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1 ieadcoun 1 3 % 5% 1247 107 50% 50% 55 5 % % 1383 1228
s ieadcoun 8 8% 8% 911 368 79% 86% 150 13% 6% 149 427
s ieadcoun 0 1 6% 7% 457 221 85% 87% 9% 6% 536 253
s ieadcoun 1 4% &% 495 138 83% 85% 13% %% 504 162
s ieadcoun 3% % 232 169 88% 8% 8% 8% 263 192
s ieadcoun 2 1 7 8% 140 108 81% 79% 12% 13% 172 137
s ieadcoun 1 5 3% 176 1 87% 89% 7% 8% 202 149
s 8a ieadcoun 7 4 % 103 84% 85% 1% 1% 123 106
580 ieadcoun % 75% 74% 21% 21% 5 70
s 8c ieadcoun % 80% 79% 6% 17% 5 2
s 8 ieadcoun 0% 95% 95% 5% 5% 1 21
s ieadcoun 0% 100% 100% 0% 0% 5
ieadcoun 0% 1 100% 100% 0% 0% a1
er ieadcoun 1 7% 163 91% 50% 0% 3% a1 182
o7 1 (Bands 1-4) otal 220 122 6% 6% 3110 1834 85% 89% 332 710 5% 5% 3662 2066
ter2 (Band 57 Total 32 23 5% 5% 548 409 86% 86% 57 a 5% 10% 637 78
ter 3 (Bands 8a - 8b) Total 10 7 5% % 159 142 80% 81% 29 2 15% 15% 198 176
fer 4 (Bands 809 & VSM Total 1 1 2% 2% 52 55 90% 90% 5 %% 8% 56 61
linical Staff
51 ieadcoun 8 13% 73 2 85% 78% 5 5 % % 8 54
Percentage of staff in AfC paybands or medical and dental subgroups and ands ieadcoun 105 5 6% 1462 2034 78% 7% 313 451 7% 7% 1880 2639
very senior managers (including Executive Board members) compared ands ieadcoun 8 5% 563 798 6% 78% 132 172 18% 7% 743 1025
the percentage of staff in the overall workforce. The data for this ands teadcount 5 1 231 591 80% 82% 54 118] 19% 16% 290 725
[Metric should be a snapshot as at 31 March 2019 ands teadcount 125 113] 2168 2227 82% 82% 366 386 14% 14% 2659 2726
ands ieadcoun 7 1521 1583 7% 7% 366 382 19% 19% 1968 2043
ands ieadcoun 2 2 763 814 78% 78% 190 199 19% 19% 579 1038
ands 8a ieadcoun 239 256 80% 80% 50 56 7% 18% 207 319
ands 80 ieadcoun a 52 78% 78% 11 12 19% 18% 6
ands 8c ieadcoun 3% 2 2 74% 75% 7 7 23% 2%
ands 8 ieadcoun 0% 83% 83% 1 7% 17%
[30 |Banas ieadcoun 0% 67% 71% 2 33% 29%
i [vsm ieadcoun 0% 100% 100% 0 0% 0% 1
Medical & Dental Staf, Consultants ieadcoun 1% 561 613 7% 75% 163 o 22% 24% 732 813
Medical & Dental Staff, Non-Consultants career grade ieadcoun 1% 304 90% 7% 29 %% 22% 337 116
[ 34 |Medical & Dental Staff, Medical and dental rainee grades ieadcoun 34 7 3% 784 1148 4% 93% 15 2% % 833 1235
er ieadcoun 0 5% 13 0 76% 94% 4 24% 2% a7 64
luster 1 (Bands 1-4) otal 66 232 6% 5% 2329 3465 78% 78% 504 746 7% 7% 2999 3443
luster 2 (Band 5-7) otal 232 216 4% % 4452 4624 79% 80% 922 967 6% 7% 5606 5807
luster 3 (Bands 8a - 8b) otal 10 10 3% 3% 284 308 80% 80% 61 8 7% 18% 355 386
luster 4 (Bands 8¢ -9 & VSV otal 1 1 2% 2% 33 35 75% 76% 10 10 23% 22% 7] 6
luster 5 (Medical & Dental Staff, Consultants) otal 8 6 1% 1% 561 613 7% 75% 163 194 22% 2% 732 813
41 |oner ldical & Dental Staf, Non-Consultants career g1y 4 1 1% % 304 89 90% 7% 2 2 9% 22% 337 116
a2 ::::‘:;»7 (Medical & Dental Staff, Medical and dental trainee |\, 2 37 % 3% 784 1148 4% 9% 15 50 2% 4% 833 1235
Relative likelihood of Disabled staff compared to non-disabled staff being | 43 Number of shortisted applicants Headcount 439 7589
appointed from shortlisting across all posts.
REE 44 |Number appointed from shortisting Headcount 62 1471
) This refers to both extemal and internal posts.
i) If your organisation implements a guaranteed interview scheme, the data may|
not be comparable with organisations that do not operate such a scheme. 45 |Relative likelinood of P 0.14 0.19
g‘::;z"‘;m;‘i"eml::;";:;:‘:‘:"\‘s‘"e WDES online reporting form to ensure 46 |Relative kelhood of Disabled saffbeing appointed rom |, oo oy 4D A figure below 1:00 indicates that Disabled staf are more likely
|shortisting compared to Non-Disabled st than Non-Disabled staff to be appointed from shortisting.
Relative likelihood of Disabled staff compared to non-disabled staff 47 [Number of staff in workforce Headcount 672 12945
entering the formal capability process, as measured by entry into the
formal capability procedure.
48 |Number of staff entering the formal capabilty process Headcount 2 13
INote:
) This Metric wil be based on data from a two-year rolling average of the curren|
year and the previous year (2017/18 and 2018/19). 49 |Likelihood of staff entering the formal capabilty process Auto-Populated 0.00 000
i) This Metric is voluntary i year one.
5o |Relative likelinood of Disabled staff entering the formal uto-Populated o5 A figure above 1:00 indicates that Disabled staff are more likely
