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Foreword 

DfT is pleased to introduce its annual summary of equality monitoring reports produced 
by DfT centre and Agencies. The Department recognises that in order to deliver transport 
that works for everyone and meet its business objectives, staff need to be representative 
of the diverse communities we serve. 

The data enables us to examine trends, identify key issues and explore future action as 
well as monitoring progress against our objectives. This report is intended to provide 
people with the “bigger employment picture” in relation to equality monitoring for the DfT 
throughout the UK. 

If you have any queries or comments on the contents of this report, please contact the 
DfT Corporate Equality and Diversity Team through the following link 

Dftequality&diversityteam@dft.gsi.gov.uk 

DfT Corporate Equality and Diversity Team 

Human Resources Directorate 

mailto:Dftequality&diversityteam@dft.gsi.gov.uk
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1.3  Key findings: Staff 
numbers 

At the end of March, there were 16,373 
staff in the central department and its 
Executive Agencies. 

Annex C contains a map showing the 
geographical distribution of staff. 

Between March 2013 and March 2014, 
the number of staff decreased by just 
over 1,000 (5.8%). This decrease 
reverses the slight increase seen last 
year, and continues the downward trend 
of the last few years. 

1.4 Key findings: Gender 

In DfT as a whole, and within each 
individual agency except DVLA, there 
were fewer females than males. 

Between 2012/13 and 2013/14 there was 
a slight decrease in both the number and 
proportion of females in the workforce. 
The decrease in staff numbers at DVLA 
accounted for most of this decrease. 

There has been no significant trend in 
the proportion of female staff in DfT as a 
whole since 2008/09. 

In most DfT locations, there were 
significantly fewer females than expected 
compared with local working-age 
populations. 

Across DfT, there were differences in the 
job roles occupied by males and 
females. Broadly speaking, more males 
tended to be in specialist roles, such as 
driving examiners and marine surveyors, 
whereas females were more likely to be 
in generalist (administrative) roles. 

In every agency, female staff were more 
likely to be in the lower pay bands, even 

after taking account of the different job 
roles. 

Gender was also sometime significant in 
performance management analysis: 
female staff tended to have received 
higher performance ratings than male 
staff. 

1.5 Key findings: Race 

Of those who had declared their race, 
5.7% declared that they were from a 
black or minority ethnic (BME) group. In 
the most recent four years, the 
proportion of BME staff has been either 
5.7% or 5.8%. 

The proportion of BME staff varied 
across DfT, which is partially reflective of 
differences in the local working-age 
populations. But in many of the agencies 
there were fewer BME staff or more 
white staff than expected at several 
locations, given the local working-age 
populations. 

However, a large proportion of staff 
(20%) were of unknown or undeclared 
race, an increase from the previous year 
(13%). There was also a trend (from 
2008/09) of decreasing race declaration 
rates in DfT as a whole. 

There were no consistent organisation-
wide differences between BME staff and 
white staff or those of unknown race with 
regard to pay band and job type. But 
there were some differences in some 
agencies. In particular, SCS staff were 
more likely to be white than staff in other 
pay bands in DfT(c). 

Race was sometimes significant in 
performance management ratings – in 
those agencies or parts of agencies 
where a significant result was seen, 
either white staff were more likely to 
have received a higher performance 
rating or BME staff were less likely. 
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1.6 Key findings: Disability 

Of those who had declared their disability 
status, 10.8% had indicated that they 
were disabled. This is similar to the 
figure for last year (11.0%). 

There were significant increasing trends 
in the proportion of disabled staff in 
several agencies and in DfT as a whole 
since 2008/09. 

However, a large proportion of staff had 
unknown or undeclared disability status 
(21.1%) and there was a significant 
downward trend in declaration rates in 
DfT as a whole and in most agencies. 

In all the agencies except DfT(c) and 
VCA, there were some individual pay 
bands indicating that staff in higher pay 
bands were more likely to be non-
disabled (for some job roles). 

In many agencies, there were some 
individual pay bands differences 
indicating that staff in higher pay bands 
were more likely to be non-disabled (for 
some job roles). 

In some of the agencies there were 
differences between job roles with the 
less specialist job roles having higher 
proportions of disabled staff than the 
others. 

Disability status was sometimes 
significant in performance management 
analysis, but the exact effect varied 
between agencies – often the main 
results was that staff with unknown 
disability status were less likely to have 
received a higher performance rating. 

1.7 Key findings: Age 

The age profile of DfT staff tended to be 
older than local working-age populations. 
In particular, within most agencies, there 
were more staff than expected in the 50-

54 age group and fewer staff aged under 
25. 

