Table 5.6: STEMM A&R staff recruitment by grade and gender (2014/15 to 2019/20 aggregated)
Apps Shortlist Offer Appoint Sh:;t;:t/ Sg:?:;é . A':;(;;:t/ AT:';:U

< F 5,258 1,861 793 737 [35.4%] [42.6%] [92.9%] [14.0%]
g M 12,169 2,830 1,101 975 [23.3%] [38.9%] [88.6%] [8.0%]
= | %F 30.2% 39.7% 41.9% 43.0% - - - -
w | F 1,139 351 163 148 [30.8%] [46.4%] 90.8% [13.0%]
g M 2,803 531 206 174 [18.9%] [38.8%] 84.5% [6.2%]
= | %F 28.9% 39.8% 44.2% 46.0% - - - -
o | F 447 115 49 38 [25.7%] [42.6%] 77.6% [8.5%]
g M 1,484 254 72 57 [17.1%] [28.3%] 79.2% [3.8%]
= | %F 23.1% 31.2% 40.5% 40.0% - - - -
~ F 91 19 11 9 20.9% 57.9% 81.8% 9.9%
g M 320 68 31 28 21.3% 45.6% 90.3% 8.8%
= | %F 22.1% 21.8% 26.2% 24.3% - - - -

Note: Differences between pairs marked in square brackets are significant at P <.05

e Among applicants %F falls with seniority.
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e AtL4, L5 and L6 women are significantly more likely to be shortlisted (L4: x?, P<0.001; L5: ¥,
P<0.001; L6: x2, P<0.001), receive an offer (L4: X2, P=.011; L5: x%, P=.024; L6: x?, P=0.007) and ap-
pointed (L4: ¥, P<0.001; L5: x?, P<0.001; L6: x2, P<0.001) than men. At L4 women are also signifi-
cantly more likely to be appointed having received an offer (x%, P=0.001).

e AtL7, men are slightly more likely to be shortlisted than women, but less likely to receive an offer.
The differences are not statistically significant.

Senior recruitment

Concerted efforts are made to attract diverse applicants and secure high-quality, gender-balanced
longlists and shortlists (Table 5.7). Our chosen executive search partner, TalentEdu, specialize in this
area. Adverts highlight our commitment to inclusivity, including job-share options. Appointment com-
mittees are gender representative, fully briefed and supported by HR.

Table 5.7:

Gender breakdown of recent senior recruitment exercises via executive searches

. . Longlist/ | Shortlist/ | Shortlist/
Longl hortl
onglist Shortlist o el RS
F 23 3 2 13.0% 66.6% 8.7%
Senior Vice-President (Academic)
. M 29 9 4 31.0% 44.4% 13.8%
(Male appointment)
%F 44.2% 25.0% 33.3% - - -
F 63
Vice-President (International) .
) M 66 Recruitment paused due to COVID-19
(Not yet appointed)
%F 48.9%
Dean of Engineering and Physical F 4 2 2 [50.0%] 100.0% 50.0%
Sciences M 49 4 3 [8.2%)] 75.0% 6.1%
(Male appointment) %F 7.6% 33.3% 40.0% - - -
F 6 1 1 16.7% 100.0% 16.7%
Dean of Social Sciences
. M 26 5 2 19.2% 40.0% 7.7%
(Female appointment)
%F 18.2% 16.7% 33.3% - - -
F 17 3 3 17.6% 100.0% 17.6%
Vice-President (Operations)
. M 37 5 2 13.5% 40.0% 5.4%
(Female appointment)
%F 31.5% 37.5% 60.0% - - -
Dean of Environmental and Life Sci- F 10 3 2 30.0% 66.7% 20.0%
ences M 21 4 2 19.0% 50.0% 9.5%
(Not yet appointed) %F 32.3% 42.9% 50.0% - - -
Vice-President (Education and Stu- F 15 7 4 46.7% 57.1% 26.7%
dent Experience) M 20 1 0 5.0% 0.0% 0.0%
(Not yet appointed) %F 42.9% 87.5% 100.0% - - -
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(ii)  Induction
The process described is the same for A&R and P&S staff (see 5.2(i)).

University Induction

Regular University induction workshops, led by a member of UEB, provide new staff opportunities to
learn about the University community, strategy, key policies and our Southampton Behaviours. During
the pandemic, a Welcome e-Learning replaced these workshops, covering similar subject matter.

Feedback is generally positive (Table 5.8), but uptake is low (Table 5.9). Responses to CROS indicate that
local/departmental induction is more valued and visible than university induction (Figure 5.4) (Action
CD.1).

Table 5.8:  Anonymous feedback for University induction workshops (January 2019 to March 2020; not col-

lected by gender or A&R/P&S)

Question Average Score

How useful did you find the workshop? 3.7 / 5.0 (74% positive)
4.2 /5.0 (84% positive)
4.4 /5.0 (88% positive)
3.9 /5.0 (78% positive)
4.0 /5.0 (80% positive)

Did the workshop broaden your knowledge of the University of Southampton?

Do you now have a better understanding of our strategy?

To what extent did the workshop meet your expectations?

Would you recommend this workshop to other new starters?

Table 5.9: Number of A&R staff taking up University induction or Welcome elLearning by gender and year
2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 @ 2019/20 | 2020/21
Female 26 43 31 13 38 16 -
New Staff Induction
Male 20 49 29 19 41 18 -
Female - - - - - - 23
Welcome eLearning
Male - - - - - - 30
Female 19.1% 28.6% 25.8% 13.6% 24.9% 11.8% 29.5%
Uptake rate
Male 11.1% 24.2% 19.1% 12.6% 20.8% 10.0% 32.6%

Local and Departmental Induction

New staff are directed to our Induction Portal (high usage: 1,460 unique users between December 2019
and August 2021), containing information to support staff preparing to join us, and during their first
months.

e Before joining: Practical information (e.g., travel, relocation) and early IT access.

e First Week: An Induction Checklist sets out key items and ‘domestics’ to be covered: H&S, work-
place familiarisation, reasonable adjustments, mandatory training etc. Many departments aug-
ment this with local checklists/induction packs.

e First Month: A Personal Induction Programme is expected, with a structured timetable of meet-
ings and events tailored to the employee’s needs.

e Thereafter, formal expectations and objectives are defined through probation.

For A&R staff, the portal provides additional information about relevant development (e.g., CHEP,
PGCAP, PREP; see 5.3(i), 5.3(iii)), quality standards and sources of academic support.

The portal includes guidance and advice for managers and stresses that inductions are also beneficial for
career break/family leave returners and newly-promoted or transferred staff.

Individual departments have additional support, including reduced teaching/administration loads, local
induction workshops, mentoring/buddy arrangements and management compliance/effectiveness

checks.
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There is no central mechanism to record/verify that the local/departmental induction has been com-

pleted, or that it has achieved its aims (Action CD.2).
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

Local induction Departmental University Local induction Departmental University
induction induction induction induction
CROS 2017 CROS 2019

m Useful mNotuseful M Notoffered [ONot taken
Figure 5.4:  Usefulness of induction, as reported in CROS 2017 and CROS 2019 (no gender breakdown available)

Action CD.1 Understand low uptake of University induction. Clarify purpose. Revise content, for-
mat as required.

Action CD.2 Introduce ‘New Starter Questionnaires’ as a means of collecting data on up-
take/completion of different elements of induction and probation, so that we can
understand their value, and analyse for any differences in experience by gender.
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Promotion

We have made substantial progress enhancing the clarity, accessibility and fairness of our promotion
process:

Promotion is built around our four career pathways (Balanced, Education, Research, Enterprise),
which recognise and value ‘focused’ career trajectories equally, alongside ‘balanced’ academic
portfolios (see 4.1(iii)).

Expectations and promotion criteria are clearly detailed in Contribution Matrices for each path-
way and level. All pathways recognise contributions towards Leadership, Management and En-
gagement (including administrative, pastoral and outreach work).

Annual launch event, hosted by a Vice-President, provides process information, advice and Q&A.
Events are recorded, available online for maximum accessibility.

Our promotion website (high usage: 1,515 unique users since February 2018 refresh) provides
comprehensive information and resources to support applicants, decision-makers and administra-
tors.

Recognising lower female application rates (but good success rates) are a consistent theme (see
Figure 5.5 to Figure 5.10), and that applicants seek greater support in developing their applica-
tions, in 2021/22 we introduced:

o Academic Career Development Committees in every school identify potential promotion ap-
plicants, actively encourage applications and assign mentors, especially among women and
under-represented groups (Action CD.3). Early data are positive: 47% of 2021/22 L5 and L6
applicants are female, well above the average since 2016/17 (39%F).

o Non-decision-making School-level panels to provide constructive feedback on applications
prior to submission (Action CD.3).

o Diversity dashboards to help leadership teams develop local plans to address shortfalls.

Action CD.3 Monitor and evaluate the impact of the introduction of Academic Career Develop-

ment Committees, non-decision-making School-level panels and Covid mitigations
over the course of the 2021/22, 2022/23 and 2023/24 promotion rounds, with par-
ticular focus on female application and success rates, and qualitative perceptions of
the promotion process. Refine processes and introduce changes as required.

Applications are submitted to Faculty Review Panels (FRP), comprising the Dean, Associate Deans,
Heads of School and the HRBP. FRPs ensure applicants are meeting the promotion criteria relative
to their discipline. If supported, L6 and L7 cases proceed to interview. L5 promotions are directly
determined by FRPs.

Interview panels comprise the Chair (Dean for L6; Vice-President for L7), two internal-to-faculty
members, one external-to-faculty member (for wider consistency/perspective), the applicant’s
HoS (as advocate/observer) and an HRBP. Panels must include at least one member from groups
under-represented in the academic area.

Promotion outcomes are moderated by the Academic Promotions Advisory Group (APAG), com-

prising the Vice-Chancellor (Chair), Vice-Presidents (Education/Research and Enterprise/Interna-
tional), representatives of each faculty and the Executive Director HR. Successful promotions are
ratified by Senate and Council.

Pay on promotion moves to the lowest point of the new grade.

All applicants are offered feedback to support development and future applications. Applicants
can apply for promotion in successive years.
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For expediency in retaining exceptional talent, promotion cases can be considered “out-of-
rounds”, subject to the same APAG oversight. 4% of promotion cases were considered out-of-
rounds between 2013/14 and 2019/20. Although well-established, this process is not clearly doc-
umented, and A&R staff perceive it’s neither fair nor transparent (Action TA.1). Cases are dispro-
portionately male (72.1%M) and disproportionately successful (Overall:83.6%; F:100.0%;
M:77.3%).

Action TA.1 Document and publish the University’s out-of-rounds promotion process on the pro-

motion website. Provide a regularly updated, anonymised summary of the numbers
of cases and aggregate outcomes of both in-round and out-of-rounds applications.

Additional support for applicants and assessors to promote equality:

Since 2019, all prospective promotion applicants can request a mentor. Schools facilitate the ap-
pointment of suitable mentors.

All interviewees are invited to promotion training workshops, to understand the purpose of pro-
motion interviews and improve interview technique:
o 80% attend (F:80%; M:79%); 88% go on to be promoted (F:88%; M:88%).
o feedback is positive.
o refresher workshops were offered for 2019/20 applicants whose interviews were delayed
by the pandemic.
o female-only workshops offered since 2019/20. Most women choose these sessions, making
gender-mixed sessions male-dominated.

Responsible Research Metrics policy, introduced 2019, ensures fair and appropriate use of re-
search metrics by applicants and assessors. For example, panels must:

o not use journal-level metrics to assess publications and people

o be mindful that chronological time # effective time

o ensure metrics, if used, can be independently verified
Addressing unconscious bias, Inclusive Leadership Training was delivered to all promotion panel

members in 2016/17. All promotion panel meetings begin with a briefing and short video on un-
conscious bias, updated periodically to maintain impact.

Application forms invite applicants to declare circumstances impacting their promotion portfolio
(e.g., disabilities, leave, illness). Panels adjust assessments accordingly, applying a founding princi-
ple of ‘quality not quantity’.

Covid-19 mitigations (for 2021/22 and at least three years thereafter):

Applicants invited to disclose impacts of the pandemic on promotion portfolios, with panels ad-
justing assessments, considering what was reasonably achievable.

Contributions to the University’s pandemic response considered additionally, if not covered by
usual assessment criteria.

Training for panellists on the changes.

A commitment to review mitigations and their effectiveness at each promotion round.
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Promotions Data

Table 5.10: AHSSBL promotion application and success rates by gender (2013/14 to 2019/20 aggregated)

Promotion to Level 7

Promotion to Level 6

Promotion to Level 5

Measure (2016/17* to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20)
F M F M

Total applications 123 192 124
Applicants 61 62 93 99 42 83
Successful 50 53 62 66 28 47
Average application rate 14.5% 18.6% 10.6% 14.7% 9.0% 10.8%
Average success rate 82.0% 85.5% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 56.6%
/;:’;fgfe?ff applicant pool 11.9% 15.9% 7.1% 9.8% 6.0% 6.1%

Note: Data in this table, and subsequent charts and tables, include standard promotion routes but exclude in-level transfers.
Applicant pools are the number of men or women in the preceding grade (i.e. at Level 4, for promotion to Level 5). Data on pro-
motion to Level 5 only collected centrally from 2016/17 onwards.

Table 5.11: STEMM promotion application and success rates by gender (2013/14 to 2019/20 aggregated)

Promotion to Level 7

Promotion to Level 5 Promotion to Level 6

Measure

(2016/17 to 2019/20)

(2013/14 to 2019/20)

F

M

F

M

(2013/14 to 2019/20)

Total applications 190 386 286
Applicants 74 116 134 252 83 203
Successful 42 73 79 157 51 118
Average application rate 4.4% 6.4% 7.9% 12.1% 9.2% 10.8%
Average success rate 56.8% 62.9% 59.0% 62.3% 61.4% 58.1%
o -
Average % of applicant pool 2.5% 4.0% 4.7% 7.5% 5.6% 6.3%
promoted
70%
60%
50%
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L7 promotion
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Figure 5.5:  AHSSBL Level 7 promotion application and success rates by gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)
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Figure 5.6: STEMM Level 7 promotion application and success rates by gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)
In AHSSBL (Figure 5.5), on average:

e Women (9.0%) less likely to apply than men (10.8%).

e Success rates higher for women (66.7%) than men (56.6%); sometimes in-year differences are
large.

e Consequently, similar proportions of female (6.0%) and male (6.1%) applicant pools promoted.

In STEMM (Figure 5.6), on average:

e Women (9.2%) less likely to apply than men (10.8%). Female application rates much more varia-
ble.

e Success rates slightly higher for women (61.4%) than men (58.1%).

e Consequently, slightly lower proportion of female (5.6%) than male (6.3%) applicant pools pro-
moted.
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L6 Promotion
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STEMM Level 6 promotion application and success rates by gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)

In AHSSBL (Figure 5.7), on average:

e Women (10.6%) less likely to apply than men (14.7%).

e Success rates the same for women and men (66.7%).

2021

(saul)) parowoud syuedrjdde o %

(saul]) pazowoud syuedrjdde Jo %

e Consequently, lower proportion of female (7.1%) than male (9.8%) applicant pools promoted.

In STEMM (Figure 5.8), on average:

e Women (7.9%) consistently less likely to apply than men (12.1%).

e Success rates slightly lower for women (59.0%) than men (62.3%).

e Consequently, lower proportion of female (4.7%) than male (7.5%) applicant pools promoted.
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L5 Promotion
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Figure 5.9:  AHSSBL Level 5 promotion application and success rates by gender (2016/17 to 2019/20)
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Figure 5.10: STEMM Level 5 promotion application and success rates by gender (2016/17 to 2019/20)
In AHSSBL (Figure 5.9), on average:
e Women (14.5%) less likely to apply than men (18.6%).

e Success rates are high, but lower for women (82.0%) than men (85.5%).
e Consequently, lower proportion of female (11.9%) than male (15.9%) applicant pools promoted.

In STEMM (Figure 5.10), on average:

e Women (4.4%) less likely to apply than men (6.4%).

e Success rates lower for women (56.8%) than men (62.9%).

e Consequently, lower proportion of female (2.5%) than male (4.0%) applicant pools promoted.

e Application rates and success rates are notably lower in STEMM than AHSSBL, meaning L4 staff in

STEMM are 4-5 times less likely to be promoted than AHSSBL (Action CD.4).

Action CD.4 Examine the factors causing lower promotion application and success rates for L4
staff in STEMM, compared with AHSSBL, and if applicable, introduce changes to
guidance or processes to address this.
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Part-time staff

e Numbers of applications by male part-time staff are too low to draw conclusions by gender.
e Part-time staff are less likely to be promoted than full-time staff (Table 5.12, Table 5.13).

AHSSBL promotion application and success rates for full-time and part-time staff by gender (2013/14
to 2019/20 aggregated)

Table 5.12:

Promotion to Level 6 Promotion to Level 7

Promotion to Level 5

Measure (2016/17 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20)
F
Total applications 18 13 11
Applicants 15 3 11 2 5 7
_qg’ Successful 12 2 6 1 3 5
:,'_ Average application rate 12.0% 4.3% 4.0% 1.8% 6.8% 9.6%
< Average success rate 80.0% 66.7% 54.5% 50.0% 60.0% 71.4%
/;:’;:ffe? of applicant pool 9.6% 2.9% 2.2% 0.9% 4.1% 6.9%
Total applications 105 179 113
Applicants 46 59 82 97 37 76
g |Successful 38 51 56 65 25 42
;z Average application rate 17.3% 23.9% 13.6% 17.1% 8.9% 10.6%
= Average success rate 82.6% 86.4% 68.3% 67.0% 67.6% 55.3%
/;;’;:ffj of applicant pool 14.3% 20.6% 9.3% 11.5% 6.0% 5.9%
Table 5.13: STEMM promotion application and success rates for full-time and part-time staff by gender (2013/14

to 2019/20 aggregated)

Promotion to Level 5

Promotion to Level 6

Promotion to Level 7

Measure (2016/17 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20)
F F F M

Total applications 22 30 25
Applicants 21 1 26 4 12 13

£ [Successful 16 0 19 2 9 8

:; Average application rate 5.3% 1.0% 4.1% 2.8% 4.8% 5.9%

< Average success rate 76.2% 0.0% 73.1% 50.0% 75.0% 61.5%
;\;’s;fffe? of applicant pool 3.5% 0.0% 3.0% 1.4% 3.6% 3.7%
Total applications 168 356 261
Applicants 53 115 108 248 71 190

g |Successful 26 73 60 155 42 110

E Average application rate 4.9% 6.2% 10.4% 14.5% 11.2% 11.7%

= Average success rate 49.1% 63.5% 55.6% 62.5% 59.2% 57.9%
’;;’;:fffe? of applicant pool 2.4% 3.9% 5.8% 9.1% 6.6% 6.8%

Intersection with ethnicity

Numbers of minority ethnicity applicants generally too small to draw conclusions by gender.

For L5 promotion, there are no notable differences by ethnicity.

For L6 promotion, minority ethnicity staff are slightly more likely to apply but less successful.

Overall, similar proportions are promoted.
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e For L7 promotion, application rates for minority ethnicity staff are notably higher than that for
White staff, but success rates are lower. Overall, a higher proportion of minority ethnicity staff
are promoted.

By pathway

e Success rates generally comparable by gender and pathway, but female application rates fre-
quently lower.

e Promotion significantly more likely on the Balanced pathway, especially to L5 and L6, partly influ-
enced by structured programmes such as our New Frontiers Fellowships.

e Only a small proportion (<3%) of STEMM L4 researchers are promoted to L5, and rates are lower
for women than men.