lcapabilty process compared to Non-Disabled staff than Non-Disabled staff to enter the formal capabilty process.
% of staf experiencing harassment, bulying or abuse from ||~
a) Percentage of Disabled staff compared to non-disabled staff 51 |patintsisenvice users, heir reatives or oher members ofhe (L TR E 793 793 34.3% 34.3% 4230 4230 24.1% 211%
experiencing harassment, bullying or abuse from: public n the last 12 months
. Patients/service users, their relatives or other members of the public 4o of stfl expertencing harassment, bllying or abuse fom _|Number of
i. Managers 52 ' 775 775 212% 212% 4135 4135 12.4% 21.1%
managers in the last 12 months Respondents/%
i. Other colleagues
b) Percentage of Disabled staff compared to non-disabled staff saying 53 |%0f staff experiencing harassment, bulying or abuse from  |Numberof | 780 780 309% 309% 4131 3131 201% 201%
that the last time they experienced harassment, bullying or abuse at work, jother collsagues in the last 12 months [Respondents/%
they or a colleague reported it. The data for this Metric should be a % of staff saying that the last time they experienced
snapshot as at 31 March 2019 54 |harassment, bullying or abuse at work, they or a colleague |~ 395 395 49.1% 49.1% 1414 1414 429% 429%
Respondents/®%
reported itin the last 12 months
Percentage of Disabled staff compared to non-disabled staff believing s
that the Trust provides equal opportunities for career progression or 55 |%of staff beieving tha e Trust provides equal opportrites |Wumber of 541 541 75.4% 75.4% 2894 2894 823% 823%
v career progression or promotion. Respondents/®%
promotion.
[Percentage of Disabled staff compared to non-disabled staff saying that % of staff saying that they have felt pressure from their Number of
they have folt pressure from their manager to come to work, despite not | 56 | manager to come fo work,despte not feeing well enough to | e o 508 598 37.3% 37.3% 2161 2161 25.8% 25.8%
feeling well enough to perform their du perform their dutes.
»: saying o
d with the extent to which their organisation values their | 57 |/ S12f s2ying lhat they are salisfied with the extent o which _|Number of 79 79 35.4% 35.4% 4221 4221 47.2% 47.2%
their organisation values their work. Respondents/®%
Percentage of Disabled staff saying that their employer has made 55 |% of disabled staff saying that their employer has made INumber of o . e TS
adequate adjustment(s) to enable them to carry out their work. ladequate adjustment(s) to enable them to carry out their work. [Respondents/%
The staf engagement score for Disabled staff, compared to ~[Number of
P e (A e e 59 |non-isabled staff and the overail engagement score for the 708 708 65 65 4256 4256 7 7 69 69
and the overall for
lorganisation. re
b) Has your Trust taken action to facilitate the voices of Disabled staff in
your organisation to be heard? (yes) or (no)
Note: For your Trust's response to b)
g0 |Has your Trustaken acton to facilate the voices of Disabled | o) o) -
If yes, please provide at least one pracical example of current action being takel staffin your organisation to be heard? (yes) or (no)
i the relevant section of your WDES annual report. If no, please include what
action is planned to address this gap in your WDES annual report. Examples ars
Iisted in the WDES technical guidance.
61_[Total Board members Headoount 7 16 7 18




of which: Voting Board members

[Headcount

Non Voting Board members Auto-Populated 5
[Total Board members Auto-Populated 16
of which: Exec Board members [Headcount 0
y Non Executive Board members Auto-Populated 6
e “':’"Z’?"“ CE e LI T lumber of staff in overall workforce [Headcount 672 12945 2256 15873
g [Total Board members - % by Disabillt Auto-Populate 6% 89% 6%
L oting Board Member - % by Disabilty Auto-Populate 8% 85% 8%
e RO o o e o i o o o
xecutive Board Member - % by Disabilit Auto-Populate 0% 100% 0%
lon Executive Board Member - % by Disabilty Auto-Populate 13% 75% 13%
rall workforce - % by Disabili Auto-Populate 4% 82% 4%
ifference (Total Board - Overall workforce ) Auto-Populate 1% 7% 9%
ifference (Voting membership - Overall Workforce) Auto-Populate 3% 3% 1%
ifference (Executive membership - Overall Workforce) Auto-Populate 4% 8% 4%