In the agencies where there were 
significant differences between pay 
bands, staff in higher pay bands tended 
to be older than those in lower pay 
bands. 

In most agencies, age was a significant 
factor in performance management 
analysis – younger staff were more likely 
to have received a higher performance 
rating. 

1.8 Key findings: 
Recruitment 

Across DfT, there were 28,271 
applications for posts and 1,817 people 
were offered a post during 2013/14. 

In many agencies, there were subsets of 
campaigns (either by location or pay 
band) that had more male and more 
BME applicants than expected, when 
compared with the local working-age 
populations. There were three subsets of 
campaigns with more female or white 
applicants. 

Across the agencies, there were some 
consistent patterns of success through 
the recruitment process. In particular, 
BME applicants were often less 
successful at every stage of the 
recruitment process. Female applicants 
were sometimes more successful at sift 
and older applicants were sometimes 
less successful at interview. 

1.9 Key findings: 
Performance management 

All agencies, except VCA and DVLA, are 
on a performance management system 
which awards one of three ratings to the 
vast majority of staff. 
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There appear to be some differences in 
the distribution of performance ratings 
across the agencies, and also between 
job roles within some of the agencies. 

Looking at the agencies with 
performance management systems (all 
except VCA), there were several 
characteristics that were commonly 
associated with a higher performance 
rating. 

One of the most significant was sickness 
absence – staff with more sickness 
absence were less likely to have 
received a higher performance mark. 
Results for gender, race, disability status 
and age are given in the other sections 
of this chapter. 

1.10 Key findings: 
Sickness absence 

Both the likelihood of having absence 
and the number of days was analysed for 
each agency. 

Gender, pay band, disability status and 
age were each found to be significant in 
more than one agency. 

In general: female staff were more likely 
to have had sickness absence; staff in 
higher pay bands were less likely to have 
had sickness absence; disabled staff and 
older staff tended to have more days of 
sickness absence. 

1.11 Key findings: Other 

Working pattern 

Overall, 18% of staff worked part time. 
This number has not changed since last 
year. 

Part-time staff were more likely to be 
female and older, and there were higher 
proportions of part-time staff in the more 

administrative or office-based roles in 
some agencies. 

Sexual orientation and 
religion/belief 

There was generally too little data to 
analyse sexual orientation and religion 
and belief. Of those who had declared, 
3% indicated they were Lesbian, Gay or 
Bisexual and 77% indicated they had a 
religion or belief. 

Cessations 

2,466 staff left DfT during 2013/14, 
14.2% of the staff in post at the 
beginning of the year. The vast majority 
(88.8%) left for “voluntary” reasons. 

Age and working pattern were significant 
characteristics in some agencies – 
leavers tended to be older and more 
likely to have worked part-time than the 
staff in post. 

Learning and development 

Training data was not consistently 
available in a form that could be 
analysed. Details of what has been 
analysed can be seen in the individual 
agency reports. 

1.12 Information quality 

Declaration rates have declined for the 
primary diversity characteristics (race 
and disability) in many of the agencies, 
partly because of a database coding 
problem affecting several of them. 
Having high proportions of unknowns 
may introduce bias into the results. 

It was not possible to confidently match 
training data provided by Civil Service 
Learning (CSL) to staff data held by 
agencies for a data analysis. Some 
agencies hold their own records of 
learning and, where these exist, they 
have been analysed; however, it is likely 
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that the coverage is only partial, and may 
be biased towards particular job roles. 

Data on recruitment, covering all 
campaigns advertised outside DfT, is 
held by Civil Service Recruitment. The 
format has changed this year, and it is no 
longer possible to determine exactly 
which recruitment stages a candidate 
has gone through, although we have 
identified the primary stages for analysis. 

Data on internal moves has not generally 
been available.  
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Declaration rates for each agency are 
given in Annex C. 

(Age and gender have a 100% 
declaration rate because this data is 
automatically available for all 
employees).  

 Declaration rate  

Protected 
characteristic 

Including 
“prefer not 
to say” 

Excluding 
“prefer not 
to say” 

Age 100% 100% 

Gender 100% 100% 

Race 89% 80% 

Disability status 82% 79% 

Sexual 
orientation 

76% 41% 

Religion and 
belief 

71% 33% 

 
High declaration rates are important for 
robust analysis and results that can be 
confidently extrapolated to all staff; 
where there are large proportions of 
unknowns in the data (either “prefer not 
to say” or undeclared), if these non-
respondents are not representative of all 
staff, we may introduce bias into the 
results. For example, a systematic bias 
may be introduced by the fact that new 
staff may not have declared their race or 
disability status yet, and these new staff 
may also be more likely to be younger, or 
in lower pay bands. A behavioural bias 
may be introduced by staff who prefer 
not to declare any diversity 
characteristics. 