Table 5.14: AHSSBL promotion application and success rates by pathway and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)

Promotion to Level 5 Promotion to Level 6 Promotion to Level 7
Measure (2016/17 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20)

F M ‘ F M F M
Total applications 67 149 106
Applicants 32 35 67 82 32 74
3 |Successful 28 31 42 52 24 43
‘_E Average application rate 30.2% 37.2% 17.7% 20.2% 8.8% 12.0%
@ Average success rate 87.5% 88.6% 62.7% 63.4% 75.0% 58.1%
/;:’;:‘ffe? of applicant pool 26.4% 33.0% 11.1% 12.8% 6.6% 7.0%
Total applications 49 39 15
Applicants 24 25 22 17 7 8
S Successful 19 20 17 14 3 3
§ Average application rate 12.5% 17.1% 5.0% 6.7% 6.3% 5.3%
8 Average success rate 79.2% 80.0% 77.3% 82.4% 42.9% 37.5%
::’j;fffe? of applicant pool 9.9% 13.7% 3.9% 5.5% 2.7% 2.0%
Total applications 6 1 2
Applicants 4 2 1 0 1 1
S |Successful 2 2 1 - 0 1
% Average application rate 4.8% 2.7% 2.1% - 33.3% 16.7%
« Average success rate 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% = 0.0% 100.0%
’;:’jr:?ffe? of applicant pool 2.4% 2.7% 2.1% - 0.0% 16.7%
Total applications 1 3 2
Applicants 1 0 3 0 2 0
.§ Successful 1 - 2 - 1 -
g Average application rate 6.7% - 20.0% - 20.0% -
& Average success rate 100.0% - 66.7% - 50.0% -
’;:’;:?gfe? of applicant pool 6.7% - 13.3% - 10.0% -
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Table 5.15: STEMM promotion application and success rates by pathway and gender (2013/14 to 2019/20)
Promotion to Level 5 Promotion to Level 6 Promotion to Level 7
Measure (2016/17 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20) (2013/14 to 2019/20)
F M
Total applications 24 268 211
Applicants 10 14 83 185 62 149
g Successful 9 12 47 115 39 87
‘_E Average application rate 35.7% 31.1% 18.4% 19.6% 11.6% 11.2%
@ Average success rate 90.0% 85.7% 56.6% 62.2% 62.9% 58.4%
S:ff:ffe? of applicant pool 32.1% 26.7% 10.4% 12.2% 7.3% 6.5%
Total applications 10 53 20
Applicants 6 4 28 25 10 10
,§ Successful 3 3 18 18 7 7
§ Average application rate 10.9% 8.3% 5.2% 9.2% 5.1% 5.3%
& Average success rate 50.0% 75.0% 64.3% 72.0% 70.0% 70.0%
/;;’Oer:ffe? of applicant pool 5.5% 6.2% 3.3% 6.6% 3.6% 3.7%
Total applications 121 47 32
Applicants 42 78 15 32 5 27
S |Successful 20 48 9 20 2 15
% Average application rate 3.1% 4.5% 3.0% 4.8% 12.2% 12.3%
« Average success rate 47.6% 61.5% 60.0% 62.5% 40.0% 55.6%
/;:’oerfffe? of applicant pool 1.5% 2.8% 1.8% 3.0% 4.9% 6.8%
Total applications 36 18 23
Applicants 16 20 8 10 6 17
-§ Successful 10 10 5 4 3 9
g Average application rate 32.7% 18.0% 4.7% 6.2% 5.3% 16.2%
i Average success rate 62.5% 50.0% 62.5% 40.0% 50.0% 52.9%
/;:’s;fftee? of applicant pool 20.4% 9.0% 2.9% 2.5% 2.7% 8.7%
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(iv)  Staff submitted to the Research Excellence Framework (REF) by gender

Table 5.16: Full-time equivalent staff submitted in RAE 2008, REF 2014 and REF 2021, by discipline and gender

RAE 2008 REF 2014 REF 2021

Discipline

Female Male ‘ %F ‘ Female Male %F ‘ Female ‘ Male %F
AHSSBL 128.6 191.2 40.2% 121.2 181.5 40.0% 171.3 248.0 40.9%
STEMM 152.2 626.7 19.5% 178.6 636.2 21.9% 241.2 654.2 26.9%
Overall 280.8 817.9 25.6% 299.8 817.6 26.8% 412.5 902.2 31.4%

Table 5.17: Number of staff (headcount) eligible for and returned in REF 2014, by discipline and gender.

Proportion of Proportion of
Discipline Gender A&R staff REF eligible | A&R staff REF | REF returned REF eligible
eligible staff returned
Female 356 168 [47.2%] 130 77.4%
AHSSBL
Male 386 241 [62.4%] 200 83.0%
Female 803 214 [26.7%] 192 [89.7%]
STEMM
Male 1,399 704 [50.3%] 662 [94.0%]
Female 1,159 382 [33.0%] 322 [84.3%]
Overall
Male 1,785 945 [52.9%] 862 [91.2%]

Table 5.18: Number of staff (headcount) eligible for and returned in REF 2021, by discipline and gender

Proportion of Proportion of
Discipline A&R staff REF eligible | A&R staff REF | REF returned REF eligible
eligible staff returned
Female 334 187 [56.0%] 187 100.0%
AHSSBL
Male 379 268 [70.7%] 268 100.0%
Female 785 264 [33.6%] 264 100.0%
STEMM
Male 1,304 694 [53.2%] 694 100.0%
Female 1,119 451 [40.3%] 451 100.0%
Overall
Male 1,683 962 [57.2%] 962 100.0%

e In REF2014 and REF2021, in both AHSSBL and STEMM, women were significantly less likely to be
eligible than men (x2, P<0.001 in each case) reflecting gender differences by grade and pathway.

e For REF2014, our policy was to return all eligible staff with outputs rated 3* and above. In
STEMM, eligible men were significantly more likely than eligible women to be returned (x%,
P=0.030). In AHSSBL, eligible men were more likely to be returned (x?, P=0.158) (Table 5.17).

e For REF 2021, all eligible A&R staff were returned (Table 5.18).

Ahead of REF2014, some staff unlikely to be returned were moved pathways, making them ineligible for
return. Anecdotally, this had a detrimental impact on career progression. Subsequently we introduced
robust processes preventing pathway changes without employee consultation, consideration of all rea-
sonable alternatives, and senior management approval via APAG (see 5.1(iii)).

For REF2021, the University’s ambition was to return all research-focused L5+ staff. From 2016/17, fac-
ulties were tasked with identifying all research-focused staff meeting the independent researcher crite-
ria.

In preparation for REF2021, our EIA recommended briefing managers on selection processes and provid-
ing EDI training at earliest opportunity.

In addition:
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Approximately 200 decision makers (including all members of UEB) completed REF-specific EDI
training in 2018/19 covering unconscious bias and how it could be mitigated. Feedback was posi-
tive.

We ran approximately 100 open-forum workshops explaining REF2021 plans and guidance.

Developed information papers and ensured clarity and timelines of information for REF2021 in
our communications on intranet, social media and Faculty/School level

Following internal simulations, REF2021 EIA identified that the average grade for assessments of
men’s outputs was 3.45 compared to 3.29 for women. To guard against bias, subsequently, out-
puts were assessed without assessors knowing to whom each output was attributed.
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5.2. KEY CAREER TRANSITION POINTS: PROFESSIONAL AND SUPPORT STAFF

(i) Induction

Induction processes for P&S staff are as described in 5.1(ii).

e Uptake of University induction is higher for P&S than A&R staff, but still low. Uptake of Welcome
eLearning is slightly higher (Table 5.19) (Action CD.1).

Table 5.19: Number of P&S staff taking up University induction or Welcome elLearning by gender and year
2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 | 2019/20 | 2020/21
Female 65 118 79 88 114 50 =
New Staff Induction
Male 18 47 37 35 44 17 -
Female - - - - - - 64
Welcome eLearning
Male - - - - - - 50
Female 28.0% 40.9% 44.1% 37.9% 45.1% 25.6% 46.4%
Uptake rate
Male 18.8% 31.5% 24.5% 26.9% 33.8% 17.0% 42.4%

Action CD.1

Understand low uptake of University induction. Clarify purpose.

mat as required.

Revise content, for-
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(ii)  Promotion

There is no formal promotion process for P&S staff, but progression can be achieved through:
e Applying for vacancies at a higher grade; or
e Jobre-grading.

Discussions about career development form part of appraisal and one-to-one meetings.

However, only a third of P&S SDS2019 respondents (F:34%, M:34%) reported being encouraged to apply
for “promotion” and only half (F:50%, M:53%) responded positively that work-related development op-
portunities were allocated fairly by gender (Action CD.5).

83% of recruitment panels have female representation, but only 62% have male representation; average
gender balance is 59% female (Table 5.20). Three-quarters of P&S SDS2019 respondents (F:76%, M:76%)
felt recruitment was conducted fairly and transparently by gender.

Equality considerations are embedded into job evaluation panels, which are conducted gender-blind,
have open/transparent criteria, and include female decision-makers.

Table 5.20: P&S recruitment panel composition (2014/15 to 2020/21)
Measure 2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19
769 756 600 595 568

2019/20 | 2020/21
497 595

Number of vacancies advertised*

P(?rcentage of shortlisting panels 85% 85% 83% 82% 34% 829% 79%

with at least one woman

P f shortlisti |

Wftrﬁzrlt;iitc’oze‘::a I':t'"g panels 60% 60% 60% 68% 61% 65% 69%
2 E::;‘:r(;ilfnce of all shortlisting 61% 62% 61% 56% 61% 55% 55%
a 0

;‘T{E‘Z’lt;gait°;'::§;;’:§; kel 85% 84% 82% 83% 85% 81% 80%

P f intervi |

w?trr:z:t;itoo:;t:::]ew panels 61% 61% 62% 69% 63% 67% 71%

Gender balance of all interview

gt 61% 62% 61% 57% 62% 56% 55%

0

Analysing progression trends shows:

e Overall rates of grade progression for P&S staff (Figure 5.11) are similar to A&R staff, although
MSA staff (70%F) are much more likely to progress than CAO (54%F) or TAE (36%F) staff (Figure
5.12) and mid-graded staff are much more likely to progress than junior or senior staff (Figure
5.13).

e Female MSA staff are significantly less likely to progress than male MSA staff (x?, P=0.002), driven
by significantly lower female progression rates to L3 (x, P=0.004) and L5 (x?, P=0.034) (Figure
5.13) (Action EU.2).

e There were no other significant differences by gender.

Action CD.5.1 Improved Career Pathways guidance to support career development and movement
between different career pathways at Southampton. In particular, this will include
greater clarity on i) the career progression routes available to P&S staff, ii) how a ca-
reer may move between P&S pathways (CAO, MSA, TAE) and from P&S pathways to
the ERE pathway, iii) expanded advice on how skills growth and experience can be
achieved in-role.

Action CD.5.2  Standardize processes (building on best practice) for sharing and seeking 'expres-
sions of interest' in roles that become available internally (e.g., ill-health/maternity
cover, secondments), creating greater transparency in the availability of develop-

ment opportunities.
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Action EU.2 Conduct quantitative and qualitative cohort (longitudinal) analysis by gender to

identify career choices and career progression differences, and motivating/influenc-
ing factors, over an extended period (10+ years), including: i) Promotion outcomes
over time, ii) Fixed term contract end reasons (women appear more likely to resign),

iii) Progression of P&S staff, and iv) Maternity up-take and length.
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5.3. CAREER DEVELOPMENT: ACADEMIC STAFF
(i) Training

We've invested heavily in training provision (Table 5.21) in recent years:

Table 5.21: Highlights of our training provision

Training Highlights

Training Type

Postgraduate Certificate in Academic Practice (PGCAP), PhD supervisor training, Planning Your

Academic Development R
P Career in Research, etc.

Line Manager Development Programme, Appraising with Confidence, Managing Underperfor-

Management Development
mance, etc.

Preparing for Promotion (including female-only sessions), Springboard (female-only), Leader-

Personal Development .
P ship Circles, etc.

EDI Training EDI Essentials (mandatory), Managing EDI.

Our Line Manager Development Programme was launched November 2020. We expect all current line
managers to complete the programme by 2023; 40% are already enrolled.

Training needs are identified through line management supervision and appraisal. Some courses are
role-requirements or mandatory (e.g., academic staff complete PGCAP during probation). Approximately
three-quarters of A&R staff have completed EDI training (Table 5.22).

Table 5.22: Proportion A&R staff who have completed EDI training by gender
endade De De De b De De De 9 De 0
Female 3.7% 5.0% 7.9% 43.5% 62.2% 68.8% 71.2%
Male 3.5% 3.1% 7.8% 44.0% 61.6% 73.0% 74.6%

Training opportunities are advertised via intranet (all staff have access) and promoted through other
channels (e.g., management cascade, HRBPs, flyers). Self-service online booking is provided.

Start times and days of delivery vary, providing flexibility. During the pandemic, most courses moved
online. Several courses are offered in “full’ or ‘bitesize’ formats, increasing accessibility. Additional self-

help and e-Learning materials facilitate personal development at convenient times.
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Figure 5.14: Training mode for training undertaken by A&R staff each year by gender (2014/15 to 2020/21)

Participant feedback is sought after every course, with quarterly reviews ensuring courses remain fit-for-
purpose, current and relevant. Feedback is generally positive (Table 5.23), but anonymous, meaning
data cannot be analysed by gender or staff group (Action EU.7.1).
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Table 5.23: Average feedback scores for all training workshops (January 2019 to March 2020)

Question Average Score

How relevant was this workshop to your role? 4.4 /5.0 (88% positive)
3.9/5.0 (78% positive)
4.0 /5.0 (80% positive)
4.2 /5.0 (84% positive)
8.1/ 10.0 (81% positive)

What impact will your learning have on your role

How has your knowledge of this topic increased

How useful did you find hearing from other participants

How likely is it that you would recommend this workshop to a colleague?

Uptake
e Proportionately, women consistently attend more training than men (Table 5.24, Figure 5.15).

e This pattern persists by training type (Figure 5.16) and grade (Figure 5.17, Figure 5.18); female
participation rates are significantly higher (x%, P<0.001) for academic and personal development
(Action EU.7.2).

Table 5.24:

Number of A&R staff participating in training each year by training type, discipline and gender
(2014/15 to 2020/21)

Academic Management Personal

EDI Training Overall

Discipline /

y Development Development Development
ear
F M %F F M %F F M %F F M %F F M %F
2014/15 121 82| 60% 67 68 50% 44 16| 73% 3 1| 75%| 235, 167| 59%
2015/16 120 93| 56% 30 17| 64% 63 29| 68% 0 0 -1 213| 139 61%
2 2016/17 124 | 106| 54% 19 27| 41% 14 13| 52% 13 18| 42%| 170| 164 | 51%
g 2017/18 64 36| 64% 33 41| 45% 14 18| 44%| 183| 201| 48%| 294, 296| 50%
< 2018/19 93 76| 55% 22 25| 47% 31 15| 67% 50 54| 48%| 196| 170| 54%
2019/20 102 99| 51% 13 29| 31% 18 16| 53% 72 84| 46%| 204| 228 | 47%
2020/21 45 23| 66% 31 33| 49% 10 4| 71% 40 21| 66%| 126 81| 61%
2014/15 231| 288| 45%| 162| 380| 30%| 113 67| 63% 30 35| 46%| 536| 770 41%
2015/16 223 | 263 | 46% 50 48| 51% | 121 86| 58% 37 72| 34%| 431| 469 | 48%
s 2016/17 219| 238| 48% 28 41| 41% 44 49| 47% 69 90| 44%| 360| 418 46%
E 2017/18 118 | 160| 42% 47 82 36% 48 40| 55%| 408| 684| 37%| 621| 966| 39%
=
v 12018/19 148 | 168 | 47% 80| 121| 40% 33 47| 41% 85| 173| 33%| 345, 509| 40%
2019/20 167 | 206| 45% 34 59| 37% 63 72| 47%| 140| 246| 35%| 404| 601, 40%
2020/21 114 88| 57% 59 68| 47% 25 16| 61% 34 63| 35%| 232| 234| 50%

Note: In this table, individuals are counted once per year and category, even if they attended multiple training
courses/sessions per year and category.
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Figure 5.16: Average proportion of A&R staff taking training per year by gender, discipline and training type
(2014/15 to 2020/21 aggregated)
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Figure 5.17: Average proportion of A&R staff taking Acadmic Development and/or Personal Development
training per year by gender, discipline and grade (2014/15 to 2020/21 aggregated)
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Figure 5.18: Average proportion of A&R staff taking Management Development training per year by gender,
discipline and grade (2014/15 to 2020/21 aggregated)
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Capture equal opportunities data with training evaluations. Establish regular report-
ing of training evaluation and impact, including analysis by gender and other pro-
tected characteristics, to HRSLT, SATs and EDIC

Conduct qualitative research to understand the drivers of higher (proportionate) fe-
male attendance at training. Seek to understand if there are material implications of
this imbalance, and whether it is needed or desirable to seek a more gender-bal-
anced uptake of training.
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(i)  Appraisal/development review
Process

e Compulsory for all A&R staff, including ECRs/FTCs. Forms are online.

e Covers areas of contribution (education, research, enterprise, leadership/management) applica-
ble to the appraisee’s pathway. Career aspirations, development needs and readiness for promo-
tion are explicitly identified topics to be discussed and recorded.

e Discussion of wellbeing and work-life balance are highlighted as good practice, especially when
agreeing achievable objectives.

e There is regular communication of appraisal timelines, responsibilities, guidance/tips and training.

e For new starters, probation includes appraisal.

Training

e Training is mandatory for appraisers: ‘License to Appraise’ workshops were comprehensively up-
dated and relaunched in 2018 as ‘Appraising with Confidence’, with tailored versions for apprais-
ing staff at different levels.

e Training uptake is monitored (Table 5.25). New appraisers are contacted to attend. Over 92% of
A&R line managers have completed appraisal training (Table 5.26); managers of L4 and clinical
staff are slightly less likely to have completed training (Table 5.27). There is no significant gender
variation.

e Online guidance (good usage: 2,459 unique users since February 2018, ¢.4,000 target audience)
and e-Learning also available for appraisers and appraisees.

Table 5.25: Number of A&R staff completing appraisal training by gender and year
2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 @ 2019/20 ‘ 2020/21
License to Appraise | Female 199 38 16 - - - -
/ Skills Workshop Male 426 37 20 R R - -
Appraising with Female = = o = 48 33 25
Confidence Male - - - - 79 71 37
Totals 625 75 36 0 127 104 62
Table 5.26: Proportion of line managers of female and male A&R staff who have completed appraisal training

1-Dec-14

1-Dec-15

1-Dec-16

1-Dec-17

1-Dec-18

1-Dec-19

1-Dec-20

Proportion of line managers of

pleted appraisal training.

female A&R staff who have 42.1% 78.0% 73.2% 73.4% 80.9% 85.4% 93.0%
completed appraisal training.

Proportion of line managers of

male A&R staff who have com- 48.2% 77.1% 72.7% 70.7% 78.5% 84.2% 92.0%
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Table 5.27: Proportion of line managers of female and male A&R staff who had completed appraisal training by 1
December 2020, by discipline and grade

Proportion of line managers Proportion of line managers

Discipline of female A&R staff w_ho of male A&R staff wh.o have
have completed appraisal completed appraisal

training. training.

Level 4 95.2% 95.8%

e Level 5 100.0% 100.0%
Level 6 100.0% 100.0%

Level 7 100.0% 100.0%

Level 4 93.2% 91.4%

Level 5 96.9% 96.6%

STEMM Level 6 99.0% 97.7%
Level 7 100.0% 99.6%

Clinical 88.9% 86.7%

Completion and outcomes

e Recorded appraisal completion rates have risen from 76% in 2015/16 to 91% in 2019/20 (Table
5.28). Self-reported completion rates rose from 71% in SES2016 to 83% in SES2018.

e Completion rates are similar by gender.
e Appraisal ratings follow an indicative distribution and are subject to moderation. Moderation pan-
els are provided with gender comparison data.

There are no significant gender differences in the distribution of ratings. However, there is a slight tendency for
higher-grade staff to receive higher ratings (Table 5.29) and a clear tendency for full-time staff to

receive higher ratings (
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e Table 5.30), both of which are more likely to disadvantage women (Action CD.6).

e At L7, payreviews are linked to appraisal outcomes. The impact on gender pay gaps is monitored
and reported to UEB (see 4.1(v)).

Improvements

e The current appraisal process is not universally liked. Many SDS2019 respondents reported not
finding it useful; STEMM respondents were generally more positive than AHSSBL (Figure 5.19).
Many feel the ratings distribution and moderation devalue the process. An ongoing review will
reform these elements from 2022.

Action CD.6 Ensure that guidance and associated training accompanying the revised appraisal
process from 2022 highlights and addresses the issue of lower appraisal rating out-
comes for part-time staff and junior staff. Monitor appraisal outcomes under the re-
vised appraisal process from 2022 to see whether the issue improves, persists or
worsens, and use this to inform ongoing actions.

Table 5.28: A&R staff appraisal completion rates by discipline, grade and gender (2015/16 to 2019/20)

el 4 ayve O

2015/16 56% 71% 68% 61% 72% 79% 61% 69% 65% 71%
- 2016/17 81% 71% 82% 84% 86% 92% 89% 85% 84% 85%
§ 2017/18 87% 88% 84% 88% 95% 94% 71% 80% 85% 88%
< [2018/19 94% 98% 94% 97% 94% 95% 88% 86% 93% 93%
2019/20 93% 88% 89% 97% 93% 96% 87% 88% 90% 93%
2015/16 63% 76% 79% 88% 89% 85% 81% 82% 77% 83%
s |2016/17 73% 84% 83% 83% 87% 89% 82% 91% 80% 87%
E 2017/18 68% 74% 86% 91% 91% 90% 72% 82% 78% 84%
5 2018/19 75% 82% 93% 94% 92% 95% 82% 90% 85% 90%
2019/20 86% 86% 96% 93% 96% 94% 89% 89% 92% 90%

Table 5.29: A&R staff distribution of appraisal ratings by discipline, grade and gender (2015/16 to 2019/20 ag-

gregated)
D 0 e e 0 R g O e P gea 5
Indicative distribution - 2.0% 3.0% 75.0% 15.0% 5.0%
Level 4 Female 4.1% 0.0% 5.5% 75.7% 12.8% 1.8%
eve
Male 5.4% 0.0% 6.0% 72.0% 16.1% 0.6%
Level 5 Female 3.2% 0.2% 2.4% 76.7% 15.6% 1.9%
eve
Male 2.4% 0.0% 5.5% 69.0% 21.0% 2.1%
—
a Level 6 Female 1.4% 0.0% 3.5% 69.6% 23.9% 1.7%
v |Leve
=<E( Male 2.6% 0.2% 3.1% 70.2% 22.2% 1.7%
Level 7 Female 0.4% 0.0% 1.3% 64.8% 30.1% 3.4%
eve
Male 1.6% 0.5% 3.5% 75.4% 14.5% 4.4%
AHSSBL Female 2.4% 0.1% 3.0% 72.5% 19.9% 2.1%
Overall Male 2.6% 0.2% 4.1% 71.7% 18.8% 2.5%
Level 4 Female 11.9% 0.5% 4.9% 70.6% 11.4% 0.6%
eve
§ Male 5.0% 0.5% 6.9% 72.3% 14.5% 0.8%
E Level 5 Female 3.9% 0.0% 4.4% 75.1% 16.4% 0.1%
eve
Male 1.8% 1.0% 5.1% 72.8% 18.1% 1.2%
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- : Significantly
Discipline / Level M Not Met Partly Met Fully Met m\ﬂ

Level 6 Female 3.4% 0.2% 4.6% 67.2% 23.4% 1.2%
eve

Male 2.0% 0.3% 5.8% 68.3% 20.7% 2.9%

Level 7 Female 0.3% 0.0% 2.0% 73.7% 20.8% 3.1%
eve

Male 0.2% 0.1% 2.0% 74.4% 20.3% 3.0%

STEMM Female 6.2% 0.2% 4.3% 71.9% 16.5% 0.9%

Overall Male 2.2% 0.4% 4.8% 72.2% 18.4% 2.0%

g)
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Table 5.30: A&R staff distribution of appraisal ratings by working pattern, grade and gender (2015/16 to 2019/20
aggregated)
D D e e R g O e e e de E
Indicative distribution - 2.0% 3.0% 75.0% 15.0% 5.0%
) Female 2.6% 0.1% 3.1% 69.3% 22.5% 2.4%
= |Full Time
Q Male 2.7% 0.2% 3.7% 69.3% 21.1% 2.9%
(%2}
I ) Female 1.7% 0.0% 2.7% 82.3% 12.0% 1.3%
< |Part Time
Male 2.0% 0.4% 6.0% 82.7% 8.1% 0.8%
. Female 5.2% 0.3% 4.7% 71.4% 17.2% 1.2%
s Full Time
s Male 2.2% 0.4% 4.8% 71.3% 19.2% 2.1%
= Female 8.5% 0.1% 3.3% 72.9% 14.8% 0.3%
“ |Part Time
Male 2.0% 0.3% 5.3% 80.8% 10.1% 1.5%
80%
70%
x
60% < N
50% § S
o wn
40% - ?n\c
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Figure 5.19: SDS responses relating to appraisal
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(iii)  Support given to academic staff for career progression

Springboard

We have invested £100k running the Springboard Women’s Development Programme since 2012/13,
with 242 A&R women completing the programme (64 AHSSBL, 178 STEMM).

e 81 participants (33%) have been promoted post-completion (20 AHSSBL (31%), 61 STEMM (34%)).

e Participants are significantly (x?, P<0.001) more likely to make promotion applications than non-
participant females (Table 5.31)

e Participants are slightly less likely (non-significantly; x?, P=0.739) to succeed in promotion than
non-participant females (Table 5.32).

Feedback is generally positive; participants report greater confidence and motivation, and value the sup-
port networks created. However, uptake has waned and the programme was not run in 2020/21 due to
the pandemic.

Recognising this, we organised focus groups of recent participants to understand the overall benefits to
individuals, their career, and the University. These insights are being used to inform a review considering
whether a new or refreshed provision is now needed (Action CD.7).

Action CD.7 Finalise a review of development opportunities that support women to progress into
leadership positions, including those currently offered (i.e., Springboard), external
offers that we don’t currently provide (e.g., Aurora), and how these interact with
other internal development opportunities (e.g., Leadership Circles, mentoring). Es-
tablish a business case to support the recommendations of the review (i.e., the con-
tinuation of Springboard, or introduction of a new or revised provisions).

Table 5.31: Promotion application rates of Springboard participants

Proportion of female promotion applicants who Proportion of potential female promotion
had completed Springboard prior to their applicants who had completed Springboard prior
application to the opportunity to apply for promotion
2014/15 23.9% (17 of 71) 13.5% (140 of 1,037)
2015/16 27.8% (20 of 72) 17.5% (182 of 1,039)
2016/17 23.5% (20 of 85) 15.5% (166 of 1,072)
2017/18 19.4% (19 of 98) 16.8% (170 of 1,014)
2018/19 22.5% (18 of 80) 17.0% (162 of 952)
2019/20 24.7% (22 of 89) 15.1% (143 of 948)
Overall 23.4% 15.9%

Table 5.32: Promotion application success rates of Springboard participants and non-participant females

Application success rates of female promotion Application success rates of female promotion
applicants who had completed Springboard prior applicants who had not completed Springboard
to their application prior to their application
2014/15 70.6% (12 of 17) 74.1% (40 of 54)
2015/16 60.0% (12 of 20) 75.0% (39 of 52)
2016/17 65.0% (13 of 20) 60.0% (39 of 65)
2017/18 63.2% (12 of 19) 73.4% (58 of 79)
2018/19 61.1% (11 of 18) 58.1% (36 of 62)
2019/20 54.5% (12 of 22) 65.7% (44 of 67)
Overall 63.8% 67.9%
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Leadership Circles

Leadership Circles bring together ‘circles’ of 8-12 A&R and P&S staff at L5 and L6 showing future leader-
ship potential. They provide an opportunity to explore leadership challenges/issues, learn from others
and build supportive networks of like-minded colleagues.

e First used informally in 2012. Formally established by 2016.
e 116 A&R staff (44%F) have participated (Figure 5.20).
e Methodology focuses on active listening, avoiding interruption, encouraging equal contribution.

e Senior leaders, supported by HRBPs, nominate participants using participant profiles to ensure
fairness.

e Circles are facilitated by previous participants (71%F) with training provided.

“The impact is exceptionally positive and rewarding... it is an iterative process helping people to solve
their own problems in their own way.” (Female, FAH)

30
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earlier earlier

A&R P&S
EF BM
Figure 5.20: Leadership Circles participation by gender (2016 to 2020)

Fellowship Scheme

Starting in 2022, we are investing, initially £1.2m, in creating an Academic Fellowship Scheme focused on
attracting and developing talented individuals from diverse backgrounds. The scheme will support the
University’s associated commitment to grow the number of women in STEMM.

Mentoring

We have bespoke mentoring partnerships across the University, facilitated by individual faculties and
schools, tailored to local needs and sharing best-practice (e.g., Geography’s scheme, launched 2020, is
based on the successful Biological Sciences scheme). Most offer a range of mentoring opportunities,
including long-term, one-stop, workshop-based and peer-group mentoring.

Medicine has one of the most established schemes (Figure 5.21) with 100 trained mentors (49F, 51M);
71% have recently provided mentoring. 63% of mentees are female.
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Eﬁidmhe Mentonrng

Welcome to the Faculty of Medicine Mentoring

Mentees Ideas for successfulmentoring

Figure 5.21: Medicine Mentoring portal

All prospective promotion candidates are encouraged to seek a mentor to provide help and guidance
through the process. Schools facilitate the appointment of suitable mentors.

“My mentor gave me valuable advice that | used when applying for promotion. | was also offered emo-
tional support” (Female, ECS)

Staff survey results generally confirm that mentoring is useful, with results tending to improve over
time, but there is variation by school and some instances where there are gender differences (females
less positive) in perceptions of mentoring usefulness (Action CD.8).

Action CD.8.1  Develop a central mentoring portal that links to the mentoring schemes and
opportunities available within the University and provides resources for individuals
and departments to learn more about mentoring.

Action CD.8.2 Incorporate National Mentoring Month into the University’s annual communication
plan to promote the benefits of mentoring and share examples of good practice.

Early Career Researchers

We're a member of Vitae, a Concordat signatory and have held the HR Excellence in Research Award
since 2012.

Our ECR Development Hub provides guidance, resources and training to ECRs, who also have access to
our Careers and Employability Service. Alongside formal training, we seek to ensure researchers have
easy access to activities where they can use and develop skills.

Reduced teaching/administration loads and mentoring/buddy arrangements are common for new re-
search-focused staff (see 5.1(ii))

Education support

Academic staff (balanced and teaching-focused) require HEA Fellowship and are supported to achieve
this with allocated time and funding (see 5.3(i)). Participants receive support from faculty and PGCAP
tutors, also working closely with disciplinary PGCAP mentors who help situate educational theory within
local context. Staff can also be funded to achieve HEA Senior Fellowship.
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CAREER DEVELOPMENT: PROFESSIONAL AND SUPPORT STAFF

Training

Training for P&S staff closely mirrors provision for A&R staff (see 5.3(i)).

Action EU.7.2

Proportionately, women attend more training than men (Table 5.33, Figure 5.22). This pattern
generally persists by training type (Figure 5.23) and grade (Figure 5.24, Figure 5.25) (Action
EU.7.2).

Over three-quarters of P&S staff have completed EDI training (Table 5.34).

Conduct qualitative research to understand the drivers of higher (proportionate) fe-
male attendance at training. Seek to understand if there are material implications of
this imbalance, and whether it is needed or desirable to seek a more gender-bal-
anced uptake of training.

Table 5.33: Number of P&S staff participating in training each year by training type and gender (2014/15 to
2020/21)
M P |
anagement ersona EDI Training Overall
Development Development
M %F ‘ F ‘ M %F Y] %F M %F
2014/15 232 101 70% 302 64 82% 36 8 82% 570 173 77%
2015/16 301 174 63% 315 85 79% 25 5 83% 641 264 71%
2016/17 143 72 67% 86 19 82% 29 20 59% 258 111 70%
2017/18 362 135 73% 27 10 73% 1,089 676 62% | 1,478 821 64%
2018/19 280 131 68% 316 108 74% 263 130 67% 859 369 70%
2019/20 263 124 68% 347 85 80% 549 252 69% | 1,159 461 72%
2020/21 283 116 71% 85 27 76% 202 202 53% 597 346 63%
Table 5.34: Proportion P&S staff who have completed EDI training by gender
Gender 1-Dec-14 | 1-Dec-15 | 1-Dec-16 | 1-Dec-17 | 1-Dec-18 | 1-Dec-19 | 1-Dec-20
Female 1.3% 1.5% 2.7% 35.5% 51.5% 65.0% 76.7%
Male 0.4% 0.5% 0.8% 36.2% 52.0% 62.5% 75.5%
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Figure 5.22: Proportion of P&S staff taking training each year by gender (2014/15 to 2020/21)
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Figure 5.23: Average proportion of P&S staff taking training per year by gender and training type (2014/15 to
2020/21 aggregated)

20%
18%
16%
14%
12%
10%
8%
6% B
4%
o 2
0%
Level 1a Level 1b Level 2a Level 2b Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level 6 Level 7
EF BEM

Figure 5.24: Average proportion of P&S staff taking Personal Development training per year by gender and grade
(2014/15 to 2020/21 aggregated)
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Figure 5.25: Average proportion of P&S staff taking Management Development training per year by gender and
grade (2014/15 to 2020/21 aggregated)
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(ii)

Process

Appraisal/development review

e Appraisal for L4-7 P&S staff is fundamentally the same as for A&R staff (see 5.3(ii)).

e L1-3 P&S staff use a paper-based Personal Performance and Development Review (PPDR), which

is not compulsory, but strongly promoted.

e Appraisals/PPDRs are supplemented by regular one-to-one meetings.

Training
e 80% of P&S line managers have completed appraisal training. Completion rates are lower for line
managers of L1-3 staff (higher %F); Appraising with Confidence introduced tailored training to ad-

dress this.
Table 5.35: Number of P&S staff completing appraisal training by gender and year
2014/15 | 2015/16 ‘ 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 | 2019/20 | 2020/21

License to Appraise | Female 60 158 42 = = = =

/ Skills Workshop Male 35 111 19 - - - -
Appraising with Female = - - - 133 168 54
Confidence Male - - - - 65 77 31
Totals 95 269 61 0 198 245 85
Table 5.36:  Proportion of line managers of female and male P&S staff who have completed appraisal training

1-Dec-14

1-Dec-15

1-Dec-16

1-Dec-17

1-Dec-18

1-Dec-19

1-Dec-20

Proportion of line managers of

female P&S staff who have com- 7.9% 38.6% 38.8% 40.2% 54.4% 72.7% 78.8%
pleted appraisal training.

Proportion of line managers of

male P&S staff who have com- 11.6% 51.7% 46.3% 47.2% 60.9% 75.3% 83.6%

pleted appraisal training.

Completion and outcomes

e Completion rates at L4-7 are consistently around 90% (Table 5.37), with little variation by gender.
However, self-reported appraisal/PPDR completion rates for P&S staff in SES2018 were 72%, indi-
cating much lower completion at L1-3.

e There are no statistically significant differences in the distribution of L4-7 appraisal ratings by gen-
der (Table 5.38, Table 5.39).

Table 5.37:

P&S staff appraisal completion rates at Level 4-7 by grade and gender (2016/17 to 2019/20)

2016/17 89% 89% 89% 95% 88% 90% 100% 100% 89% 91%
2017/18 91% 90% 94% 89% 88% 96% 86% 82% 91% 90%
2018/19 91% 90% 93% 86% 94% 96% 92% 75% 92% 89%
2019/20 89% 90% 95% 93% 90% 79% 88% 80% 91% 90%
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Table 5.38:  P&S staff distribution of appraisal ratings by grade and gender (2016/17 to 2019/20 aggregated)

Level No Rating Not Met Partly Met | Fully Met Exceeded S
Exceeded

Indicative distribution 2. 0% 3.0% 75.0% 15.0% 5.0%
Level 4 Female 2.2% 0.2% 4.0% 80.3% 12.6% 0.7%
Male 2.2% 0.1% 9.1% 74.9% 11.7% 2.0%
Level 5 Female 1.5% 0.0% 3.1% 76.9% 17.7% 0.8%
Male 2.0% 0.6% 3.7% 74.2% 17.2% 2.2%
Level 6 Female 6.0% 0.0% 3.0% 55.6% 31.6% 3.8%
Male 3.4% 1.1% 6.7% 78.7% 9.0% 1.1%
Level 7 Female 2.0% 0.0% 2.0% 70.0% 26.0% 0.0%
Male 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 91.4% 0.0% 5.7%
overall Female 2.3% 0.2% 3.7% 77.5% 15.5% 0.9%
Male 2.2% 0.3% 6.9% 75.3% 13.1% 2.1%

Table 5.39:  P&S staff distribution of appraisal ratings by working pattern and gender (2016/17 to 2019/20 aggre-

gated)
. . Significantly
Work No R Not M Partly M Fully M E
orking pattern o Rating ot Met artly Met ully Met xceeded Exceeded
Indicative distribution - 2.0% 3.0% 75.0% 15.0% 5.0%
Full-ti Female 2.4% 0.1% 4.0% 75.7% 16.6% 1.1%
ull-time
Male 1.9% 0.4% 6.5% 75.5% 13.5% 2.1%
Part-ti Female 2.0% 0.2% 2.8% 81.5% 13.1% 0.5%
art-time
Male 7.1% 0.0% 14.3% 71.4% 5.7% 1.4%
o " Female 2.3% 0.2% 3.7% 77.5% 15.5% 0.9%
vera
Male 2.2% 0.3% 6.9% 75.3% 13.1% 2.1%
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(iii)  Support given to professional and support staff for career progression

Springboard programme

88 P&S women have completed Springboard (see 5.3(iii)); 29 (33%) have been promoted post-comple-
tion.

Leadership Circles

64 P&S staff (56%F) have participated in Leadership Circles (see 5.3(iii), Figure 5.20).

Mentoring
See 5.3(iii). SDS2019 results show P&S staff are less likely to access mentoring than A&R staff.

Technician Commitment

We've been a signatory of the Technician Commitment since 2018 and are working to implement
changes to ensure visibility, recognition and career development for TAE staff. Supporting this, we be-
came a Partner Affiliate of the National Technician Development Centre (NTDC) in 2021.
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5.5. FLEXIBLE WORKING AND MANAGING CAREER BREAKS

(i) Cover and support for maternity and adoption leave: before leave

Policy and guidance for expectant parents and their managers includes concise advice, calls to action and
links to further information. Managers are encouraged to adopt a flexible and supportive style and, be-
fore leave:

e Refresh knowledge of relevant policies.

e Undertake risk assessment(s).

e Agree how to accommodate antenatal appointments.

e Develop a maternity/adoption cover and handover plan, with employee input.

e Agree planned length of leave, keeping-in-touch arrangements and return-to-work intentions.
AskHR provides assistance and common queries are in the HR Knowledge Base.

Our Parents’ and Carers’ Network is also a valued source of support and guidance.

Figure 5.26: Lisa Hanley (right; with her mum, left), founder of our Parents’ and Carers’ Network, and winner of
the Vice-Chancellor’s Award for Equality, Diversity and Inclusion in 2019.

Personal perceptions of preparing for maternity/adoption leave are mostly positive about the processes,
support and adjustments provided, but there are occasional examples of poor/inconsistent manage-
ment.

“Applying for maternity leave was a very smooth and easy process... My line manager was very sup-
portive... | couldn't have asked for more support.” (ESPS)

“I told my line manager and he sorted everything out. | didn’t worry about a thing!” (Mathematics)

“I had a really bad experience. When | told my manager, she was fuming.” (Psychology)

Our new Line Manager Development Programme (see 5.3(i)) includes learning activities on managing
family leave and flexible working to address inconsistency.
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Consultation has identified some limitations and inconsistencies in our policy provisions relating to ante-
natal/pre-adoption appointments (Action FF.2.1).

Action FF.2.1 Update policies/guidance to ensure that time off for appointments (including ante-
natal, medical, adoption training and fertility treatment) is protected and paid for all
parents needing to attend them.

(ii)  Cover and support for maternity and adoption leave: during leave

Our contractual maternity/adoption pay (CMP/CAP) policies are generous, offering 26 weeks’ full pay
but requiring 52 weeks’ qualifying service and 52 weeks’ return-to-work. Policy is the same for FTC and
OEC.

Many universities require less qualifying service and most require shorter return-to-work. Qualification
periods create difficulties, particularly for FTCs: 20% don’t meet qualifying service; a further 10% don’t
meet our return-to-work requirement (roughly double the rates of OEC ineligibility) (Figure 5.27, Figure
5.28).

Funding for CMP/CAP is from departmental budgets, limiting options for cover, often placing pressure
on colleagues. Several departments have local schemes that help reduce these impacts (e.g., ensuring
backfill, extending contracts, bridging funding between FTCs, maintaining research during leave). How-
ever, there is no University-wide approach and there are examples of similar interventions elsewhere
only being intermittently available, usually due to budget availability (Action FF.2.2, Action FF.2.3).

Action FF.2.2 Develop cost-neutral proposals for updating maternity/adoption/ShPL pay policies
to increase flexibility and access to these policies staff on FTCs. Consult with staff
and trades unions, and benchmark against the sector.

Action FF.2.3 Review how CMP/CAP is funded to understand how the financial and workload bur-
den can be more fairly accommodated across the University and establish greater
consistency in departments’ ability to offer back-fill or other support.

Received CMP: 81

Qual CMP: 89
OEC: 97
No CMP: 8 M
Remained >= 52 Weeks: 160
Maternity: 183 Non-Qual CMP: 8 [
Received CMP: 53
FTC: 86 Qual CMP: 68 Deferred CMP: 8
Deferred CMP: 15
Left <62 Weeks: 23 I
Non-Qual CMP: 18 I No CMP: 18 I

Figure 5.27: Contractual Maternity Pay outcomes for A&R staff commencing maternity leave between 1 January

2017 and 31 July 2019
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Received CMP: 202

. Remained >= 52 Weeks: 225
OEC: 245 Qual CMP: 233
Maternity: 275
Deferred CMP: 31
i Received CMP: 18
Qual CMP: 23 Left <52 Weeks: 50
FTC: 30

Noh=Qual CMP: 12 1 NQ CMP:12

Deferred CMP: &
Non-Qual CMP: 7 mm

No CMP: 7 mm

Figure 5.28: Contractual Maternity Pay outcomes for P&S staff commencing maternity leave between 1 January
2017 and 31 July 2019
Regular contact is encouraged during family leave. Staff can use KIT/ SPLIT days to maintain skills and

meet colleagues.
e KIT/SPLIT days are under-utilised. P&S staff are more likely to use KIT/SPLIT days than A&R staff
but tend to use fewer days (Table 5.40).

e Usage may be under-reported during full-pay periods of leave; and focus groups suggest that
some staff (including line-managers) are unsure how to record KIT/SPLIT days and many were un-
aware they include working from home (Action FF.5.1).

Consultation responses demonstrate varied experiences during leave, ranging from regular, active en-
gagement and inclusion in social activities through to only sporadic, functional contact (Action FF.5.2).