Race declaration 

The proportion of staff with a known race 
has declined, partly because of a 
database coding problem affecting 
several of the agencies. A problem with 
one of the race codes means that it is not 
possible to determine whether the 
member of staff is white or BME, and 
they have been classified as 

“unknown/prefer not to say” for the 
purposes of this report. Work is under 
way to rectify the problem. 

More generally, declaration rates have 
declined for the primary diversity 
characteristics (race and disability) in 
many of the agencies. 

Other data quality issues 

Training data is held by Civil Service 
Learning (CSL) on both e-learning and 
face to face courses provided via CSL. 
However, it has not been possible to 
confidently match the records to staff 
data held by agencies for a statistical 
analysis. Some of the CSL data includes 
diversity characteristics, and these have 
been tabulated where no other 
information exists. 

Some agencies also hold their own 
records of learning and, where these 
exist, they have been analysed, although 
it is likely that the coverage is only 
partial, and may be biased towards 
particular job roles. 

Data on recruitment, covering all 
campaigns advertised outside DfT, is 
held by Civil Service Recruitment. The 
format has changed this year, and it is 
no longer possible to determine exactly 
which recruitment stages a candidate 
has gone through, although we have 
identified the primary stages for analysis. 

Data on internal moves has not generally 
been available. 

2.6 Data recommendations 

Given the importance of high declaration 
rates, the primary recommendation is to 
improve declaration rates and to 
ensure that it is at least 80% for each 
characteristic in each agency (excluding 
“prefer not to say”). This should include 
ensuring that the database coding error 
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relating to race is properly corrected and 
that, if possible, there is an automatic 
transfer of diversity data captured during 
the recruitment process to staff records 
for new staff.  

In addition, equality and diversity leads 
should continue to work with Civil 
Service Learning to improve the 
information that is provided. In particular, 
it should be a requirement that those 
participating in learning and development 
register a valid staff number so that their 
learning records may be matched with 
information held by departments for 
diversity purposes. 

No recruitment data was available for 
SCS staff, and so no analysis was 
possible. A source for this data should be 
investigated and found. 

No information has been available for 
several years on internal moves within 
each agency. The Equality and Diversity 
Audit 2014 recommends an analysis of 
career progressions, temporary 
promotions and managed moves. Some 
analysis would be possible of promotions 
(including temporary promotions) using 
data already held, but additional data 
collections would be needed to capture 
information on temporary promotions and 
managed moves. 

In addition, the recruitment data held by 
Civil Service Recruitment would ideally 
be improved so that it is possible to 
identify all of the relevant stages a 
candidate has gone through in the 
course of the recruitment process. 
However, this would require structural 
change to the Civil Service Recruitment 
database and, as such, is unlikely to be 
possible, at least in the short term.
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Chapter 3: Statistical summary 

This chapter considers the diversity mix 
across the whole DfT family and 
describes key results; in particular, those 
that are common across the family. 
Further detail is provided in individual 
agency reports. 

For ease of reading, the generic 
description “agencies” generally also 
includes DfT(c). 

3.1 Overall staff numbers 

The following chart shows the number of 
DfT staff by agency on 31st March 2014. 

 

Annex C contains a map showing the 
geographical distribution of staff. 

                                            
2 We have changed the definition of staff in post 
slightly to include staff on maternity leave at the end of 
each year. In addition, corrections to data are made 

Since March 2013, the total number of 
staff in DfT has fallen from 17,382 to 
16,373 – a drop of just over 1,000, or 
5.8%2. 

The overall decrease has largely been 
due to changes in DVLA, which had a 
net decrease of 951 staff, following its 
transformation and modernisation 
programme. Other changes may be seen 
in the following chart. 

 

The decrease seen in 2013/14 reverses 
the slight increase seen last year, and 
continues the downward trend of the last 
few years. 

each year, leading to small changes in staff numbers 
reported year on year. 
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Breakdowns of staff numbers by diversity 
group in DfT(c) and each agency can be 
seen in the separate annex tables and in 
Annex C to this paper.  

3.2 Maternity leavers and 
returners 

At the end of 2013/14, 192 women were 
on maternity leave – either ordinary or 
additional. During the year, 287 had 
returned from maternity leave.  