Table 5.40: Usage of KIT days for periods of maternity leave starting from 2014/15 to 2019/20

Year Maternity Leave Started

2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 ‘ 2019/20 H Overall

B Instances of maternity leave 18 14 20 17 16 18 103
§ Number using KIT day(s) 4 2 6 3 3 6 24
E Percentage using KIT day(s) 22% 14% 30% 18% 19% 33% 23%
§ Average number of KIT days used 6.1 2.5 8.7 8.0 5.0 7.2 6.8
Percentage of possible KIT days used 14% 4% 26% 14% 9% 24% 16%
Instances of maternity leave 19 37 31 36 33 32 188
é Number using KIT day(s) 8 7 10 10 12 8 55
E Percentage using KIT day(s) 42% 19% 32% 28% 36% 25% 29%
g:zcs Average number of KIT days used 4.9 5.3 5.8 4.9 6.8 9.1 6.1
Percentage of possible KIT days used 21% 10% 19% 14% 24% 23% 18%
Instances of maternity leave 68 76 84 74 80 71 453
Number using KIT day(s) 30 36 29 35 36 39 205
Eﬁ; Percentage using KIT day(s) 44% 47% 35% 47% 45% 55% 45%
Average number of KIT days used 4.4 3.6 4.5 35 4.7 5.0 4.3
Percentage of possible KIT days used 19% 17% 16% 16% 21% 28% 19%
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Action FF.5.1 Create an HR Request for recording KIT/SPLIT days, to make recording this infor-
mation easier for staff/line managers.

Action FF.5.2 Improve guidance on maintaining contact during leave and how to use KIT/SPLIT
days for the benefit of employees.

(ili)  Cover and support for maternity and adoption leave: returning to work

Line managers meet with staff before return to discuss flexible working options and identify any specific
needs. Regular line management support is expected on return, appraisal objectives should be re-
freshed, and career development discussed within two months.

Most departments have good practice policies in place to support returners, although policies are incon-
sistent across the University (Action FF.2.4). Examples include:

e Significantly reduced (typically 50%) teaching and administration load.

e Bringing forward study/sabbatical leave entitlements.

e Support funds to buy-out time, cover childcare costs for conferences etc.

e The University covers additional care costs when attending professional development.

Around a quarter of returners decrease their working hours on return. Accrued holiday can be used to
ease the transition or trial new working patterns before formalising a permanent or temporary change
(see 5.5vi).

Many of those not changing hours already work part-time. Significantly fewer AHSSBL A&R staff de-
crease hours than STEMM A&R staff (x?, P=0.006) or P&S staff (x?, P<0.001) (Table 5.41).

Some staff report pressure to return from maternity leave, and it is notable that the median length of
maternity leave for A&R staff (8.9 months) is significantly shorter than for P&S staff (10.4 months) imply-
ing greater urgency to return (Figure 5.29) (Action EU.2).

Table 5.41: Changes in working hours following maternity leave

Year Maternity Leave Ended

2014/15 ‘ 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 ‘ 2018/19 | 2019/20 | 2020/21 Overall

B No change (full-time) 12 6 11 14 7 10 12 72 (60%)
ﬁ No change (part-time) 4 5 1 2 7 2 25 (21%)
% |Decrease 2 2 2 11 (9%)
§ Increase 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1(1%)
No return 2 0 3 12 (10%)
No change (full-time) 8 13 14 14 18 24 12 103 (50%)
é No change (part-time) 5 1 8 7 7 6 5 39 (19%)
LU'I—,J Decrease 3 10 10 5 7 8 5 48 (23%)
;(z:s Increase 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 4 (2%)
No return 4 3 2 1 1 2 14 (7%)
No change (full-time) 18 22 26 29 19 19 35 168 (33%)
No change (part-time) 19 23 16 25 20 17 15 135 (27%)
OZ% Decrease 29 14 18 19 28 27 7 142 (28%)
Increase 1 0 2 3 1 2 1 10 (2%)
No return 5 5 3 15 6 8 7 49 (10%)
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A&R AHSSBL A&R STEMM A&R AHSSBL A&R STEMM P&S

Open-Ended Contracts Fixed-Term Contracts

Figure 5.29: Median length of maternity leave for A&R and P&S staff, by contract type

Action FF.2.4

Action EU.2

Compile examples of good practice from Schools/Faculties (including funded return-
ers' schemes) and develop University-wide solutions to support staff returning from
family leave, to mitigate the impact of time out from their career.

Conduct quantitative and qualitative cohort (longitudinal) analysis by gender to
identify career choices and career progression differences, and motivating/influenc-
ing factors, over an extended period (10+ years), including: i) Promotion outcomes
over time, ii) Fixed term contract end reasons (women appear more likely to resign),
iii) Progression of P&S staff, and iv) Maternity up-take and length.
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(iv) Maternity return rate

Maternity return (91%) and retention rates (77% after 18 months) are high, exceeding turnover bench-
marks for equivalent staff groups (Table 5.42 to Table 5.45) and national return rates (79%:
2016). Rates are slightly lower for P&S staff and uniformly lower for FTC staff, but both exceed bench-

mark.

7

Of 28 FTC non-returners between 2014/15 and 2019/20, 18 (64%) were due to end of FTC, the remain-

der resigned (Table 5.46).

There is no evidence of decreased retention once the 52-week return-to-work period for CMP is com-

pleted.
Table 5.42:

A&R Open-Ended Contracts

2014/15

2015/16

Year Maternity Leave Ended

2016/17

2017/18

2018/19

2019/20

Overall

A&R staff maternity leave return and retention rates by discipline, OEC only (2014/15 to 2019/20)

B’mark*

Instances of maternity leave 18 10 11 16 9 14 - -
2 Returners 16 (89%) |10 (100%)| 10 (91%) |16 (100%)| 8 (89%) | 13 (93%) 94% 91%
Q Remaining after 6 months 16 (89%) 110 (100%)| 10 (91%) | 15 (94%) | 8 (89%) | 12 (86%) 91% 87%
= Remaining after 12 months | 15 (83%) |10 (100%)| 10 (91%) | 15 (94%) | 7 (78%) | 12 (86%) 88% 84%
Remaining after 18 months | 14 (78%) |10 (100%)| 9 (82%) | 15 (94%) | 7 (78%) | No data 86% 80%
Instances of maternity leave 7 11 14 14 17 18 - -
s |Returners 6 (86%) |11 (100%)|14 (100%)|14 (100%)|17 (100%)|18 (100%),  99% 92%
E Remaining after 6 months 6 (86%) | 9(82%) |14 (100%)(14 (100%)| 16 (94%) | 17 (94%) 94% 89%
% Remaining after 12 months | 6 (86%) | 9 (82%) |14 (100%)|14 (100%)| 16 (94%) | 17 (94%) 94% 85%
Remaining after 18 months | 6 (86%) | 9 (82%) |14 (100%)|14 (100%)| 15 (88%) | No data 92% 82%
Table 5.43: A&R staff maternity leave return and retention rates by discipline, FTC only (2014/15 to 2019/20)

A&R Fixed-Term Contracts

Year Maternity Leave Ended

2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 | 2019/20 | Overall B’mark*

Instances of maternity leave 3 3 7 3 5 6 - -
= Returners 3(100%) | 3 (100%) | 5(71%) | 2(67%) | 3(60%) | 5(83%) 78% 47%
ﬁ Remaining after 6 months 3 (100%) | 3 (100%) | 5(71%) | 2 (67%) | 3 (60%) | 4 (67%) 74% 34%
= Remaining after 12 months | 3 (100%) | 2 (67%) | 5(71%) | 2 (67%) | 3 (60%) | 4 (67%) 70% 25%

Remaining after 18 months | 3 (100%) | 1(33%) | 4 (57%) | 2 (67%) | 3 (60%) | No data 62% 18%

Instances of maternity leave 14 14 22 14 17 21 - -
s Returners 11 (79%) | 13 (93%) | 19 (86%) | 12 (86%) | 16 (94%) | 20 (95%) 89% 67%
E Remaining after 6 months | 10 (71%) | 12 (86%) | 18 (82%) | 11 (79%) | 14 (82%) | 18 (86%) 81% 56%
% Remaining after 12 months | 10 (71%) | 12 (86%) | 18 (82%) | 10 (71%) | 14 (82%) | 18 (86%) 80% 49%

Remaining after 18 months | 9 (64%) | 8 (57%) | 15 (68%) | 10 (71%) | 13 (76%) | No data 68% 39%

Table 5.44: P&S staff maternity leave return and retention rates, OEC only (2014/15 to 2019/20)

P&S Open-Ended Contracts

2014/15

2015/16

Year Maternity Leave Ended

2016/17

2017/18

2018/19

2019/20

Overall

B’mark*

Instances of maternity leave 65 56 59 82 64 66 - -

Returners 62 (95%) | 51 (91%) | 57 (97%) | 71 (87%) | 59 (92%) | 61 (92%) 92% 88%
Remaining after 6 months 60 (92%) | 49 (88%) | 55 (93%) | 66 (80%) | 57 (89%) | 56 (85%) 88% 82%
Remaining after 12 months 58 (89%) | 47 (84%) | 51 (86%) | 64 (78%) | 56 (88%) | 56 (85%) 85% 77%
Remaining after 18 months 58 (89%) | 46 (82%) | 48 (81%) | 59 (72%) | 54 (84%) | No data 81% 73%
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Table 5.45: P&S staff maternity leave return and retention rates, FTC only (2014/15 to 2019/20)

) Year Maternity Leave Ended
P&S Fixed-Term Contracts
2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 | 2019/20

Instances of maternity leave 7 8 6 9 10 7 - -

Returners 5(71%) | 8 (100%) | 5(83%) | 5(56%) | 9(90%) | 4 (57%) 77% 66%
Remaining after 6 months 5(71%) | 8 (100%) | 5(83%) | 5(56%) | 9(90%) | 4 (57%) 77% 55%
Remaining after 12 months 5(71%) | 7(88%) | 5(83%) | 4(44%) | 9(90%) | 4 (57%) 72% 45%
Remaining after 18 months 5(71%) | 7(88%) | 5(83%) | 4(44%) | 9(90%) | No data 75% 38%

Note: Benchmark rates in Table 5.45 show the average retention rates of all females for the relevant disciplines
and contract types between 2014/15 and 2019/20.

Table 5.46: Reasons for non-return from maternity leave (2014/15 to 2019/20 aggregated)

Contract Type
Open-Ended Contracts Fixed-Term Contracts

2 Non-returners 5 of 78 6 of 27
ﬁ - End of Fixed-Term Contract n/a 5(83%)
< |- Resignation 5(100%) 1(17%)
s |Non-returners 1of81 11 of 102
E - End of Fixed-Term Contract n/a 7 (64%)
Y |- Resignation 1(100%) 4(36%)

Non-returners 31 of 392 11 of 47
g End of Fixed-Term Contract n/a 6 (55%)
& |- Resignation 28 (91%) 5(45%)

- Other (TUPE, Career Break, VS) 3(9%) 0(0%)
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(v) Paternity, shared parental, adoption, and parental leave uptake
We offer:

e Paternity Leave: Up to two weeks’ leave on full pay. Over 99% male usage. 98% use full two
weeks.

e Shared Parental Leave: Statutory provision. 82% male usage. Uptake low, likely due to unen-
hanced provision. Average length 82 days. Flexible usage encouraged; 42% took ShPL in multiple
chunks.

e Adoption Leave: Policy mirrors maternity leave (see 5.5(i-iii)). 58% male usage. Average length
and return rates similar to maternity. 3% uptake relative to maternity is higher than 0.6% nation-
ally.

e Ordinary Parental Leave: Statutory option remains, but unused since ShPL introduced, April 2015.

Uptake of all forms of family leave is proportionately higher for women than men, especially so for A&R
staff, implying relative under-utilisation of paternity leave by men (Figure 5.30).

By grade, differences in family leave usage rates are most apparent at L4. Usage by men is more evenly
distributed across grades; age is a key factor (Figure 5.31, Figure 5.32).

Consultation responses have highlighted lack of flexibility (paternity leave) and complicated wording
(ShPL) as issues potentially impacting uptake (Action FF.2.5).

Action FF.2.5 Develop improved guidance/training to equip managers to proactively support staff
who are planning to take family leave, including: case study examples (with men and
women) demonstrating how family leave and flexible working policies can be ap-
plied; step-by-step guidance for managers and employees preparing for family leave;
clarifying funding implications and arranging cover; providing facilities for rest and
milk expression; and making existing facilities on campus more visible.

Table 5.47: Paternity, shared parental and adoption leave by discipline and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21)

‘ Instances of Leave by Year Period of Leave Started

Type of Leave / Discipline / Gender

‘2014/15 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18 | 2018/19 H 2019/20 ‘ 2020/21 | Overall

Female - - - - - - - 0
(4] A&R AHSSBL
= Male 10 9 5 10 13 8 5 60
(]
> Female 1 - - 1 - - - 2
£ A&R STEMM
c Male 39 38 34 36 37 36 28 248
(O]
© Female - - - - - - 0
e P&S
Male 32 27 37 36 40 24 25 221
Female - - - - - - - 0
= A&R AHSSBL
= Male - - 1 2 - 2 1
(O]
c ¢ Female - 1 1 1 - 3
o & A&R STEMM
& = Male - - 3 1 1 2 3 10
2 Female - - 1 - = 1 3
@ P&S
Male - - 1 1 7 1 2 12
Female - 1 - - - - 1
) A&R AHSSBL
= Male - - - - - - 1 1
(J]
= Female 1 1 1 1 - - - 4
o A&R STEMM
=2 Male 1 1 - 2 1 - 1 6
S Female - 1 1 1 2 - 5
< |P&S
Male - 1 - 1 3 2 7
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Figure 5.30: Combined uptake of all forms of family leave (maternity, paternity, shared parental and adoption
leave) by gender and discipline, as a proportion of respective population (2014/15 to 2020/21;
instances, based on date leave started)
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Figure 5.31: Uptake of all forms of family leave (maternity, paternity, shared parental and adoption leave) by
A&R staff by discipline, grade and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21 aggregated)
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Figure 5.32: Uptake of all forms of family leave (maternity, paternity, shared parental and adoption leave) by P&S
staff by grade and gender (2014/15 to 2020/21 aggregated)
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(vi) Flexible working

Flexible working policies are on our website. AskHR advise staff and support managers in promoting and
applying policy, which allows for:

e Permanent or temporary changes of hours
e Changes of working pattern
e Working from another location, where and when the role allows

In practice, compressed hours, flexitime, term-time working and job-shares are also considered formally
and informally, although anecdotally managers are less receptive to such proposals (Action FF.3.1).
Timetabling can accommodate individual working patterns, and there is some evidence of good practice
in ‘core hours’ scheduling of meetings to accommodate flexible working.

Action FF.3.1 Collate case study examples for how a range of policies can be used to enable/sup-
port flexible working, including formal requests for changes in FTE, changes in work-
ing hours/pattern that do not affect FTE, and ad-hoc/temporary measures to sup-
port staff as needed. Compile guidance for the HR website, incorporating the case
studies, and promote to staff.

Most staff (>80%) report awareness of flexible working policies, with higher awareness amongst women.
A&R staff are more confident than P&S that requests will be treated fairly and that ad-hoc requests will
be supported. Nonetheless, around a third of staff lack confidence in how requests might be treated (Ta-
ble 5.48). Recognising this, our Line Manager Development Programme includes learning activities on
managing flexible working.

A&R staff generally have autonomy to manage their working time flexibly, often without formal re-
quests or frequent line manager oversight, but many P&S staff do not have this flexibility.

Table 5.48: SDS2019 ‘positive’ responses relating to flexible working

. . Prefer not
Question Staff Group | All genders Female Non-binary P
I am aware of the formal flexible |uoS 81.7% 86.7% 76.7% 67.0% 74.2%
working policies and arrange- | 0o 81.5% 87.7% 75.8% n/a 74.7%
ments at the University, for ex-
ample, part-time working. Prof. Serv. 82.1% 85.3% 78.5% n/a 72.7%
If 1 formally requested flexible  |yos 64.8% 67.0% 64.6% 41.7% 46.6%
working arrangements, lam [0 s 68.9% 74.0% 66.6% n/a 46.0%
confident that the request
would be considered fa|r|y Prof. Serv. 58.2% 57.7% 60.6% n/a 48.4%
On request, my manager is sup- |05 72.6% 75.0% 71.1% 50.0% 59.7%
portive of ad hoc flexible work- |Faculties 74.9% 78.8% 72.7% n/a 58.6%
ing Prof. Serv. 68.9% 69.9% 67.8% n/a 62.5%

We have limited data on flexible working requests; data are only recorded centrally once a change is ap-
proved. Consequently, we cannot document success rates (Action FF.3.3).

Action FF.3.3 Develop an HR Request (online HR form) for flexible working requests that can rec-
ord and track all requests from their point of submission by employees, their success
rate and reasons for rejection (if applicable).

Women make 2-3 times more flexible working changes than men, with largest differentials in STEMM
(Figure 5.33). There is general equilivalence between increases and decreases in hours for women, but
men are substantially more likely to decrease than increase hours (Figure 5.34). Analysis by grade
suggests this may be associated with flexible retirement (Figure 5.35, Figure 5.36).
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During the pandemic, the University adopted a ‘sympathetic and flexible’ approach, asking colleagues to
‘do what you can’, advising managers to be as flexible as possible to enable people to work around car-
ing obligations. Additional University Closure Days were provided, paid leave entitlements were ex-
panded (see 5.5(ix)), additional holiday could be purchased and temporary reductions in working hours
were offered.

Building on lessons from the pandemic, harnessing flexible and hybrid working to improve wellbeing,
EDI and sustainability, the University has established a Future Ways of Working Programme to help
transform working practices.
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Figure 5.33: Proportion of staff making flexible working changes, by gender and discipline (2014/15 to 2020/21)
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(vii) Transition from part-time back to full-time work after career breaks

The university supports phased returns and flexible working arrangements (see 5.5(vi)) following career
breaks. Working hours changes are considered under our flexible working policy.

Policy allows for permanent and temporary changes, though not explicitly highlighting return from fam-
ily leave (Action FF.3.2); however, several A&R departments emphasise this option in local guidance.

There is broad equivalence between increases and decreases in working hours (see 5.5(vi), Figure 5.34).

Of those returning from maternity/adoption leave on a part-time basis, *10% subsequently increased to
full-time and a further 14% increased to less-than-full-time. Increases are more common for A&R staff
than P&S (Table 5.49), perhaps highlighting shortcomings in guidance (Action FF.3.2).

Action FF.3.2 Revise flexible working policy, website and guidance to emphasise the ability to
make temporary/time-bound changes to working hours and working patterns, par-
ticularly on return from family leave.

Table 5.49: Subsequent hours changes for those who returned from maternity or adoption leave on a part-time
basis from 2014/15 to 2019/20 (data includes only those with at least one year’s service post-mater-
nity/adoption leave).

Hours Change Immediately Subsequent Hours Changes (as of 30 June 2021 or on last day of service)

After Maternity or Adoption Decrease No change Increase (to < FT) Increase (to FT)

B Decrease (from FT) 1 3 0 4

é Decrease (from < FT) 0 1 2 0

E No change (remaining PT) 4 11 2 1

g(g Increase (to < FT) 1 0 0 0
Totals 6 (20%) 15 (50%) 4 (13%) 5 (17%)
Decrease (from FT) 3 20 6 8

% Decrease (from < FT) 2 4 4 1

E No change (remaining PT) 2 16 7 2

é Increase (to < FT) 0 1 0 0
Totals 7 (9%) 41 (54%) 17 (22%) 11 (15%)
Decrease (from FT) 15 75 17 11
Decrease (from < FT) 1 16 9 2

§ No change (remaining PT) 20 71 4 9
Increase (to < FT) 1 6 1 0
Totals 37 (14%) 168 (65%) 31 (12%) 22 (9%)

61



University of Southampton e Institutional Application e Silver ¢ November 2021
(viii) Childcare

On-campus facilities for new and expectant parents to rest, breast-feed and express milk (Figure 5.37)
have improved. Information is provided through a dedicated ‘Infant Amenities’ layer of the

(Figure 5.38). However, facilities are not yet available on all campuses and not all staff
report knowing about the facilities available (Action FF.2.5).

Action FF.2.5 Develop improved guidance/training to equip managers to proactively support staff
who are planning to take family leave, including: case study examples (with men and
women) demonstrating how family leave and flexible working policies can be ap-
plied; step-by-step guidance for managers and employees preparing for family leave;
clarifying funding implications and arranging cover; providing facilities for rest and
milk expression; and making existing facilities on campus more visible.

Gaps in provision at other campuses are being addressed by the Faculties using those campuses.

Our ‘Children and young people in the workplace’ policy details circumstances when staff may bring chil-
dren to work, including allowing for breastfeeding, for parents of young children to meet colleagues,
and to help manage short-term childcare difficulties.

“The [breast-feeding] room was invaluable during my pregnancy... it provided a private room to do
yoga exercises to help with my backache and muscle cramps.” (Health Sciences)

“‘I had no idea it existed! There was even one in my building and | had no clue!” (Physics)

Highfield Campus

Mational Oceanography Centre

MRy (]

-‘.'-?'J'. Ex AVEN -

=

—

Figure 5.37: Baby changing and breast-feeding facilities on our campuses
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Mew and Expectant Parents Room
Location: Floor 1, Building 6

Size: Large classroom size, with three compartments
Wheelchair Accessible: Yes

Washing Facilities: No, but nearby

Fumiture: One rocking chair and stool. Small sofas x 2.
Power: Yes

Phone: ez

Access Arrangements: Code available from security
Notes:

Please inform iSolutions serviceline about missing or infomect
information, mentioning MAP.S0OTON

Figure 5.38: Example of the infant amenity information provided through our interactive map

Our Early Years Centre (EYC) on Highfield Campus (Ofsted: Good) is open 8am-6pm Monday-Friday, 50
weeks/year for children from birth to age five. In order, places are prioritised for students, staff and lo-
cal residents. Childcare vouchers (CV), tax-free childcare (TFC) and government-funded hours are ac-
cepted. Fees are discounted 10% for staff, and a further 10% for siblings of existing attendees. An on-
site nursery at Southampton General Hospital (Ofsted: Good) provides similar facilities.

We proactively promote childcare funding options, doubling membership of our CV scheme from 2012-
2017. After introduction of TFC, our CV scheme closed to new joiners. Roadshows across all campuses
communicated changes, ensuring staff knew their funding options and deadlines for action; clearly re-
flected in CV membership patterns (Figure 5.39). We continue to contact staff quarterly to ensure CV
eligibility doesn’t unintentionally lapse. TFC usage has now overtaken CV for families using EYC (July
2021: 64% TFC, 36% CV).
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Figure 5.39: Membership of childcare voucher scheme by gender (2012 to 2021)
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(ix) Caring responsibilities
We provide (per year):

e Domestic leave: Up to 4 days paid, for emergencies, illness or disruption of care involving a de-
pendent. Extended to 10 days from March 2020 to September 2022 due to the pandemic. Usage
increased significantly during lockdowns (Figure 5.40), although only a minority used the ex-
tended entitlement (Figure 5.41).

e Compassionate leave: Up to 4 days paid, where there is a bereavement (Figure 5.42).

e Extended carers leave: Up to two weeks paid, to care for dependents recovering from serious ill-
ness, near end-of-life or to establish caring arrangements. Introduced Autumn 2017 following 12-
month pilot (Figure 5.43).

e Ordinary Parental Leave: Up to 18 weeks per child (see 5.5(v)).

e Temporary changes in hours: Flexible working policy allows temporary changes hours and pat-
terns. During the pandemic, we explicitly offered temporary reductions in hours for 3-12 months
during 2020/21 (43 applications, 30 approved).
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Figure 5.40: Usage of domestic leave by gender (October 2016 to June 2021)
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Figure 5.41: Number of employees using domestic leave by number of days used per year and gender (Note: Only

10 months’ data available for 2016/17).
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Figure 5.42: Usage of compassionate leave by gender (October 2016 to June 2021)
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Figure 5.43: Usage of extended carers leave by gender (October 2021 to June 2021)
The University has a policy supporting additional care costs incurred when attending development op-
portunities, though it lacks visibility and is under-utilised (Action FF.3.4).

Action FF.3.4 Raise awareness of Additional Care Costs for Professional Development policy; iden-
tify data sources to track its use/take-up; explore options for making ACCPD policy
more flexible/applicable to more staff.
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5.6. ORGANISATION AND CULTURE
(i) Culture

Our strategic plan for EDI, aimed at creating an environment where everyone can thrive and belong, was
launched in February 2021. Our new University strategy, to be launched in 2022, amplifies this ambition,
placing EDI front and centre, with accompanying institutional EDI KPIs, and each faculty and PS direc-
torate will have its own EDI KPls by July 2022.

CREATING AN INCLUSIVE
UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY

Figure 5.44: Cover image of the University’s Strategic Plan — Equality, Diversity and Inclusion
The university has several staff networks. Those most relevant to gender equality include:

e  WISET+ women academics’ network (founded 2002)
e Parents’ and Carers’ Network (2012)

e Women's Physics Network (2014)

e EDI Network (2020).

e We are exploring the creation of a menopause network and becoming an accredited Menopause
Friendly Employer.

We have many campaigns, initiatives and events including:

e Annual Campbell Lecture (founded 2004): Showcasing the work of female academics.

e Health and Wellbeing Champions (established 2018): Promoting events, campaigns and good
practice.

e Our Southampton Behaviours set out our expectations of staff to act collegially (Action EU.10).

e Reverse Mentoring pilot (2021): Members of UEB mentored by staff and students from under-
represented groups, with plans to roll-out more widely.

e Safe Listening Spaces (launched 2020): Allowing colleagues to share and engage in conversations
about equality and inclusion.

e Stefan Cross Centre for Women, Equality and Law (launched 2018): Seeks to understand, raise
awareness and address issues associated with gender discrimination.

e We actively highlight and celebrate a calendar of EDI events, including International Women’s
Day, National Inclusion Week and Trans Awareness Week.
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We have awards recognising EDI work:

e Vice-Chancellor’s Award for EDI (established 2017): Recognising those who have contributed to
creating a more inclusive culture.

e WISET+ awards (established 2016): Recognising individuals that go above and beyond to promote
gender equality.

Staff Engagement

SES2018 (69% completion) indicated 61% of respondents felt positively engaged. Although a decrease
from 68% in SES2016 (68% completion), this was against a backdrop of significant organisational restruc-
turing in 2018.

There were few significant variances by gender, but the 10% of respondents preferring not to disclose
gender were consistently less positive than those who did, potentially obscuring gendered patterns. Fac-
ulty-based staff tended to be slightly less positive than professional services.

Table 5.50: SES2018 ‘positive’ responses to questions related to culture and work environment

‘ Faculties Professional Services

Selected Questions All | Female | Male PNTS | Female | Male | PNTS
(1,106) | (1,142) | (246) (957) (547) (161)

As Igng as | get the V\{Of‘k done, | am Frusted to or- 85% 899% 88% 72% 87% 83% 81%
ganise my workload in a way that suits me

My direct line manager treats me with respect 85% 87% 87% 72% 86% 83% 72%
:\r:lg :i;lr::izlr:z:i;anager and | have a positive work- 30% 83% 83% 67% 81% 80% 70%
:Nt:|||r_1lgeni:1yglme manager cares about my health and 75% 78% 749% 539% 30% 77% 61%
| am proud to work for the University 73% 76% 73% 43% 80% 77% 55%
I think the Unlver5|tY respects individual dlffgrences 71% 68% 72% 48% 77% 78% 60%
(e.g., cultures, working styles, backgrounds, ideas).

ISiat;n treated with fairness and respect in the Univer- 67% 68% 69% 36% 73% 71% 519%
| feel a strong sense of belonging to the University 48% 45% 47% 26% 58% 55% 31%
:ries jzfneeti(; izzasr:f’/:r:i;ha”e“ge the way things | 350, | gy 34% 18% 40% 38% 20%
Overall engagement index 61% 62% 60% 37% 70% 65% 42%

Note: There were also 16 responses from employees identifying as non-binary, which are not tabulated.

Action EU.10 Design and implement a communication plan to re-engage staff with the Southamp-
ton behaviours, including facilitated discussions, safe spaces and guidance on how to
use the behaviours to create a sense of belonging
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(ii)  HR policies
Employee Relations Managers (ERMs) support managers and employees to ensure HR policies and pro-
cedures are followed fairly and consistently. In 2017 we implemented a casework tracker to monitor

trends and prompt proactive interventions to address concerns. Casework statistics are shared monthly
with HRSLT, quarterly with UEB and summarised in our Gender and Diversity Dashboard.

e ERMs run training programmes on bullying and harassment and, with Legal Services, provide
panel member training to aid consistency in formal decision-making.
e An Employee Relations Toolkit (launched March 2019, 706 unique users, 9,926 unique page views)
provides additional support to ensure consistency of policy application.
e AskHR provide first-line advice and add common queries to our HR Knowledge Base, ensuring visi-
bility and consistency of advice.
e Business case templates for a range of discretionary HR processes (e.g., re-grading, additional in-
crements, bonuses) require consideration of the EDI impacts of those actions.
Results of SES2018 (Table 5.51) suggested a significantly higher prevalence of bullying than is recorded
in formal casework (35 cases (21F, 14M) from 2017/18 to 2020/21). Meanwhile, SDS2019 (Table 5.51)
found that women were less confident than men that reporting sex/gender related incidents would lead

to appropriate action.

Table 5.51: SES2018/SDS2019 responses to questions about bullying and responding to incident reports

‘ Faculties Professional Services

Question All | Female | Male PNTS | Female | Male PNTS
(1,206) | (1,142) (246) (957) (547) (161)

During the last 12 months | have personally experi-

) 19% 16% 18% 38% 18% 18% 34%
enced bullying

During the last 12 months | have personally wit-

. . 26% 23% 20% 47% 26% 25% 42%
nessed a colleague being bullied

| believe appropriate action would be taken if | re-
ported an incident to my School/Faculty/Service 66% 61% 74% 47% 68% 71% 36%
with respect to sex/gender

Since then, we’ve made Anti-Bullying Week a prominent part of our communication calendar, promoted
our Harassment Contacts (trained volunteers providing confidential support to staff and students experi-
encing, or accused of, bullying or harassment), launched the #UoSRespect campaign and committed to
reviewing our Dignity at Work and Study policy (Action EU.9).

Action EU.9 Update our suite of Equality, Diversity and Inclusion policies through consultation
and engagement with staff, students and other relevant stakeholders.
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University of Southampton & c "A
@unisouthampton
Members of the #UoSrespect working group have hit STARTS “s

the road this week to bring their 'Find Out What It w

Means To Me' campaign to campuses across IT"
Southampton, with help from our amazing Harassment
Contacts team. Find out more: ow.ly/4mU330mBagkh

@bullyinguk #AntiBullyingWeek #ANTIBULLYINGWEEK
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Figure 5.45: Examples of work to promote Anti Bullying Week and the #UoSRespect campaign to staff and students

Alongside these interventions, we still need to do more to understand and address barriers to formal
reporting (Action EU.8.1)

In March 2021 we launched Report+Support, a confidential, optionally anonymous platform for staff
and students to report bullying, harassment, discrimination or abuse. It remains too early to assess take-
up and impact (Action EU.8.2).

Action EU.8.1  Conduct focus groups to understand why there is a gap between bullying casework
and what is reported via staff surveys, and whether this has a gender component.

Action EU.8.2  Monitor take-up and impact of the "Report+Support" reporting system, introduced
in March 2021.
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Proportion of heads of school/faculty/department by gender

Female representation up from 31% to 40% since 2016/17; growth in AHSSBL and STEMM (Table
5.52).

Deans (five-year term, extendible to eight), Heads of School and Associate Deans (both maximum
five-year term) are appointed following expressions of interest, consultation with faculty/school
staff and fair and transparent assessment/selection processes.

Diversity of shortlists, selection panels and resulting senior management cohorts are considered
throughout. Documentation is checked to avoid using gender-stereotypical language.

Job-share arrangements are available. Two AD roles are currently job-shared (1xM/F, 1xF/F).

Over half of current female Deans/ADs/HoS have previously attended Springboard, Leadership
Circles or both (see 5.3(iii)). Executive coaching is available to Deans.

Table 5.52: Gender representation among Deans, Associate Deans (ADs) and Heads of School (HoS) by discipline;

Discipline

2016/17 to 2020/21

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21

F F F M %F F M

Deans 2 1 |67% | 2 1 |67% | 1 1 |50% | 1 1 |50% | 1 1 |50%

PGS ADs 3 3 |50% | 3 3 |50% | 3 4 |43% | 3 4 |43% | 3 4 |43%
HoS 3 9 |25% | 3 9 |25% | 2 4 |33% | 2 4 |33% | 3 3 | 50%

Overall 8 13 |38% | 8 13 |38% | 6 9 |40% | 6 9 |40% | 7 8 |47%

Deans 2 3 |40% | 2 3 |40% | 2 1 |67% | 2 1 |67% | 2 1 |67%

. ADs 4 14 |22% | 5 13 |28% | 3 9 |25% | 4 8 |33% | 6 8 |43%
HoS 6 14 |30% | 6 14 (30% | 3 12 |20% | 5 10 |33% | 4 11 | 27%

Overall 12 31 |28% | 13 30 [30% | 8 22 | 27% | 11 19 |37% | 12 20 | 38%

Whole University 20 | 44 |31% | 21 | 43 [33% | 14 | 31 |31% | 17 28 |38% | 19 28 | 40%

Note: Representation is as at the end of each year (31 July).
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(iv)  Representation of men and women on senior management committees

e All members of UEB and FEBs (operational boards) are ex-officio.

e Female representation has increased (Table 5.53, Table 5.54), mirroring 5.6(iii)) and generally ex-
ceeds representation in underlying senior staff populations (Action TA.2.1).

e FEPS FEB (21%F) is an outlier (Faculty: 27%F). The Dean intends to address this as terms expire.

Table 5.53: Gender representation on University Executive Board; 2016/17 to 2020/21

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21

C'ttee Discipline
M | %F

F F %F
7 |36% | 4 | 5 |44% 3 | 5 (38% 3 | 6 | 33%
2 2 2

University A&R 3 8 27% 4
Executive P&S 2 1 |67% | 2 1 |67% 1 |67% 1 |67% 1 |67%
Board Overall 5 9 |36% | 6 8 |29% | 6 6 |50% | 5 6 |45% | 5 7 | 42%

Note: Representation is as at the end of each year (31 July). For current representation (43%F), see Figure 2.4.

Table 5.54: Gender representation on Faculty Executive Boards (Operational Boards); 2018/19 to 2020/21
2016/17 ‘ 2017/18 2018/19 ‘ 2019/20 2020/21

Faculty Discipline

M | %F ‘ F M | %F F %F ‘ F F M | %F
A&R 2 4 33% 2 4 33% 2 4 33%
::::SSBL) P&S Not applicable 3 1 |75% | 3 1 |75% | 3 0 [100%
Overall 5 5 50% | 5 5 50% 5 4 | 56%
A&R 5 4 |56% | 5 4 |56% | 6 4 | 60%
::SE'II'-ESMM) P&S Not applicable 4 0 |100%| 4 0 [100%| 4 0 [100%
Overall 9 4 69% | 9 4 69% | 10 4 71%
A&R 1 10 | 9% 1 10 | 9% 0 10 | 0%
::SIE:IESMM) P&S Not applicable 3 1 |75% | 3 1 |75% | 3 1 |75%
Overall 4 |11 [27% | 4 | 11 |27% | 3 | 11 |21%
A&R 3 7 30% 3 5 38% 5 5 50%
?g?:l:;"\'/'l‘; P&S Not applicable 3 01 75% 3 1 75% | 3 | 1 |75%
Overall 6 8 |43% | 6 6 |50% | 8 6 |57%
£SS A&R 4 | 5 |48% 5 | 5 |50% 6 | 4 |60%
(AHSSBL + P&S Not applicable 2 2 [50% | 2 2 [50% | 2 2 | 50%
STEMM) Overall 6 | 7 46% 7 | 7 |50%| 8 | 6 |57%
A&R 15 30 [33% | 16 28 |36% | 19 27 | 41%
::::‘ dCS”'ty P&S Not applicable 15 | 5 |75% 15 | 5 |75% 15 | 4 | 79%
Overall 30 | 35 |46% | 31 | 33 |48% | 34 | 31 |52%
Note: Representation is as at the end of each year (31 July).

Action TA.2.1 Use the Gender and Diversity Dashboard to publicise data on the composition of
management committees (including Council, Senate, UEB and Faculty) by gender
and other protected characteristics. Regular review of this data by EDIC. Address re-
maining under representation through targeted action as roles come up for renewal.
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Representation of men and women on influential institution committees

Council consciously improved gender balance since 2016/17 (Table 5.55) with female lay
members actively sought (was 1F/6M, now 4F/4M). However, female representation on sub-
committees (notably Finance, Audit) has reduced (Action TA.2.2).

Senate has consistent mid-40% female representation (Table 5.55), maintained following size
reduction in 2020/21. Of 68 Senate members: 16 are ex-officio; 42 A&R and 5 P&S are elected; 5
are students’ union members.

Ruby Wax OBE was appointed as our Chancellor in 2019, succeeding Dame Helen Alexander, who
served as Chancellor from 2011-2017.

Table 5.55: Gender representation on Council (incl. sub-committees) and Senate; 2016/17 to 2020/21
2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 H 2020/21

C'ttee Discipline

F F M | %F

Council n/a 5 14 |26% | 8 11 (482% | 7 12 |37% | 8 11 |(42% | 8
- Audit 2 3 40% 2 3 40% 1 4 20% 1 4 20% 1 4 20%
- Finance 2 3 40% 2 3 40% 1 4 20% 1 5 20% 0 5 0%
- Health & Safety 4 5 | 44% 4 4 50% 3 4 43% 3 4 43% 3 5 38%
- Nominations 1 4 [20% | 2 5 [29% | 3 4 |43% | 3 4 |43% | 4 4 | 50%
- Remuneration 3 2 60% 2 3 40% 2 2 50% | 2 3 40% 2 3 40%
- All sub-committees - - | 41% | - - | 40% | - - |136% | - - |33% | - - | 32%
A&R 54 | 73 |43% | 65 | 71 |48% | 58 | 66 |47% | 48 | 67 |42% | 23 | 29 |44%
Senate P&S 5 4 |56% | 4 5 |44% | 5 4 |56% | 7 2 |78% 5 5 |50%
Overall 59 77 |43% | 69 76 | 48% | 63 70 |47% | 55 69 |44% | 28 34 | 45%

Note: Senate data excludes students’ union members

EDIC and APAG expanded in 2019/20 and 2020/21 respectively to increase membership diversity.

Education Committee has good gender balance.

Research and Enterprise Executive Group is increasingly gender-balanced, reflecting increased
STEMM AD gender balance (Table 5.52).

Table 5.56: Gender representation on other influential committees; 2016/17 to 2020/21
2016/17 ‘ 2017/18 2018/19 ‘ 2019/20 H 2020/21

Discipline

F M%F‘F %F F M%F‘F M‘%F‘F M | %F

Academic A&R 1 5 17% | 1 5 17% | 2 4 (33% | 2 4 [33% | 4 5 |44%
Z;‘:/T;g:f”s P&S 1 | 0 100 1 | 0 (100%| 1 | O (100%| 1 | O (100%| 1 | O |100%
e Overall 2 |5 |31% 2 | 5 |31% 3 | 4 |43% 3 | 4 |43% 5 | 5 | 50%
A&R 4 | s |44% | 5 | 6 |45% 6 | 6 |50%

E‘itr’::i'&ze P&S Not applicable 6 | 1 (8% 6 | 1 (8% 6 | 2 |75%
Overall 10 | 6 |63% | 11 | 7 |61% | 12 | 8 |60%

N A&R 3 | 8 |27% 4 | 7 |36% 4 | 5 |44% 6 | 3 |67% 6 | 3 |67%
tional EDI P&S 2 |1 |671% | 2 67% 2 | 1 |67% | 3 | 4 | 43% 3 [57%
Committee | gyera| 5 | 9 (36%| 6 | 8 |29% | 6 | 6 5% 9 | 7 56% | 10 @ 6 |63%
Research A&R 3 | 18 |14% | 3 | 17 |15% | 4 | 12 |25% 5 | 11 |31% 12 37%
Z:;::E;ZL’_ P&S 3 | 6 /3% 3 6 33% 8 4 67% 9 6 60% 6 | 4  60%
utive Group |  Overall 6 | 24 |20% | 6 | 23 |21% | 12 | 16 |43% 14 | 17 |45% 13 | 16 | 45%
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Action TA.2.1 Use the Gender and Diversity Dashboard to publicise data on the composition of
management committees (including Council, Senate, UEB and Faculty) by gender
and other protected characteristics, and help maintain current strong levels of fe-
male representation. Regular review of this data by EDIC. Address remaining under
representation through targeted action as roles come up for renewal.

Action TA.2.2 Revise the Terms of Reference of Nominations Committee to ensure representation
on Council sub-committees is actively considered.

(vi) Committee workload

Committee membership is included in WLMs (see 5.6(viii))

Most institutional committee appointments are tenured or ex-officio, meaning workload is rotated.
(vii) Institutional policies, practices and procedures

HR consults with trade unions (via Joint Policy Working Group) and engages other stakeholder groups
(including EDI leads and staff networks) to provide experiential input into policy and procedure develop-
ment and review.

Equality Impact Assessments (EIAs) are required as part of the development, implementation and re-
view of institutional policies and procedures. They are an integral part of our decision-making processes
but can be seen as burdensome and complex (Action TA.3).

A simplified EIA was used during the pandemic to ensure equality was considered during a period of
fast-paced decision-making.

The University’s standard reporting template, used by all institutional decision-making bodies, was up-
dated in 2021, requiring explicit consideration of equality and diversity.

Action TA.3 Improve the current EIA process by i) providing a single, systemized route for com-
pletion and submission, ii) building in quality assurance and auditing processes, over-
seen by EDIC, and iii) providing a library of past EIAs to inform new ElAs.
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(viii) Workload model

Line managers are responsible for allocating workload. Schools decide whether to use workload models
(WLMs); most do (Table 5.57). Some faculties are harmonising WLMs across schools.

Most WLMs have evolved in consultation with staff, are reviewed annually and inform appraisal
discussions. WLMs don’t directly inform promotions, but individuals’ contribution splits define

pathway and expectations via contribution matrices (see 5.1(iii))

Transparency varies. While most schools share WLM data openly, several only share anony-
mised/aggregated data. Two schools don’t currently share data, but plan to.

Most staff report that work is allocated fairly/transparently, apart from women in AHSSBL (Figure
5.46). The two AHSSBL schools with the most negative SDS2019 responses do not have a WLM:
WSA (which is developing a WLM) and Law.

We recognise that an inconsistent approach to WLMs creates unfairness across the institution, but also
that work varies between schools, so flexibility is needed. We will review existing WLMs to identify good
practice principles that all schools can apply in defining their WLMs (including those currently without a
WLM) (Action TA.4).