Last year, 203 were on maternity leave 
at end March, and 343 had returned 
during the year. 

3.3 Results relating to 
Gender 

Gender: Key findings and year on 
year changes  

In DfT as a whole, and within each 
individual agency except DVLA, there 
were fewer females than males. 

In most agencies, around 30% of staff 
were female, whereas in DVLA, 62% 

were female. DVLA accounted for half of 
all DfT’s female staff. 

 

Between 2012/13 and 2013/14, there 
was a slight decrease in both the number 
and proportion of females in the 
workforce. 

6,773 (41%) of DfT staff in post at 31st 
March 2014, and 7,421 (42%) at 31st 
March 2013, were female. DVLA 
accounted for most of this decrease. 
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There has been no significant trend in 
the proportion of female staff in DfT as a 
whole since 2008/09. The only agency 
that did have a significant trend was 
VOSA, where the proportion of female 
staff has been decreasing by -0.4% per 
year on average. 

Gender: DfT relative to local 
working-age populations 

Across most locations within the 
Department, there were significantly 
fewer females than expected compared 
with local working-age populations.  

There were some exceptions, mainly at 
the locations with more generalist or 
administrative staff. In particular, there 
were more females in DSA’s Nottingham 
and Newcastle offices, and across 
DVLA. 

In addition, the gender split of staff was 
not significantly different from the local 
working-age population at: VOSA’s 
Berkeley House and Ellipse offices; 
DfT(c)’s Hastings office; MCA’s Spring 
Place and Highcliffe offices; and most of 
HA’s non-traffic officer service. The split 
was also not significant in HA’s West 
Midlands traffic officer region. 

Gender: Differences within the staff 
population 

Across DfT, there were differences in the 
job roles occupied by males and 
females. Broadly speaking, more males 
tended to be in specialist roles, such as 
driving examiners and marine surveyors, 
whereas females were more likely to be 
in generalist (administrative) roles. A 
table of staff by gender and job role is in 
Annex C. 

Much of the analysis considered job 
roles separately, because the 
characteristics of the staff within each 
role tended to be different. In some 
cases there were also different pay band 

structures, meaning that the analysis 
across pay bands was more meaningful 
when the job roles were considered 
separately.  

In all parts of the DfT family there was at 
least one significant finding indicating 
that female staff were more likely to be in 
the lower pay bands, even after taking 
account of the different job roles. 

Across DfT, females were significantly 
more likely than males to work part time.  

3.4 Results relating to 
Race 

Race: Key findings and year on 
year changes  

Of those who had declared their race, 
5.7% declared that they were from a 
black or minority ethnic (BME) group. 

The proportion of BME staff (of those 
who declared) varied across DfT: DfT(c) 
had the highest proportion (18.6%) and 
DVLA had the lowest proportion (1.2%). 
This is partially reflective of the 
differences in the locations of the 
agencies and the proportions of BME 
people in the local working-age 
populations. For example, we would 
expect to see a higher proportion of BME 
staff in London than elsewhere, because 
there is a higher proportion of BME in the 
local population. 
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However, a large proportion of staff 
(20%) were of unknown or undeclared 
race, an increase from the previous year 
(13%). There was a particularly high 
proportion of staff with 
unknown/undeclared race in DfT(c). This 
is partly due to the database coding 
problem described in Chapter 2. 

There is also a long-term trend (from 
2008/09) of decreasing race declaration 
rates in DfT as a whole, and within 
DFT(c), DSA, and MCA. 

In contrast, there was no significant trend 
in the proportion of BME staff in DfT as a 
whole since 2008/09. In the most recent 
four years, the proportion of BME staff 
has been either 5.7% or 5.8%. 

The only agencies that did have 
significant trends were DfT(c), where the 
proportion of BME staff has been 
increasing, and DVLA, where the 
proportion has been decreasing. 

 

Race: DfT relative to local working-
age populations 

In most of the agencies (DSA, VOSA, 
DVLA, HA), there were fewer BME staff 
or more white staff than expected at 
many locations, given the local working-
age populations. 

Conversely, at MCA’s Northern Ireland 
and Scotland locations and DfT(c)’s 
London office (PB2-3 only), there were 
fewer white staff than expected. 

Race: Differences within the staff 
population 

The distributions of BME staff within 
each agency were analysed to see 
whether there were any differences in 
the pay band or job role of BME staff, 
white staff and those with 
unknown/undeclared race. 