Professional Services do not use WLMs. As P&S staff report high satisfaction with the fairness/transpar-

ency of work allocation, we don’t plan to change this.

Action TA.4

Table 5.57:

Compile a set of common principles for workload management based on an audit of

how schools currently manage workload. Seek feedback from staff, then provide all
Schools with guidance and support for the incorporation of those principles into
their workload management.

Summary of workload models in use

Discipline, Faculty, School WLM Grades :c?\tzr;?é h(;ll:c::ii \ZZE?; st?aartiig
- | Humanities Yes L4-L7 All Yes Yes Dept. level
= Winchester School of Art No - - - - -
é Economic, Social and Political Sciences | Yes L4-L7 All Yes Yes Dept. level
g Southampton Business School Yes L4-L7 All Chairs Yes Full
ﬁ Southampton Education School No = = = = =
Southampton Law School No - - - - -
Mathematical Sciences Yes L4-L7 B, T,E L Yes Yes Dept. level
Chemistry Yes L4-L7 B,T,L Yes Yes No
Electronics and Computer Sciences Yes L4-L7 B, T,L Yes Yes Full
E Engineering Yes L4-L7 All Yes Yes Summary
Physics and Astronomy Yes L5-L7 All Yes Yes Anonymised
Zepler Institute No - - - - -
s Biological Sciences Yes L5-L7 All Yes Yes Full
E Geography and the Environment Yes L4-L7 B, T,L Yes Yes Full
% g Health Sciences Yes L4-L7 All Yes Yes No (planned)
Ocean and Earth Sciences Yes L5-L7 T, L Yes Yes Anonymised
Psychology Yes L4-L7 B, T, L Yes Yes Summary
© Cancer Sciences No - - - - -
G | Clinical and Experimental Sciences No - - - - -
g Human Development and Health No - - - - -
Primary Care and Population Sciences No - - - - -

Note: Pathway coverage: B=Balanced, T=Teaching, E=Enterprise, L=Leadership and Management, R=Research.
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Table 5.58: SES2018 responses to question on organising workload

Faculties Professional Services

Question All | Female | Male | PNTS Female | Male | PNTS
(1,106) | (1,142) (246) (957) (547) (161)

As long as | get the work done, | am trusted to or-

. . X 85% 89% 88% 72% 87% 83% 81%
ganise my workload in a way that suits me
80%
70% ° 8\‘:
X R =
60% Q
50%
40% X
<
30%
20% a_\‘; § é ©
o o O o x x
o : § § lg‘ - . -
0% B . |
Positive Neutral Negative Positive Neutral Negative Positive Neutral Negative
AHSSBL STEMM P&S

Work is allocated fairly and in a transparent way, irrespective of sex/gender

B Female @ Male

Figure 5.46: SDS2019 responses relating to workload allocation

(ix)  Timing of institution meetings and social gatherings

The University doesn’t have formal core hours, but some departments have implemented policies, in-
cluding our largest faculty, FEPS, which requires that regular meetings should be scheduled between
9:30-16:00, Monday-Friday, with meetings outside these times only by agreement of all participants.

Several departments have implemented meeting-free periods during the pandemic, including “Teams-
free Fridays” to counter excess screen-time and the pressures of home working.

Institutional meetings (e.g., Council, Senate) and social gatherings (e.g., Staff Party, Vice-Chancellor’s
Awards) are organised well in advance to allow time for caring arrangements to be made.
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(x)  Visibility of role models

We strive to celebrate success and increase the visibility of female role models through high profile
events and lectures (Table 5.59, Figure 5.47), inspiring web content (Figure 5.48), campus art and
imagery (Figure 5.49) internal publications, newsletters and press articles (Figure 5.50, Figure 5.51) and
social media content (Figure 5.52).

Many departments have set targets and achieved improvements in the gender balance of seminar
speakers (e.g., Biological Sciences (latest 47%), Chemistry (25% target), Geography (latest 45%), ECS
(30% target), Medicine (50% target achieved), OES (latest 34%), Physics (30% target).

We've substantially improved gender balance in the awarding of honorary degreees (Figure 5.53).
Many of our exceptional women academics have been recognised with honours (Figure 5.54).
We hosted:

e |EEE Women in Engineering International Leadership Summit, August 2018.

e Athena Swan Awards Ceremony, December 2018.

The University’s Communications and Marketing guidance emphasises the importance of using inclusive
language and imagery in print and digital publications and signage. Our external website demonstrates
gender balance and avoids gender stereotypes.

Table 5.59: Gender balance of speakers and panellists for high profile lectures (2016 to 2020)

Distinguished Lectures Public Lectures Wellington Lecture Campbell Lecture

Year
‘ Events ‘ F M Events Events F M ‘ Events ‘

2016 3 2 1 5 2 13 1 0 1 1 1 0
2017 4 3 1 4 5 7 1 1 0 1 1 0
2018 1 0 1 3 2 6 1 0 1 0 - -
2019 2 2 0 0 - - - - - 1 1 0
2020 1 0 1 0 - - 1 1 0 1 1 0
Overall 11 | 7(64%) | 4 (36%) 12 | 9(26%) |26 (74%), 4 2 (50%) | 2 (50%) 4 |4(100%) ©

Connecting minds.
¢ lectures:
calthcare

Southampton

Figure 5.47: Clockwise from top left: Prof Jane Falkingham and Rt Hon. Helen Clark, ‘In Conversation: Women in
Leadership’ 2019; Prof Jackie Wahba, Public Lecture 2018; Prof Emma Clery, Wellington Lecture
2020; Prof Mandy Fader, Public Lecture 2016.
¢



University of Southampton e Institutional Application e Silver ¢ November 2021

DD/ T
| [;[q“ \ |

v

= INTERNATIONAL
P2 \WOMEN'S DAY

#UoSwomen

Figure 5.50: Celebrating International Women’s Day
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Celebrating our own extraordinary
women in science

Figure 5.51: Internal news aricle celebrating women in science, accompanied by local press coverage

Figure 5.52: Video celebrating Intternational Day of Women and Girls in Science

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20% 4F,13M 29%
15% 24%
10%

5%

0%

2012-2014 2013-2015 2014-2016 2015-2017 2016-2018 2017-2019

Figure 5.53: 3-year rolling averages of female representation among honorary degree recipients (2012-2019)
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Figure 5.54: Recent recipients of honours (left to right): Jocelyn Walters, MBE (2019); Lucy Yardley, OBE
(2020); Nisreen Alwan, MBE (2021); Jackie Wahba, OBE (2020).

The University awards Emeritus Professor titles on retirement to recognise distinguished service. Histori-
cally, women have been under-represented. We have improved this to representative levels through
more rigorous nominations processes (Figure 5.55).

30%
25% -
20F, 56 M
20% 26%
15%
10%
5%
4F, 19M
0% 6%
2011-2013 2012-2014 2013-2015 2014-2016 2015-2017 2016-2018 2017-2019 2018-2020
Figure 5.55: 3-year rolling averages of female representation among Emeritus Professor title recipients (2011-
2020)

69



(xi)

University of Southampton e Institutional Application e Silver ¢ November 2021

Outreach activities

Staff at all grades participate in outreach activities, recognised through appraisal, promotion criteria and
WLMs. A huge range of activities are run across the University, including many aimed at encouraging
women into STEMM subjects. While some activities are centralised, most are locally organised.

In 2018 a collaborative project launched an online Activity Mapping Tool where staff and students
can record and explore outreach activities. Since launch, over 800 engagement events have been
recorded, delivered by 250 representatives (56%F) of all faculties and PS.

Most (77%) recorded outreach activities are school-based, overwhelmingly in state schools (98%).
Outreach activities in private schools tend to be targeted in all-girls schools.

In 2018/19 there were 3,760 recorded participants (54%F) in outreach activities, dropping to
2,109 (53%F) in 2019/20 due to the pandemic.

Our central outreach team (22 people, L2b-L5, 73%F) focuses on widening participation in HE. In
2019/20, 194 student ambassadors (74%F) supported central outreach activities through on and
off-campus activities, residential events and mentoring schemes with young people.

Our Public Engagement with Research unit (PERu; 7 people, 71%F) inspires and supports high-
quality public engagement.

In 2018 we established a Vice-Chancellor’s Award recognising public engagement and outreach.

SDS2019 responses indicate fewer women than men participate in outreach in STEMM (Figure
5.56). Some staff report a contention between caring commitments and participating in weekend
events, especially open days (Action FF.4).

Action FF.4 Identify and examine options for better supporting staff who need care provision for

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

dependents in order to participate in weekend open days.

x X
Q| R
X
(o))
wn
X
i
<
X | ®
R R
Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative
AHSSBL STEMM P&S

On behalf of the School, | participate in outreach and engagement

@ Female @ Male

Figure 5.56: SDS2019 responses relating to outreach and engagement
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(xii) Leadership

As shown in Table 2.3 (in section 2), all STEMM schools and one AHSSBL school are already award hold-
ers. During the next five-year award cycle, we aspire to:

e All AHSSBL schools becoming award holders.
e Four Bronze award holders achieving Silver.
e Two Silver award holders achieving Gold.

e Our first PTO award.

Core support for all departments includes:

e Provision of annually updated quantitative data

e Centralised pre-approved question bank for surveys with support with ethics and quality assur-
ance approvals

Advice/consultancy including:

e Guidance documents and templates.

e Regular SAT meeting attendance.

e Review/feedback on draft submissions and action plans, including institutional alignment.

e External consultant reviews/feedback.

e Quarterly Athena Swan Forum for departmental AS leads to network and share good practice.
We plan to implement (Action TA.5.1):

e Searchable best practice/impact knowledge bank.

e Departmental ‘buddies’.

e Mock review panels.

We are also adapting to the new Athena Swan submission deadlines and plan to improve departmental
governance of submission timings and action planning to ensure all SATs have equal access to central
support (Action TA.5.2).

Action TA.5.1 Develop a good practice knowledge bank for the key sections of departmental AS
submissions. Assign departmental 'buddies’, pairing AS SATs for peer support. Rein-
force the role of the AS Forum as a source of collegiate critique (including mock re-
view panels) and for sharing learning and best practice.

Action TA.5.2 Establish Faculty Board responsibility to oversee departmental timelines and ap-
proval to submit, guided by the availability of central support, to minimise clashes in
self-assessments and deadlines so that all SATs have equal access to central support.
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6. SUPPORTING TRANS PEOPLE
SECTION WORD COUNT: 462 WORDS; RUNNING TOTAL: 12,999 WORDS

(i) Current policy and practice

Our Gender Identity Policy recognises that staff and students’ gender identity and/or presentation may
differ from their sex assigned at birth, based on the Association of Colleges 2005 joint agreement. Tran-
sphobia as covered by the Dignity at Work and Study Policy. However, the policy is now very dated (see
6(iii) below).

Gender identity is included in EDI Training. All our systems offer the ‘Mx’ title, and students can select
their preferred pronouns at enrolment or update them online at any time. Staff are encouraged to in-
clude their preferred pronouns in email signatures to normalise the practice.

We are increasing gender neutral toilet provision across our campuses, achieved by updating signage on
all single-cubicle toilets to simply say ‘Toilet.” Meanwhile, several new building projects and renovations
have incorporated gender neutral facilities.

We regularly raise the rainbow flag across our campuses for LGBT History Month (February), IDAHOBT
(17 May) and Southampton Pride (August Bank Holiday). We have sponsored Southampton Pride since
2019. We fly the trans flag for Trans Awareness Week (Figure 6.1) and IDAHOBT (alongside the rainbow
flag), and we fly the trans flag half-mast for Trans Remembrance Day (20 November).

Proudly flying the Trans Flag for
#TransAwarenessWeek @Soton_LGBT are
running events all week to raise awareness
of #trans issues and inclusivity - come
along and learn more: ow.ly/XRxn30mAmdt
#LGBTQ

iversity of Southampton @unisou
2:00pm - 12 Nov 2018

Figure 6.1: Promoting Trans-Awareness Week through University social media

(ii)  Monitoring

Staff and student record systems include separate questions for legal sex (M/F) and gender identity
(male, female, non-binary or self-described).

Students and staff are asked the HESA question, ‘Does your gender identity match your sex as registered
at birth?” We updated staff monitoring questions and ran an awareness-raising disclosure exercise in
June 2021. As of November 2021, 71% of staff have answered: 14 (<1%) have answered ‘no’ and 3%
‘prefer not to say’.
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Surveys and monitoring forms generally offer ‘Non-binary’ and ‘Other’ gender options, and we plan to
make this consistent (Action EU.1).

Action EU.1 Compile and implement a common set of demographic questions for all surveys and
evaluation forms across the institution.

Our ‘Pulse’ LGBT+ Staff Network actively engages with trans staff and works closely with the student
LGBT+ Society. The Network recently facilitated ‘safe listening spaces’ for trans staff and PGR students.
We will use our learning from these sessions to inform policy updates (Action EU.9).

(iii)  Further work

There were 12 non-binary respondents to SDS2019, which limits our analysis. However, their responses
were overwhelmingly negative — at least half said that they:

e witnessed sex/gender discrimination on campus or in the local area;

e do not have access to mentoring;

e have not been encouraged to apply for jobs at a higher grade or promotion;

e have not participated in conferences or networking event on behalf of their School.

The last three points may indicate that non-binary staff are more likely to be P&S and/or less senior roles
where these developmental opportunities are less common. However, we cannot confirm this due to
the low response rate.

Our policy is very dated: non-binary identities are not explicitly covered, and the gender transition pro-
cess could be streamlined. We will update our policy in 2021/22, in consultation with trans staff and stu-
dents, and the LGBT+ Network and student societies (Action EU.9).

Action EU.9 Update our suite of Equality, Diversity and Inclusion policies (including our Gender
Identity policy) through consultation and engagement with staff, students and other
relevant stakeholders.
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FURTHER INFORMATION
SECTION WORD COUNT: O WORDS; RUNNING TOTAL: 12,999 WORDS
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8. ACTION PLAN
8dg o O O S O e 10O WO ose O e O O I1ae e S es, pra es, proceaures and policie d entio
d eep genae equad dNQG S place e dgree one set or ae Oograp dlegorle O DE el d eleva dled ere e Colle O dtio d Ooula pene O
e dNd ed Ooug e le OT de Ograp e O OllaboOord e d O de e dNdad ple e dNgE O O e e A A d edd (O 4d e O
S aeliperate eeKk to olive tne volice O ome O agerrepresented groups ana aerstand expe eSS adal d aiviaual ieve
Ref |Objective Rationale/Issue Actions Outcome/Measures Owner Start |End
We have made good progress com-
piling datasets to support equality
charter SATs (including Athena
Establish definitive and regularly Swan): but this has. highlighted Compile and impl?ment a'common o
some inconsistencies in data collec- [set of demographic questions for  |All qualitative insights can be ana-
EU.1 |updated data sources for all equal- | . . . . . . |IR Jan-22 |Aug-22
ity charters tion acros.s dlffer('ant projects/char- |all surveys .and. ev:?\luatlon forms lysed using the same demographics
ters, particularly in respect of sur- |across the institution.
vey and evaluation data. This re-
duces opportunities for robust and
intersectional analysis.
Much of our Athena Swan data
analysis is based on time series
snapshot data, which cannot docu- |Conduct quantitative and qualita-
ment experiences at an individual [tive cohort (longitudinal) analysis
level, where longitudinal cohort by gender to identify career
analysis could provide much more |choices and career progression dif- |Recommendations for mitigation
. . insight. We hold extensive data ferences, and motivating/influenc- |made available for Equality, Diver-
Use cohort analysis to improve our . . . . . .
understanding of career choices which can be gsed t.o chara?cterlse |r.1g factors, over gn extfend(?d pe- |[sity ar.md IncI}JS|on Commlttee..
EU.2 . ... |the career trajectories of given co- |riod (10+ years), including: i) Pro- |Learning to influence the continued |EDI TEAM |Jan-22 |Dec-23
and career progression at an indi- . . . . " .
vidual level horts which, appropriately ana- motion outcomes over time, ii) development of promotion (see
lysed and supported by qualitative |Fixed term contract end reasons CD.3 and CD.4), FTC (see JS.1) and
insight, will help us better under- |(women appear more likely to re- |family leave policies (see FF.2).
stand and identify the key attrition |[sign), iii) Progression of P&S staff,
points and their causes enabling and iv) Maternity up-take and
better identification of where to fo-|length.
cus resources to retain and develop
more women in the University.
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There are areas where further con-
sultation is needed to understand
specific issues identified in the in-
stitutional Athena Swan submis-
sion, and to engage more regularly

Utilise newly appointed engage-
ment roles in the central EDI team
to conduct consultation exercises
to supplement existing quantitative
and qualitative data, with more de-

Equality Communications & En-
gagement manager fully

Achieve wider engagement to ad- |with the wider University commu- |[tailed experiential evidence to help . EDI TEAM,
EU.3 . . . . i . . .. . |onboarded, and consultation exer- Jul-22  |Jul-27
dress gaps in understanding nity. We recruited specific roles to |us fill gaps in understanding identi- | . AS SAT
. . . . cises completed regularly (at least
the central EDI team in November |fied in this submission. once per year)
2021 to address this, including an pery
Equality Communications and En- |Feedback results to AS SAT to
gagement manager, and an EDI of- |shape the delivery of the action
ficer. plan
Revise the institutional AS SAT
terms of reference to reflect the
transformed AS charter, improved
institutional EDI governance and
maximise the benefits of the signif-
icant University investment in EDI
The launch of the transformed resources. Including, i) the intro- . .
. . ., |[EDI manager assigned as co-chair
Athena Swan charter and the com- |duction of co-Chairs to ensure resil- of AS SAT
Review and refresh the member- |pletion of a submission cycle pro- |ience, continuity and experience, ii)
. . . . . . . Refreshed ToR EDI TEAM,
EU.4.1|ship and terms of reference of the |vides an ideal opportunity to re- the introduction of de-fined term . Nov-21 |Oct-22
SAT members allocated minimum  |AS SAT

institutional Athena Swan SAT

view and refresh the membership
and terms of reference of the
Athena Swan SAT.

lengths and term limits to ensure
role rotation, iii) the balance of
membership required by the trans-
formed AS charter, iv) the SAT re-
cruitment process and v) re-affirm
workload protection and recogni-
tion for SAT members (minimum
2.5%FTE, increasing to 10%FTE
ahead of submissions).