Regarding job roles, there were only 
significant differences within HA (traffic 
officers were less likely to be BME, non-
traffic officers were more likely to be 
BME) and MCA (coastguards were less 
likely to be BME, marine surveyors were 
more likely to be BME). 
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Regarding pay bands, there were no 
consistent relationships between race 
and pay bands across the agencies, but 
there were some individual pay bands 
with more BME or white staff than 
expected in DfT(c), HA, DVLA, and 
VOSA. In particular, SCS staff were 
more likely to be white than staff in other 
pay bands in DfT(c). 

3.5 Results relating to 
Disability 

Disability: Key findings and year on 
year changes  

Of those who had declared their 
disability status, 10.8% had indicated 
that they were disabled. This is similar to 
the figure for last year (11.0%). 

This proportion varied across agencies – 
DVLA had the highest proportion of 
disabled staff (17.1%) and VCA had the 
lowest (3.9%). 

However, as with race, a large proportion 
of staff had unknown or undeclared 
disability status (21.1%). 

 

There were significant increasing trends 
in the proportion of disabled staff in 
several agencies (DfT(c), DSA, HA traffic 
officers) and in DfT as a whole since 
2008/09. Overall, the proportion of 
disabled staff has increased on average 
by 0.3% per year. 

However, across the same period, the 
disability status declaration status has 
decreased – there was a significant 
downward trend in declaration rates in 
DfT as a whole and in most agencies 
(DfT(c), DSA, MCA, and VCA). Within 
DVLA, the declaration rate had a 
significant increasing trend. 

 

Disability: DfT relative to local 
working-age populations 

This year, comparisons with local 
working-age populations did not include 
disability: the comparative disability data 
is no longer available due to a change of 
definition in the Annual Population 
Survey. 

Disability: Differences within the 
staff population 

In some of the agencies (DSA, VOSA, 
and HA), there were differences between 
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job roles with the less specialist job roles 
(admin, non-technical, non-traffic 
officers) having higher proportions of 
disabled staff than the others 
(examiners, technical, traffic officers). 

In all of the agencies except DfT(c) and 
VCA, there were some individual pay 
band differences, indicating that staff in 
higher pay bands were more likely to be 
non-disabled (for some job roles). 

3.6 Results relating to Age 

Age: Key findings and year on year 
changes  

Two thirds of DfT staff were aged 40 or 
over and only 3.7% were aged under 25. 
There were two peaks in the age profile: 
one at 50-54 and a smaller one at 30-34. 

  

All the agencies had a peak at 50-54, but 
there were some differences in the age 
profiles; in particular, DVLA had a larger 
peak at the 30-34 age band. DSA, VOSA 
and MCA had older age profiles with a 
single large peak at 50-54. This was 
discussed in more detail in last year’s 
report. 

Age: DfT relative to local working-
age populations 

The age profile of DfT staff tended to be 
older than local working-age populations. 
In particular, within most agencies, there 
were more staff than expected in the 50-
54 age group and fewer staff aged under 
25. 

Age: Differences within the staff 
population 

In the agencies where there were 
significant differences between pay 
bands (DSA, DVLA, and HA), staff in 
higher pay bands tended to be older than 
those in lower pay bands. 

In most agencies (all except DSA and 
VCA), there were differences between 
job roles, with certain job roles tending to 
have older staff than other job roles. A 
table of average ages by job roles can 
be found in Annex C. 

3.7 Sexual Orientation 

In general, there was not enough data on 
sexual orientation to include it in the 
analysis. 

Declaration rates varied across DfT. 
Overall, 59% of staff had unknown or 
undeclared sexual orientation. 
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Of those who had declared, 3% had 
indicated that they were Lesbian, Gay or 
Bisexual. 

3.8 Religion and belief 

In general, there was not enough data on 
religion and belief to include it in the 
analysis. 

Declaration rates for religion and belief 
varied across DfT. Overall, 67% of staff 
had unknown or undeclared 
religion/belief. 

 

Of those who had declared, 77% 
indicated that they had a religion or 
belief. 

3.9 Working pattern 

Overall, 18% of staff worked part time. 
This number has not changed since last 
year. 

The proportion of part-time staff varied 
across agencies, ranging from 10% in 
DfT(c) to 28% in DVLA. 

 

Across DfT, part-time staff were more 
likely to be female and older, and there 
was some variation by job type. 
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Where there were differences by job 
type, there tended to be higher 
proportions of part-time staff in the more 
administrative or office-based roles. This 
was seen in MCA, HA, DVLA, VOSA, 
and DSA. In DfT(c), Driver/Workshop 
staff were more likely to be part-time. 

In some agencies (MCA, DVLA, and 
DSA), part-time staff were more likely to 
be in one or more of the lower pay 
bands. 

3.10 Recruitment 

Across DfT, there were 28,271 
applications for posts and 1,817 people 
were offered a post during 2013/14. 

31% of the applications were for posts in 
HA and 30% were for posts in DVLA. 
Similarly, 31% of those offered a post 
had applied for posts in HA and 40% had 
applied for posts in DVLA. 

 

Applicants compared with local 
population 

In all of the agencies (except DVLA 
operational posts), there were generally 
more male applicants than expected 
when compared with local working-age 
populations. For DVLA operational posts 
in Swansea, there were more female 
applicants than expected. 

In each agency, except MCA and VOSA, 
there was at least one subset of 
campaigns (either by location or pay 
band group) that had more BME 
applicants than expected when 
compared with local working-age 
populations. There were two subsets of 
campaigns where there were more white 
applicants than expected: DfT(c) (other 
locations) and HA (TM1B). 

Sift to appointment analysis 

The profile of applicants who were 
successful at each recruitment stage 
(sift, interview, and offered a post) was 
compared with those who were 
unsuccessful. In the case of race and 
disability, there were three diversity 
classifications tested (e.g. BME, white 
and unknown/prefer not to say), so any 
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Race, job role and working pattern all 
appeared in the results for at least one 
agency, but there were no clear patterns. 

3.13 Cessations 

2,466 staff left DfT during 2013/14, 
14.2% of the staff in post at the 
beginning of the year. 

The vast majority (88.8%) left for 
“voluntary” reasons. 

Leaving reason Number 
leaving 

Voluntary Voluntary Exit Scheme 
(VES/VER) 

942 

Transfers to OGD 524 

Resignations 419 

Retirement 304 

End of Contract 125 

Other Dismissed 70 

Deceased 28 

Redundancies 27 

Failure to Complete 
Probation 

14 

Unknown Other 12 

Unknown/Not Stated 1 

Across the agencies, age was often a 
significant characteristic: leavers tended 
to be older than the staff in post. 
Working pattern also appeared in some 
agencies, with leavers being more likely 
to have worked part time. 

Disability status and pay band also 
appeared in two or more agencies, but 
did not reveal any consistent patterns. 

3.14 Learning and 
development 

As explained in Chapter 2, training data 
provided by Civil Service Learning could 
not be analysed. 

Some agencies did provide their own 
records of training data and these were 
analysed. Details of the analysis are 
given in the individual reports. 

3.15 Grievances and 
disciplines 

79 grievance cases were recorded 
across DfT, an increase from last year 
(50 grievance cases). 39 were in HA, 20 
in DSA, 14 in VOSA, and 6 in DfT(c). 

At agency level, there were generally too 
few cases for statistical analysis to be 
meaningful. However, within DSA and 
HA, two job roles had more grievances 
than expected: examiners (DSA) and 
traffic officers (HA). Also, female staff in 
DSA had more grievances than 
expected. 

Disciplinary procedures were invoked for 
190 members of staff, a decrease from 
last year (316 disciplinary cases). 

Agency No. of disciplinary procedures 

DfT(c) 13 

DSA 43 

DVLA 47 

HA 46 

VCA 1 

VOSA 40 

Total 190 

As with grievances, most agencies had 
too few disciplinary cases for statistical 
analysis to be meaningful. Within DVLA, 
more male staff and PB1-3 staff were 
disciplined than expected, and within HA, 
more traffic officers were disciplined than 
expected. 
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Annex A:  Notes on data 

A.1   Working-age populations 

A.1.1 Reporting locations 

To compare the diversity of staff in post with local working-age populations, we attached 
each building where staff were located to a Reporting Location, e.g. London, Swansea, 
etc.. For example, all staff based in London were considered as being in one location, 
irrespective of which part of London they were located in. 

For each Reporting Location, we identified a catchment area and generated local 
working-age population figures based on data for that catchment area. 

A catchment area would typically include the relevant Local Authority area for the 
Reporting Location, plus neighbouring Local Authorities, as agreed with each agency.  
For example, the London Reporting Location included the working-age population of all 
the London boroughs, as well as those counties that border them.  

A.1.2 Data sources 

The UK population data at Local Authority6  level is from the Annual Population Survey 
(APS). This survey is a combined survey of households in Great Britain, updated 
quarterly and available at Local Authority level and above. It is a residence-based labour 
market survey which includes population and economic activity, broken down by gender, 
age, race, industry and occupation7 . 