2.5%FTE, increasing to 10%FTE
ahead of submission
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Programme approach moved to-
wards a holistic approach to pro-
ject management, working across
Explore opportunities to create the charters with a focus on allo-
more efficiency between institu-  |cated key themes which are re-
EU.4.2 tional SATs (e.g., Race Equality flected in more than one charter  |[EDI TEAM |(Jan-22 |Dec-22
Charter, Concordat, Technician e.g. inclusive recruitment
Commitment). Aligned project management pro-
cesses and software /application
tools to ensure consistency and
data integrity across charters
Half of our staff are based in cen- |Evaluate the new Professional,
tral Professional Services direc- Technical and Operational Athena Process evaluated and at least two
EU.5.1 torates but their inclusion in gen- |Swan application process and iden- | . . . Jan-22 |Mar-23
. . e . directorates identified
der equality discussions and ac- tify directorate candidates for ap- VP Opera-
. . tions has been limited until re- plications from 2023 onward . P .
Ensure that professional, technical tions, PS Di-
. . cently. The transformed Athena
and operational staff are fully in- . rector(s)
. Swan charter now includes a . .
cluded in Athena Swan s Contingent on success of Ad- Increased focus on gender equality |and AS PS
framework for applications from " brmit fi i . | fessional ) lead
EU.5.2 Professional, Technical and Opera- v.ancefHE pilot, f.u mit first aﬁp ica- |in clentra pro essmr;la services Mar-23 |Dec-26
tional directorates, and AdvanceHE tions for PTdO Directorate Athena AF ea.st two bPTO Atd ena Swan ap-
are running a pilot between Nov swan awards plications submitte
2021 and March 2023
Although headline leaver reasons
are collected in all cases, resigna- Process review completed and rec-
tion reasons are unknown or not . ommendations made.
. . . |Consult with staff to understand .
. stated for >50%, irrespective of dis- . .. |Changes approved and imple-
Strengthen data collection to bet- |, . reasons for poor completion of exit
cipline, contract type or gender. . . . . mented.
ter understand the reasons why . .. . guestionnaires and resignation rea- . . .
. . We believe this is because line An increase in documented resig-
staff leave, particularly in respect . sons on leaver forms, and refresh .
EU.6 . . managers complete this infor- . . nation reasons to >75%. HR BPs Jan-22 |Dec-22
of resignation, and whether there . L guidance, training and data collec- . . . . .
. . mation, rather than it being sought |>. . . . An increase in exit questionnaire
are any gender differences in those | . ) tion mode, if required, to improve .
directly from employees. In addi- . . completions to >50%.
reasons . . completion rates and the quality of . .
tion, completion of (voluntary, . . . Common demographic questions
. . .’ |information disclosed. . .
anonymous) exit questionnaires is used (see EU.1), enabling analysis
low (17% of A&R, 30% of P&S leav- by protected characteristics.
ers).
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Majority of training data are availa-
Capture equal opportunities data ble with b.re.akdown by protected
. e . . characteristics, and data are regu-
with training evaluations. Establish . .
Some data are collected on uptake regular reporting of training evalu- larly reviewed for impact.
EU.7.1 of training and evaluation but does ation and impact, including analysis We Wl!l know |fth¢-ere are dlffe.r-. HR LMD Nov-21 |Mar-22
not always capture gender (or ences in the experience of training
other protected characteristics) by gender and other protected by gender (and other protected
P ’ characteristics, to HRSLT, SATs and Ve L p
EDIC characteristics), enabling us to take
action to address any issues identi-
Greater equality of training uptake fied.
Conduct qualitative research to un-
derstand the drivers of higher (pro-
Women consistently are more portionate) female attendance at N
. L . . Qualitative research completed
likely to attend more training than |[training. Seek to understand if with conclusions and recommenda-
EU.7.2 men. This pattern exists for A&R  |there are material implications of | . . . HR LMD Aug-23 [Dec-23
. . . . tions, with SMART actions to be
and P&S staff and persists by train- |this imbalance, and whether it is .
. ; added to this plan.
ing type, grade. needed or desirable to seek a more
gender-balanced uptake of train-
ing.
More detailed understanding of
Conduct focus groups to under- the factors affecting staff survey vs
In SES2018, 19% of employees stand why there is a gap between |formal reporting rates, which can TACKLING
EU.8.1 (similar for women and men) said |bullying casework and what is re-  |inform Tackling Harassment actions HAR- Apr-22 |lun-22
e they had experienced bullying or  |ported via staff surveys, and (and other Athena Swan work, if RASMENT
harassment in the 12 months prior |whether this has a gender compo- [there is a gender component) and
to the survey, however instances of |nent. interpretation of Report+Support
i - data.
Address inconsistencies in report- Enue”r:/tlrégo:ﬁzgtrstii;hfrc)orf:l I;l:srzss " - -
ing levels of bullying / harassment R Report+Support take-up is moni-
work is significantly lower. Anecdo- tored and feedback from staff and
tally, staff are pessimistic about the students is more positive that re-
usefulness of reporting to manag- |Monitor take-up and impact of the |porting will be handled appropri- |TACKLING
EU.8.2 ers and the effectiveness of the for-|"Report+Support" reporting sys- |ately. HAR- Nov-21 |Nov-26
mal processes in dealing with bully-|tem, introduced in March 2021. Discrepancy between reported RASMENT
ing complaints. cases (e.g., through Report+Sup-
port) and survey responses is re-
duced
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Establish a co-design panel, with a
representative group of staff and
] ) ] students, to develop a set of princi-
Our Equality, Diversity and Inclu- | a5 we want to embed in our EDI o
sion policies (Equal Opportunities, |, jicies: Equal Opportunities; Dig- Principles agreed by HR SLT, Educa-
EU.9.1 Digni’Fy at Work ?”.d Study, G?nder nity at Work and Study; Gender 2:3 ;?nnt:g:jt:jli:tl?)l(c:;j:goﬁenjﬁe EDI TEAM |Oct-21 [Jan-22
Identity, and Religion and Belief)  |jentity: and Religion and Belief. cies P
have no;c] been up.(‘illatedffolr several |optain approval for the principles )
Update our suite of Equality, Diver- ﬁi;s;u eK:gecZ:ceurii Lrja,ijendd W€ |from key University decision mak-
sity and Inclusion policies through y . ers: HR SLT, Education Committee,
. .. |about our dated Gender Identity  |gpic and Senat
consultation and engagement with . ; and >enate.
Policy, but they would all benefit . - - —
staff, students and other relevant from being undated to better re- Redraft the policies, incorporating |The revised EDI policies are
stakeholders. flect curregnt Ft))est ractice and the the agreed principles. Undertake |brought in line with the University |EDI TEAM,
EU.9.2 . o P . statutory consultation with trade  |EDI strategic vision and incorporate |[HR POLICY (Jan-22 [Mar-22
University's common policy format. . . . .
- .. |and student unions (where views from across the University HUB, SAA
Itis important that we engage with needed) and ratify the policies communit
staff and students from a range of y . P — y
backgrounds to make these policies|Pevelop accompanying guidance
relevant and supportive for all. (as necessary) for the policies. Pub- |Guidance documents developed, |EDI TEAM,
EU.9.3 lish and promote the new policies |written into the EDI communica- |[HR POLICY |Feb-22 |May-22
via internal networks and commu- |tions plan and communicated. HUB, SAA
nications channels.
The Southampton Behaviours are |Design and implement a communi- |Communication plan implemented
currently under-utilised but could |cation plan to re-engage staff with |and guidance available on the EDI
Imbrove engagement of Staff with provide an effective tool to support|the Southampton behaviours, in-  |webpages for staff to access.
Eu.10 | TP 538 . staff with conversations around cluding facilitated discussions, safe |EDI partners assigned to faculties |EDI TEAM |Jan-22 [Dec-22
the Southampton Behaviours . . . .
ED&I, professional development spaces and guidance on how to use [to support team discussion and the
and creating a more inclusive team |the behaviours to create a sense of |implementation of Southampton
environment. belonging Behaviours at faculty/service level
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Job Security: We know that fixed term contracts affect employees' sense of belonging and job security, and that this can create particular barriers for women and their retention and
career progression. We will work in collaboration with Concordat working groups to improve job security through greater use of open-ended contracts, improved procedures for

conversion of fixed-term contracts to open-ended contracts, and more effective redeployment processes.

JS.1.1

JS.1.2

JS.1.3

1S.1.4

JS.1.5

Improve job security for research-
ers and other staff through greater
use of OECs

We recognise that FTCs affect job
security and sense of belonging,
creating barriers to retention and
career progression, particularly for
women. Work has begun on a
multi-year project to increase the
use of OECs and to define a better,
more proactive policy and proce-
dure for the conversion of FTCs to
OECs, alongside modernised redun-
dancy procedures

Work in collaboration with Concor- |[Engagement across Concordat,
dat working group to build an evi- |Athena SWAN and the Technician
. . . . EDI Char-
dence base and comprehensive un- |Commitment will result in a cohe- ters Jan-22 |Oct-22
derstanding of current practice to |sive and comprehensive report on
support next steps. current practice
Update the governance procedures |A Flexible governance procedure is .
. . . . Modernis-
and policies around the redun- in place which enables a higher .
. . ing the gov-|Aug-22 |Oct-23
dancy processes to reduce bureau- |level of commitment to conversion ermance
cracy required. of FTC to OEC
Agree and introduce strengthened
principles and policy on the use of New bro-
FTCs, updating associated govern- |Grant-funded staff are routinely . P
ject owners |Oct-22 |Dec-24
ance processes, systems, proce- employed on open-ended contracts TBC
dures, guidance and training ac-
cordingly.
Redesign FTC to OEC conversion
policy and procedures to be more New pro-
proactive, and automatic where ject owners |Jan-22 |Dec-24
possible, especially where 4 years’ TBC
service is achieved.
- T staff I oved More FTC staff currently employed
Review a 'sta currently erpp oyfe transferred to open-ended con-
on FTCs with >4 years’ service, with tracts
a view to offering those eligible an New pro-
OEC. We aspire to extend this pro- ject owners [Nov-23 |Dec-24
vision further, subject to the spe- TBC
cific provisions agreed as part of
JS.1.3.
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Promote and support our strength-

Data shows that redeployment re-
mains relatively uncommon for
A&R staff; approximately 2.5% of
A&R vacancies are filled by rede-
ployees, with approximately 6.2%
of those ending FTCs redeployed

Positively promote recently
strengthened redeployment policy
and associated guidance, with the
aim of improving recruiting manag-

A measurable increase in the num-
ber of staff redeployments. Specific
targets for improvement to be
specified after gauging the underly-
ing appetite for redeployment. In-

HR Recruit-

JS.2 ned r loyment policy an - h r (62%F). The r loy- Aug-22 [Oct-23
€ e.d edep.oy ent policy and as- | eac yea- (62%F). The redeploy ers’ perceptions of appointing re- |dicative target of improvement ment &
sociated guidance ment policy has been strengthened
with associated suidance. and com- deployees. from 2.5% to >5% for A&R, and
. 8 . ’ Understand the appetite for rede- |from 6.2% to >10% of those ending
municated, but this now needs to . .
. ployment from FTC staff. FTCs, with no significant gendered
be promoted positively to further
_ o pattern.
embed within the recruiting com-
munity
Develop and introduce tailored an-
A majority of ACAP | lised-h |
' ' majorlty'o 'C ecturers 'and a nL'Ja ised f)urs contracts (a ong. All ACAP lecturers moved onto an-
Introduce annualised hours con- sizeable minority of Pre-Sessional |with associated systems and guid- . .
. . . . : nualised hours contracts and no HR Policy
JS.3  |tracts to improve job security for  |Tutors return year-on-year, many |ance) to provide greater certainty . Jan-22 |Dec-23
longer employed on a succession of [Hub

hourly-paid (ACAP) lecturers.

on successive short FTCs which do
not provide job security.

and transparency on terms and
conditions of employment and im-
prove job security.

FTCs.
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Inclusive Recruitment: Our people are our greatest asset, and we need to proactively attract candidates from all walks of life. We have invested resources to develop, implement and
evaluate an extensive programme to improve recruitment from start to finish. This peer-led programme will embed best practice and address implicit gender bias from job design

through to appointment.

IR.1.1

IR.1.2

IR.1.3

IR.1.4

Ensure consistency and considera-
tion of EDI in all recruitment activ-
ity initially using a cohort of 'super
recruiters' who will act as 'critical
friends' throughout the recruit-
ment process, ensuring awareness
of unconscious bias and offering
guidance for best inclusive recruit-
ment practice.

Only 2/3rds of Staff Diversity Sur-
vey 2019 respondents answer posi-
tively that recruitment is fair and
transparent with respect to gender,
and a lower proportion of women
than men agree.

We recognise that half of recruiting
managers recruit, at most, once a
year, meaning that recruitment
knowledge, skills and practical ex-
perience are potentially at risk
even where training has been un-
dertaken previously. Utilising the
super recruiter cohort will ensure
that there is consistent and up to
date skills, training and knowledge
present across all recruitment ac-
tivities

There is a need for a more struc-
tured feedback mechanism to cap-
ture the practical reality of recruit-
ment.

. . |By end Q1,2022, there will be at
All Super Recruiters to attend train- . .
. . least one trained super recruiter on
ing over four modules; unconscious . Super Re-
. . . ) each recruitment panel .
bias training, Inclusive Recruitment . . . . . |cruiter Pro- [Jul-21 |Dec-23
. . . Recruitment and interview training |.
webinar, active bystander training | . ject
. will also be rolled out over 2022 &
& LMD e-learning module.
2023
Super Recruiters identified in each
Faculty/Professional Service area at
level 3 upwards in order to act as . . Super Re-
. Super Recruiters on each recruit- .
role models for the recruitment cruiter Pro- |Jul-21 |Apr-22
. ment panel by end Q1, 2022. .
process and challenge unconscious ject
bias and inclusion at each stage of
the recruitment process.
Recruitment system updated to in-
. . . Super Re-
. . . . clude tools which enable inclusive .
Consider options with the recruit- . . . ) cruiter Pro-
. recruitment including options for |
ment system to enable more inclu- |, . L . |ject (con-

. blind shortlisting (where appropri- | . .
sive processes, such as an embed- ate) and an embedded gender de- sideration)
ded gender decoder, an option for & Jul-21 |Dec-23
e L . |coder. .
blind shortlisting' to redact appli- HR recruit-
cant personal information and pro- . _ ment & Tal-

P - P Use of blind shortlisting analysed to .

tected characteristics. . . ent (imple-

understand effectiveness and im- )
mentation)
pact
. Recruitment training available for

Implement recommendations from all recruiting managers

the review of the Super Recruiter & & Super Re-

project to shape & enhance our . . . . |cruiter Pro- |May-22 |Dec-22

. Recruitment practices are inclusive |.
current offer and inform future re- . . . ject
. . . and project recommendations in
cruitment training and practices. place
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Feedback and review mechanisms Super Re-
- cruiter Pro- |May-22 |Dec-22
are used to ensure training content |
. ject
Capture and analyse recruitment remains relevant and up to date
experience feedback provided by .
super recruiters and support the Super recruiter feedback and sup-
rt forms ar mplet n
IR.1.5 escalation of concerns to HRBPs po. orms e.co pleted and used
. to inform and implement change
and senior sponsors to ensure we
are working towards an improved . .
. & . P Recommendations for change im-
recruitment experience. . Talent and
plemented and reviewed on a 6- Recruit-
monthly basis, with progress. moni- | -t Team May-22 [May-24
tored by the relevant committees
HR BP
Increased usage of advert drafting
. assistance.
Encourage the use of our recruit-
ment agency (TMP) to enhance the Evidence of improvement in appli-
IR.2.1 attraction of job adverts to women, cation rates fropm women in arF:;s Nov-21 |Nov-26
Data from AHSSBL and STEMM un- |2 ticylarly in areas where women .
derline that proactive action is are underrepresented. of under-represent.anon whgre
Increase female application rates at|needed to encourage female appli- there has been assistance with ad- HR BP. HR
recruitment through the develop- |cants, especially for L6, L7 and sen- vert text. o era,tions
ment of resources, capture and ior appointments. In most cases, Develop a job advert 'library' acces- . P .
o . . Access to advert templates and job |Recruit-
IR.2.2 [communication of data, and best |[women are more likely to be sible to all managers of past TMP advert library on SharePoint ment Jan-22 |Dec-22
practice sharing shortlisted and appointed than adverts. ¥ )
men, implying a shortfall in female |pevelop an advert template which
applications enables the manager to consider . .
job shares and highlights the flexi An increase in the #s of women ap-
IR.2.3 Jble benefits packggeg/ possibility of plying from 34% average to >40%, Jan-22 |Dec-22
. . ; with >35% at Level 7
hybrid working which may appeal 0
to female applicants.
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IR.2.4

IR.2.5

Produce and share best practice re-
cruitment guidance for staff on
gender neutral and inclusive lan-
guage within recruitment advertis-
ing.

Access to good practice guidelines
and examples, including a selection
of job boards which seek to in-
crease the diversity of the work-
force, promoting vacancies to tar-
geted audiences.

IR.2.6

Review senior level candidate
packs to consider diversity in im-
ages and inclusive language and
provide a clear focus on ED&I..

Candidate pack is reviewed and up-
dated to ensure diverse represen-
tation in images and inclusive lan-
guage

EDI page in the candidate pack
which reflects our commitment to
inclusion and promotes opportuni-
ties for job shares

Nov-21

Dec-22

IR.2.7

Investigate when applicants turn
down offers and pass this back to
HR to identify any trends in why
women are less likely to accept of-
fers for senior appointments

Trends identified and mitigations in
place to support an increase in the
#s of women applying from 34% av-
erage to >40%, with >35% at Level
7

Nov-21

Dec-22

Improve capture of equal oppor-
tunity stats for executive recruit-
ment campaigns

Online capture of equal oppor-
tunity stats. EDI report at the end
of each campaign detailing the sta-
tistics at each stage of the process,
feedback included in annual EDI re-
port

May-22

May-24

Nov-21

Dec-22
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IR.3.1

IR.3.2

Promote and support inclusive re-
cruitment practices and increase
visibility of our recruitment pro-
cesses.

Only 2/3rds of Staff Diversity Sur-
vey 2019 respondents answer posi-
tively that recruitment is fair and
transparent with respect to gender,
and fewer women agree than men.

Create internal recruitment Share-

Point site to showcase inclusive re-
cruitment processes and offer visi-

bility of exec recruitment processes
and ensure that inclusive recruit-

6 monthly reviews of hits on re-
cruitment webpages to ensure they
are increasing and used to effect

Talent and

ment processes are embedded .

o . . . Recruit- Aug-21 (Dec-22
within system guidance, advert Increase of staff responding posi- ment Team
templates and recruitment training |tively that recruitment is fair and
for new managers. Super recruit- [transparent in the next staff diver-
ers to advocate inclusive recruit- sity survey
ment practices at faculty/service
level.
Investigate the use and publication |Inclusive recruitment KPIs agreed |Talent and
of KPIs in relation to inclusive re-  |and measuring the success of inclu- |Recruit- Aug-21 [Dec-22
cruitment. sive recruitment practices ment Team
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Career Development: We want all staff to feel that they are stimulated to deliver their best work and feel supported to reach for career development opportunities - sideways or
upwards. We know that this starts with building good, trusting working relationships where we actively seek and give constructive feedback, and by making opportunities transpar-
ent. We will make it easier to see what formal and informal learning and development opportunities are available and use case studies from a range of people to make the different

routes people have taken more visible. We will use our data to take targeted action where pipeline blockages are apparent.

Uptake of University induction is

low (typically, less than 30% of A&R

new starters and less than 50% of Increased uptake, awareness and
P&S new starters participate in Uni-|Understand low uptake of Univer- [self-reported 'usefulness' of Uni-

CD.1 |Improve induction processes versity induction) sity induction. Clarify purpose. Re- |versity induction and/or closer HR LMD Jan-23 |Jun-23
Responses to CROS indicate that lo-|vise content, format as required.  |alignment with local induction pro-
cal/departmental induction is more cesses
valued and visible than university
induction

Introduce ‘New Starter Question- .
o, . Data on the uptake, completion
. . naires’ as a means of collecting . .
There is no central mechanism to . .. |and usefulness of induction and
i data on uptake/completion of dif- ) . .
. . . record/verify that the local/depart- . . probation procedures is readily
Improve induction and probation . . ferent elements of induction and . HR LMD /
CD.2 mental induction has been com- . available and supports future rec- Aug-22 [Dec-22
processes . . . probation, so that we can under- . . REWARD
pleted, or that it has achieved its . ommendations and actions to ad-
. stand their value, and analyse for .
aims . . . dress low uptake, as well as iden-
any differences in experience by . .
tify any gender imbalances
gender.
Promotion to Level 5: Women are An increase in the number of
less likely to apply and slightly less women identified and encouraged
likely to be successful in promotion |Monitor and evaluate the impact of |to apply for promotion, and a re-
than men in both AHSSBL and the introduction of Academic Ca-  |duced gender imbalance in the pro-
STEMM, leading to markedly lower |reer Development Committees, motion data for levels 5-7.
promotion rates for women. Appli- |non-decision-making School-level
Proactively encourage and provide |cation rates and success rates are |panels and Covid mitigations over |Promotion to Level 5: Increase
cp.3 |support for under-represented notably lower in STEMM than the course of the 2021/22, 2022/23|from 43% (long-term average) to HR Reward loct-21 lul-24
" |groups to apply for academic pro- |AHSSBL, meaning AHSSBL staff are [and 2023/24 promotion rounds,  |46% (current L4 %F) of L5 applica-
motion 4-5 times more likely to be pro- with particular focus on female ap- |tions from women.
moted than STEMM. plication and success rates, and Promotion to Level 6: Increase
qualitative perceptions of the pro- |from 39% (long-term average) to
Promotion to Level 6: Men are motion process. Refine processes |44% of L6 applications from
more likely to apply, but success  |and introduce changes as required. [women. Stretch target 48% L6 ap-
rates are broadly similar by gender, plications from women (current L5
leading to lower promotion rates %F).
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for women. Success rates are gen-
erally slightly higher in AHSSBL
than STEMM.

Promotion to Level 7: Men are
slightly more likely to apply and
women are slightly more likely to
be successful, leading to similar
promotion rates.

The Academic Career Development
Committee has a primary purpose
to identify potential applicants for
promotion, at a School-level, and
actively encourage such eligible
employees to apply

Promotion to Level 7: Increase
from 30% (long-term average) to
35% (current L6 %F) of L7 applica-
tions from women.