The majority of DfT agencies have staff based only in Great Britain, but the Maritime and 
Coastguard Agency (MCA) also has staff working in Northern Ireland. In previous years, 
data for Northern Ireland was taken from the Northern Ireland Labour Force Survey 
(NI LFS); however, this year, this data was also available as a part of the APS dataset. 

Where a nationwide population comparison was required, the GB working-age population 
(i.e. not including Northern Ireland) was used. The exception was MCA, which was 
compared with the UK. 

APS data used in the 2013/14 Equality Monitoring reports was based on the one year 
period October 2012 - September 2013, and downloaded from www.nomisweb.co.uk 
(“Nomis”) on 6th June 2014.  

                                            
6 Local authorities including County Councils rather than District Councils.   
7 Further information on the survey can be found at http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-
quality/specific/labour-market/labour-market-statistics/index.html 

file://virago/u/lon3/mherbert/Desktop/www.nomisweb.co.uk%20
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-quality/specific/labour-market/labour-market-statistics/index.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-quality/specific/labour-market/labour-market-statistics/index.html
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Annex B:  Analytical approach 

Two statistical approaches have been used to test for differences in the data: univariate 
methods that test one variable at a time and multivariate methods that compare several 
variables simultaneously. Wherever possible, multivariate methods have been used. 

B.1   Multivariate methods – Regression Analysis 

The main technique used to analyse data taking into account several factors 
simultaneously was regression: either multiple, logistic, Poisson or negative binomial. 

Regression attempts to predict a dependent variable (e.g. the amount of sickness 
absence taken) using one or more independent variables (such as gender, age, etc.). In 
using multiple regression, the principle is to find the “line of best fit” by minimising the 
sum of the squared distance from the fitted line to each observation. (This approach is 
sometimes referred to as ordinary least squares regression). The aim is to find a set of 
independent variables that have a significant relationship with the dependent variable. 

Much of the data that was analysed had a binary (0/1) result, for example, was in a pay 
band or not; obtained the top performance rating or did not; was selected for interview or 
was not, etc.. This type of data lends itself to being analysed using logistic regression. 
Logistic regression is analogous to ordinary least squares regression, with the exception 
that a logistic curve rather than a straight line is fitted to the data. In some cases, neither 
multiple nor logistic regression was suitable, for example for analysing the amount of 
sickness absence taken, which, for the majority of people, was nothing or very little, but 
for a small number of cases was very high. For this analysis, Poisson or negative 
binomial models were used. 

In all these approaches, the first step is for each characteristic to be tested in turn to see 
if it is significantly associated with the outcome (e.g. passed a recruitment stage or not). 
By significant, we mean that a staff characteristic accounted for an unusually high 
proportion of the variation seen in the dependent variable. For example, to see if age was 
a significant factor as to whether someone had passed the interview stage. In this case 
we would say something was successful or significant in “explaining the variation”, to 
mean that if you knew the characteristic of the staff member, you would have a better 
chance of predicting the outcome (for example, if you knew the age, you would also 
know something about the likely interview outcome). The starting assumption was that 
prior knowledge of someone’s gender, race, age, etc. should not enable the model to 
predict whether they were more likely to have received the highest performance rating or 
were interviewed etc. Again, as with the univariate approach, significance does not 
necessarily equate to bias, but gives the relative likelihood of it occurring. 

The next step in the modelling process was to include the characteristic that explained 
the majority of the remaining variation after taking account of the first variable. This step 
was repeated until the variables outside the model could explain no further variation. 
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Generally, an outcome could not simply be explained by a single characteristic. Often, it 
was several characteristics together that were important. For example, age, gender and 
race were quite often found to be a powerful combination. A major advantage of the 
multivariate approach, compared with univariate, is that it is easier to see the relative 
importance of the characteristics. 

There was an element of judgment involved in deciding which variables to include. In 
some cases, variables were highly correlated, e.g. gender and full time equivalence: 
females were more likely to be part-time than males. Where both were statistically 
significant and improved the amount of variation that could be explained, both were 
included. 

B.2   Univariate methods - Chi-squared and Proportions 
tests 

These tests were employed where further investigation was needed of staff age 
combined with other diversity characteristics. Additionally, the univariate approach was 
the primary approach used for analysing whether the proportion of job applicants by each 
diversity grouping was significantly different from that of the local working-age population. 

The results of these statistical tests give an indication of whether the pattern observed in 
the data was “significantly different from what would have been expected” or conversely 
whether any difference in proportions could be explained by natural variation. 