Understand promotion differences

For L4 to L5 promotions, applica-
tion rates and success rates are no-
tably lower in STEMM than

Examine the factors causing lower
promotion application and success
rates for L4 staff in STEMM, com-

A clear understanding of the rea-
sons behind the disparity, with rec-

D.4 - i i - HRR Apr-2 -2
¢ ZtHLS45I|3_E between STEMM and AHSSBL, meaning L4 staff in pared with AHSSBL, and if applica- &2:123‘1?;?;231:};:??pIT'ica_ eward |Apr-23 |Oct-23
STEMM are 4-5 times less likely to |ble, introduce changes to guidance ble PP
be promoted than AHSSBL. or processes to address this. )
Improved Career Pathways guid-
ance to support career develop-
ment and movement between dif-
Only a third of P&S SDS2019 re- ferent career pathways at South-
spondents (F:34%, M:34%) re- ampton. In particular, this will in- HR Reward
Increased support, awareness and . . . . . .
ported being encouraged to apply [clude greater clarity oni) the ca- |An increase in % of staff respond- |(action
encouragement for P&S staff to . . . . . .
for promotion and only half (F:50%, |reer progression routes available to|ing positively that work-related de- |shared with
CD.5.1|take advantage of career develop- . . . .. Jul-22 {Jul-23
ment and brogression opbortuni- M:53%) responded positively that |P&S staff, ii) how a career may velopment opportunities are allo- |Technician
ties prog PP work-related development oppor- |move between P&S pathways cated fairly (from ~50% to >65%) |Commit-
tunities were allocated fairly by (CAO, MSA, TAE) and from P&S ment)

gender

pathways to the ERE pathway, iii)
expanded advice on how skills
growth and experience can be
achieved in-role.
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Standardise processes (building on
best practice) for sharing and seek-
ing 'expressions of interest' in roles
CD5.2 that b'ecome available !nternally HR 22 Lulas
(e.g., ill-health/maternity cover, se-
condments), creating greater trans-
parency in the availability of devel-
opment opportunities.
Although there are no significant  |Ensure that guidance and associ-
gender differences in the distribu- |ated training accompanying the re- |Continued absence of gender dif-
tion of appraisal ratings, there is a |vised appraisal process from 2022  ferentials in the distribution of ap-
slight tendency for higher-graded |highlights and addresses the issue |praisal ratings.
staff to receive higher ratings and a |of lower appraisal rating outcomes |Reduced tendency for high-graded
i i - -ti for part-time staff and junior staff. i i i ide-
CD.6 Increase fairness of appraisal pro clear. tenc'iency for' full-time staff to p J staff to r'ecelve hlgher ratings (ide HR LMD Apr-22 |Aug-22
cesses receive higher ratings, both of ally no differential)
which are more likely to disad- Monitor appraisal outcomes under |Reduced tendency for full-time
vantage women. An ongoing re- the revised appraisal process from |staff to receive higher ratings than
view will reform our ratings distri- |2022 to see whether the issue im- |part-time staff (ideally no differen-
bution and moderation process proves, persists or worsens, and  |tial)
from 2022. use this to inform ongoing actions.
We have invested £100k running Finalise a .rt.ewew of development
. , opportunities that support women
the Springboard Women’s Devel- . . .
. to progress into leadership posi-
opment Programme since 2012/13, | . . .
. . 5 tions, including those currently of-
with 330 women at the University . -
. fered (i.e., Springboard), external L . ,
completing the programme. Feed- ) Finalise review of women’s devel-
. . .. |offers that we don’t currently pro- .
back is generally positive; partici- . opment provision by the end of ac-
Review our women’s development |pants report greater confidence vide (e.g., Aurora), and how these ademic year 2021/22 to allow new
CD.7 . P P p .g interact with other internal devel- . y .. . HR LMD Jan-22 |Aug-23
provision and motivation, and value the sup- -, or revised provision to be put in
opment opportunities (e.g., Leader- .
port networks created. However, . . . place by the 2022/23 academic
. ship Circles, mentoring). Establish a
uptake has waned, with the pro- . year.
. . business case to support the rec-
gramme under-subscribed in ommendations of the review (i.e
2018/19 and 2019/20. The pro- ) . ) Y
. the continuation of Springboard, or
gramme was not run in 2020/21 . . .
. introduction of a new or revised
due to the pandemic. .
provisions).
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CDh.8.1

CD.8.2

Increase usefulness and accessibil-
ity of mentoring opportunities

Mentoring: Staff survey re-

sults generally confirm that men-
toring is useful, with results tend-
ing to improve over time, but there
is variation by school and some in-
stances where there are gender dif-
ferences (females less positive) in
the perception of usefulness of
mentoring.

Develop a central mentoring
webpage that links to the various
mentoring schemes and opportuni-

Developed mentoring resource
with links to training already availa-
ble (LinkedIn Learning, GoodPrac-

ties available within the University |, . HR LMD Jan-22 |Mar-22
. _ ... |tice Guides, PocketBooks, etc.);
and provides resources for individ- | . .
links to established programmes in
uals and departments to learn ;
. faculties/schools
more about mentoring.
Incorporate National Mentoring Raised awareness and engagement |EDI Team
Month into the University’s annual |of mentoring resources, with an and Inter-
communication plan to promote  |annual spotlight on mentoring via |nal Com-  [Aug-22 |Jan-23
the benefits of mentoring and our comms plan during National |munica-
share examples of good practice. |Mentoring Month tions




University of Southampton e Institutional Application e Silver ¢ November 2021

Flexible and Family Friendly: To be a world leading creative institution we know we must attract and retain talent from a diverse field, and we know that having a strong flexible
working culture allows for talented people to flourish. We will address the inconsistencies, and potential inequities, in how we make it clear to our staff and managers what is in place
to support working in way that is truly flexible. We will transform working practices, building on lessons from the pandemic, harnessing flexible and hybrid working to improve wellbe-

ing, EDI and sustainability through our Future Ways of Working Programme. Our leaders will actively support and model flexible working.

Review evidence and conduct sup-
plementary consultation (e.g., fo-
cus groups, listening sessions, etc.)
Since 2014/15 there have b with senior P&S staff to establish  |Clear understanding of demand for
FF.1.1 |The option of part-time working slllnchi creases i:;ﬁe a\rls :r(:ir:)ns the underlying demand for part-  |part-time and flexible working es- |EDI TEAM  |Aug-22 |Dec-22
(and other forms of flexible work- ong&S women workinp :)rt time time and flexible working, and tablished; reasons for the differ-
ing) is genuinely and realistically at L2b, L3 and L4 (+4 6g P ), but whether this is being satisfied or  |ences in part-time working identi-
available to staff in senior grades dlight Aecreases At LS ar’:g I’_6 (:9-10 subdued by existing policies and  [fied. Reported to HR SLT, EDIC, the
when requested, and that those & . . working practices. Future Ways of Working pro-
. . pp), while there remains a 15-25pp :
working part-time are offered . gramme, and shared with staff.
. gap between the proportions of TBD de-
equal opportunities for career de- .
. women and men who work part- . pending on
velopment and progression as . . . . Proposals developed and imple-
. > time. This may imply reduced avail- . A outcomes
those working full-time, regardless . Develop and implement proposals |mented; part-time staff at all levels
. ability or reduced demand for part- . . ) . . of FF.1.1
of their role, grade and gender. ) . . to address any issues or barriers  |report increased satisfaction and N
FF.1.2 time working at senior levels. . . o o (Likely: EDI |Oct-22 [Jul-23
identified from the qualitative ex- |access to opportunities.
ercises in FF.1.1 TEAM, HR
T REWARD,
HR Policy
Hub)
Compared to other Universities, All expectant parents can take paid
Southampton's contractual mater- time-off for appointments. Increase
Our fam'lly Iea.ve policies are nity/adoption p'ay. is gen(f_‘rous but Update policies/guidance to ensure in men taking time off for appoint-
equally inclusive of all parents (e.g.,|has longer qualifying periods, cur- . : ~ |ments.
. : . that time off for appointments (in-
female/male, 'primary/secondary'), |rently excluding ~30% of FTC staff . . Surveys/focus groups: reduced .
. cluding antenatal, medical, adop- . o . . .., |HR Policy
FF.2.1 |Promote retention and career de- |vs ~15% for open-ended contracts. |, . . I gender disparity in satisfaction with Oct-22 (Jul-23
tion training and fertility treat- . . . Hub
velopment for all parents, and de- . . family leave, flexible working and
. ) . S . ment) is protected and paid for all
liver financial sustainability for the |Shared Parental Leave is statutory . career development; men and
. . . . parents needing to attend them. L
University only, perpetuating expectations women report similar levels of ac-
that women should take time off. cess and satisfaction with these
provisions.
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FF.2.2

FF.2.3

FF.2.4

CMP/CAP is funded from local
staffing budgets (reclaimed from
fellowships when possible), creat-
ing an inequitable financial burden
on departments with more women,
limiting opportunities for back-fill
and perpetuating the gender im-
pact of family leave for named fel-
lows.

Only mothers/primary adopters are
entitled to paid time off for antena-
tal/preparatory appointments.

Most schools have good practice
policies in place supporting family
leave returners through workload
relief/redistribution and funding
for additional support, but policies
are inconsistent across the Univer-
sity.

Positive response from staff consul-
Develop cost-neutral proposals for tation on. proposed changes;
updating maternity/adoption/ShPL changes implemented. )
pay policies to increase flexibility Eyaluate take-up O'f char'xget'j Prow- HR Polic
and access to these policies for sion and the wz.ﬂys In Wh"fh Itis ) Y lun-21 ul-23
staff on FTCs. Consult with staff  |used- Increase in men using family |Hub
and trades unions, and benchmark |/€3Ve Policies; more consistent
against the sector. take-up/length of leave by men
and women in A&R vs P&S roles.
Increase in systematic back-fill
where staff take family-leave. A&R
named fellows retain their funding
Review how CMP/CAP is funded to |for their research.
understand how the financial and |Surveys/focus groups: staff report
workload burden can be more an awareness of the changes and  |HR RE-
fairly accommodated across the  |greater satisfaction with them, and |[WARD and |Jun-21 |Mar-22
University and establish greater support for family leave. Staff are |FINANCE
consistency in departments’ ability |happier about back-fill arrange-
to offer back-fill or other support. |ments vs workload redistribution;
processes and approach are seen
as fair.
Current examples of good practice
compiled and shared, signposted
from relevant policies/guidance for
. . d I .
from Schools/Faculties (including y P !
funded returners' schemes) and staff are aware of them and at least
. . ) . 50% of staff taking family leave EDI TEAM
develop University-wide solutions . Jul-23  |Dec-23
. make use of them. Increase in re- |and LMD
to support staff returning from ) .
. . . tention rates for family leave re-
family leave, to mitigate the impact turners
of time out from their career. ) .
Surveys/focus groups: family leave
returners report increased satisfac-
tion with support, desire to stay,
and access to development.
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Develop improved guidance/train-
ing to equip managers to proac-
tively support staff who are plan-
ning to take family leave, including:
case study examples (with men and
women) demonstrating how family

Training/guidance developed. In-
creased use by staff/take-up of
training. Staff using the train-
ing/guidance say that they find it

leave and flexible working policies |useful. EELLE'SAZI’
FF.2.5 can be applied; step-by-step guid- vices and Jul-23  |Dec-23
ance for managers and employees |Surveys/focus groups: Increase in LMD
preparing for family leave; clarify- |staff reporting satisfaction with
ing funding implications and ar- their family leave and return to
ranging cover; providing facilities |work experiences in Staff Engage-
for rest and milk expression; and  |ment surveys.
making existing facilities on campus
more visible.
Although most staff (>80%) report Case studies and guidance com-
awareness of flexible working poli- piled and published. Staff know
cies, around a third of staff lack about them, measured through
confidence in how requests might survey responses, AskHR enquiry
be treated, and some staff report |Collate case study examples for rates and qualitative feedback.
that they are not aware of the full |how a range of policies can be used
range of flexible working and fam- |to enable/support flexible working, |Increased numbers of people re-
Line managers facilitate flexible ily Ie'ave policies offered by the l.Jm- |nclud|ng formal request§ for . cordlng.aQ—hf)c leave types (e.g.,
. . . versity, or how they can be applied |changes in FTE, changes in working |domestic incidents), measured
and part-time working consistently ! . . EDI TEAM,
. . . to best support them (e.g., tempo- |hours/pattern that do not affect  |through MyHR. Receipt of flexible .
FF.3.1 |across the University. Flexible . . Client Ser- |Jul-23 |Dec-23
: . |rary changes to hours are possible |FTE, and ad-hoc/temporary working requests that do not .
working requests are handled fairly vices

and positively.

rarely applied - only 10% of part-
time returners go back to full-
time). Line managers report that
planning for family leave can be dif-
ficult.

We have limited data on flexible
working requests; flexible working
requests are currently received by

measures to support staff as
needed (e.g., domestic leave).
Compile guidance for the HR web-
site, incorporating the case studies,
and promote to staff.

change FTE (as well as those that
do) measured via FF3.3.

Surveys/focus groups: Increase in
staff saying they know and under-
stand our flexible working policies,
support for ad-hoc flexibility and
satisfaction with flexible working
arrangements.
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FF.3.2

FF.3.3

FF.3.4

and discussed with line managers
before any notification to HR, and
data are only recorded centrally
once a change is approved. Conse-
quently, we cannot document suc-
cess rates for flexible working re-
quests.

49%F vs 53%M agree that they
have the opportunity for personal
development and growth. Some
staff report concern about the con-
flict between attending confer-
ences and other development op-
portunities and their caring com-
mitments. We have an ‘additional
care costs for professional develop-
ment’ policy, but few staff know
about it and its usefulness for some
situations is limited.

Revise flexible working policy, web-
site and guidance to emphasise the |Increased usage of time-bound
ability to make temporary/time- changes of working hours and POLICY May-22 [Dec-22
bound changes to working hours  |working patterns, measured via HUB
and working patterns, particularly |FF.3.3
on return from family leave.
HR Request for flexible working is
implemented; guidance updated to
reflect the change. Requests are
submitted and we have data on the
Develop an HR Request (online HR nature of requests (e.g., ch.ange of
. . hours/change of pattern, time-
form) for flexible working requests bound/open-ended) and workflow HR SYS-
that can record and track all re- . TEMS / ASK
quests from their point of submis- (accept/reject rates) that we can HR/ May-22 |Dec-22
sion by employees, their success compare by gender, role, depart- TRANSAC-
rate and reasons for rejection (if ment, etc. TIONS
applicable). Data is used to identify if further in-
terventions are required to address
inconsistency in acceptance rates,
and types of flexible working re-
quests received and approved.
ACCPD policy signposted from
Raise awareness of Additional Care |other relevant policies; data identi-
Costs for Professional Development|fied and shows an increase in take-
policy; identify data sources to up. POLICY
track its use/take-up; explore op- HUB /RE- [Jul-23 |Dec-23
tions for making ACCPD policy Surveys/focus groups: staff report |WARD
more flexible/applicable to more |increased support to access profes-
staff. sional development and balance
with caring commitments.
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Some staff report a contention be-
tween wanting to participate in
weekend University Open Days . . . . . -
Identify and examine options for  |Support is put in place, which is
(held on Saturdays to attract the ) . .
All staff are enabled to represent . better supporting staff who need |used and staff report satisfaction
. o most students) and managing car- L . . - . .
FF.4 |the University in outreach and pub-|. . . care provision for dependentsin  |with the provision. The diversity of [RRI May-22 |Sep-23
) o ing commitments, especially where L. . . .
lic engagement activities. . order to participate in weekend staff taking part in weekend open
both parents work for the Univer- .
. .. . open days. days increases.
sity and want to participate. Paid
childcare at weekends is difficult to
obtain.
Increase in recording of KIT/SPLIT
KIT/SPLIT days appear under-uti- days. Ability to report on their up-
lised in terms of numbers using Create an HR Request (online HR  |take more reliably and evaluate
them, and days used. This may in- |form) for recording KIT/SPLIT days, |their use.
clude under-reporting. Focus to make recording this information HR SYS-
FF.5.1 groups suggest that some staff (in- |easier for staff/line managers. Up- |Surveys/focus groups: staff report TEMS Oct-21 |May-22
cluding line-managers) are unsure |date guidance to signpost staff to |increased support for managing
how to record KIT/SPLIT days and |always record KIT/SPLIT days using |family leave and their return to
KIT/SPLIT days are used by all staff |many were unaware they include [this new Request. work, continuity of their career and
taking family leave to effectively working from home. the support of KIT/SPLIT days in
manage their family leave, main- achieving this.
tain contact and career continuity,
and plan for their return to work. Staff report greater use of
Consultation responses demon- KIT/SPLIT days and satisfaction with
strate varied experiences during Improve guidance on maintaining |the way that they're used. Staff HR RE-
FE52 leave, ranging from regular, active |contact during leave and how to identify that KIT/SPLIT days have  |WARD / Mav-22 l1ul-22
h engagement and inclusion in social |use KIT/SPLIT days for the benefit [supported their continuity of em- |POLICY ¥
activities through to only sporadic, |of employees. ployment and career development |[HUB
functional contact during and after taking family
leave.
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Transparency and Accountability: We want our community to see and feel that this is a place where they understand who makes decisions and how. We want everyone to under-
stand the background of the people who are part of our governance structures and see what proactive steps we are taking to address over-or under-representation. Accountability

for these actions will be brought to life through our EDI governance structure.

TA.1

Increase the transparency of the
promotion processes.

4% of promotion cases were con-
sidered out-of-rounds between
2013/14 and 2019/20. Although
well-established, this process is not
clearly documented, and A&R staff
perceive it's neither fair nor trans-
parent. Cases are disproportion-
ately male (27.9%F, 72.1%M) and
disproportionately successful
(83.6% overall, F:100.0%, M:77.3%)

TA.2.1

TA.2.2

Maintain and promote existing
strong representation of women
(typically 40-50%+) on senior man-
agement and influential commit-
tees. Address remaining isolated
cases of under-representation.

Female representation on senior
management and influential com-
mittees is strong; in almost all
cases >40%, often >50%, and gen-
erally exceeding representation in
underlying senior staff populations.
Focus is required to maintain these
strong representation levels, and to
ensure that remaining isolated
cases of under-representation (pri-
marily Council Finance and Audit
sub-committees and FEPS FEB) are
addressed.

Document and publish the Univer-
sity’s out-of-rounds promotion pro-
Y .p . PrO™ ncreased transparency of out-of-

cess on the promotion website. .

. rounds promotion processes. Out |HR RE-
Provide a regularly updated, anon- . Jan-22 |Oct-22

. of rounds cases to be maintained |WARD
ymised summary of the numbers of
at <5% of all cases

cases and aggregate outcomes of
out-of-rounds applications.
Use the Gender and Diversity Dash-|The composition of management
board to publicise data on the com-|committees continues to include
position of management commit- |strong representation of women.
tees (including Council, Senate, Actions in place and monitored by
UEB and Faculty) by gender and EDIC to address remaining areas of
other protected characteristics and {underrepresentation. Target: 40% |Govern- Nov-21 |Apr-22
help maintain current strong levels |minimum female representation on|ance P
of female representation. Regular |senior management and influential
review of this data by EDIC. Ad- committees, except in areas with
dress remaining under representa- |demonstrably lower underlying fe-
tion through targeted action as male representation (e.g., FEPS
roles come up for renewal. FEB).
Revise the Terms of Reference of .

L . Target: 40% minimum female rep-
Nominations Committee to ensure . . Govern-

. . resentation on Council sub-com- Nov-21 |Apr-22
representation on Council sub- . ance
. . . ) mittees.

committees is actively considered.
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TA.3

Ensure committees are fully
sighted on equality impacts and
mitigations as part of decision mak-
ing by streamlining the EIA process.

ElAs are required as part of the de-
velopment, implementation and
re-view of institutional policies and
procedures. They are an integral
part of our decision-making pro-
cesses but can be seen as burden-
some and complex and need to be
simplified to ensure consistency.

TA.4

Ensure consistency in our approach
to workload models. Establish core
principles that all schools should
follow to ensure that women and
staff opting for flexible working are
not disadvantaged.

We recognise that an inconsistent
approach to WLMs creates unfair-
ness across the institution, but also
that work varies between schools,
so flexibility is needed. We will re-
view existing WLMs to identify
good practice principles that all
schools can apply in defining their
WLMs (including those currently
without a WLM)

TA.5.1

TA.5.2

Better sharing of good practice and
improved peer support for depart-
mental SATs. Increased over-
sight/control of how and when de-
partments apply for Athena Swan
awards, and what is included action
plans.

Departmental SATs are autono-
mous with little consideration for
overlapping demands for central
resources to support them. Not all
faculties have full oversight of their
schools’ AS work and action plans.
Teams tend to work in silos and of-
ten look outside the University for
advice and learning.

ingl t temi EIA -
Improve the current EIA process by Sing ? rou ‘.3' 5y emlzed pro
i) providing a single, systemized cess is putin place in Q4 2022
P 8 g- »SY . Samples audited by EDIC to review
route for completion and submis- . . .
sion, ii) building in quality assur- the impact of ElAs in decision mak-
’ ng In qualty ing EDITEAM |Jan-22 |Dec-22
ance and auditing processes, over- .
. . |Representative sample of past EIAs
seen by EDIC, and iii) providing a li-
. and all new ElAs added to a refer-
brary of past EIAs to inform new . .
ElAs ence library once new system is in
’ place.
Compile a set of common princi-
les f kload t . . .
ples for workioa . Sheksieg Schools adopt principles in their
based on an audit of how schools
workload management. Staff re- .
currently manage workload. Seek . . . . Academic /
. port increased satisfaction with .
feedback from staff, then provide . .. |Education |Jan-23 |Dec-23
. . workload management with no dif-
all Schools with guidance and sup- Led
. . ferences between men and
port for the incorporation of those
. . . women.
principles into their workload man-
agement.
Devel ice k I
evelop a good pract.lce nowledge Good practice knowledge bank in
bank for the key sections of depart-
o . place. SATs aware of the
mental AS submissions. Assign de- Lo
, s knowledge bank, using it and con-
partmental 'buddies’, pairing AS L .
. tributing to it.
SATs for peer support. Reinforce
EDl team |Jan-22 (Jul-22
the role of the AS Forum as a Buddy svstem in place
source of collegiate critique (in- ¥ sy P )
ludi k revi I
cluding .moc re\{lew panels) and AS Forum used as a routine source
for sharing learning and best prac- . -
. of collegiate critique.
tice.
Establish Faculty Board responsibil-
ity to oversee departmental time-
Ilzie;eadns atizr:://:\:lzz)islitfcbr;]fltéentra| More consistent workload for cen- |[FACULTY
& y S v . tral support (EDI team). Better suc- |[EXECUTIVE |(Jan-22 (Jul-22
support, to minimise clashes in .
. cess rate for applications. BOARDS
self-assessments and deadlines so
that all SATs have equal access to
central support.