For example, if there had been 100 applicants, 30 of whom were male, and the local 
working-age population was 50% male and 50% female, the tests would tell you whether 
the group was statistically different from any random sample of 100 from the working-age 
population. 

For these tests, we used the “99% confidence level”. This means that if we reported a 
difference as being significant, it meant there was only a 1% likelihood that the difference 
could have occurred purely by chance. We have also sometimes reported on differences 
that were significant at the 95% level, i.e. a 5% likelihood that the differences would have 
occurred by chance. 

A certain amount of variation is expected, even with completely random samples, and so 
it should not be assumed that something that is statistically significant indicates that there 
is a bias – the level of significance only indicates the likelihood of something occurring. 
For example, a significant result at the 99% level would indicate something which is more 
unusual than something that is only significant at the 95% level. 

As there are several characteristics to be tested, several univariate tests had to be 
conducted. One of the drawbacks of multiple univariate testing is that the more tests that 
are undertaken the higher the probability of finding false significant results. To reduce 
this risk, we have used the Bonferroni adjustment to the significance levels. 

A further drawback with univariate approaches is that they do not take into account all of 
the other factors simultaneously. In practice, an individual staff member has several 
characteristics: their gender, race, working pattern, etc.. In looking at only one of these 
characteristics at a time (for example in relation to performance), the effect of another 
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characteristic is not taken into account and results can be misleading. It is possible to 
use multi-dimensional contingency tables for chi-squared tests, but the interpretation of 
the results can be difficult. 

It is still, however, an appropriate approach in many circumstances – particularly when 
the group should be reasonably comparable with the rest of the population, but where 
possible we are moving away from these approaches. 
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Annex C:  Tables and charts 

C.1   Year on year comparison – all staff 

Staff 
Type 

March 31st 2013 March 31st 2014 

Percentage 
point 
change 

% 
change 
from 
2013 

2012/2013 
% of 
total 

% of 
total 
that 

declared 

2013/2014 
% of 
total 

% of 
total 
that 

declared 

All staff 17382     16373         

Males 9961 57.3% 57.3% 9600 58.6% 58.6% +1.3 -3.6% 

Females 7421 42.7% 42.7% 6773 41.4% 41.4% -1.3 -8.7% 

White 14255 82.0% 94.2% 12353 75.4% 94.3% -6.6 -13.3% 

BME 876 5.0% 5.8% 747 4.6% 5.7% -0.5 -14.7% 

Unknown 
Race 

2251 13.0%  -  3273 20.0%  -  +7.0 +45.4% 

Non-
disabled 

12927 74.4% 89.0% 11516 70.3% 89.2% -4.0 -10.9% 

Disabled 1600 9.2% 11.0% 1399 8.5% 10.8% -0.7 -12.6% 

Unknown 
disability 
status 

2855 16.4%  -  3458 21.1%  -  +4.7 +21.1% 

Full Time 14316 82.4% 82.4% 13433 82.0% 82.0% -0.3 -6.2% 

Part Time 3066 17.6% 17.6% 2940 18.0% 18.0% +0.3 -4.1% 

Average 
age 

44.6     44.8         
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C.2   Declaration rates 

C.2.1 Including “prefer not to say” 

 Protected 
characteristic 

DfT(c) DSA DVLA HA MCA VCA VOSA Overall 

Age 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Gender 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Race 81% 94% 90% 92% 87% 100% 85% 89% 

Disability Status 74% 90% 77% 85% 72% 97% 91% 82% 

Sexual Orientation 75% 98% 80% 84% 86% 49% 33% 76% 

Religion or Belief 75% 97% 75% 84% 31% 51% 33% 71% 

 

C.2.2 Excluding “prefer not to say” 

 Protected 
characteristic 

DfT(c) DSA DVLA HA MCA VCA VOSA Overall 

Age 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Gender 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Race 65% 83% 82% 78% 81% 99% 85% 80% 

Disability Status 74% 90% 77% 72% 66% 97% 91% 79% 

Sexual Orientation 52% 52% 23% 61% 63% 46% 25% 41% 

Religion or Belief 48% 47% 16% 49% 23% 45% 24% 33% 
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C.3   Geographical distribution of staff 
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C.4   Additional tables: job roles 

C.4.1 Job role and gender 

Agency Job role Female Male Total % Female % Male 

DfT(c) 

  

  

Driver/Workshop staff 3 59 62 4.8% 95.2% 

Normal Pay Band 690 1090 1780 38.8% 61.2% 

Specialist Pay Band 4 76 80 5.0% 95.0% 

DSA 

  

  

Admin 288 202 490 58.8% 41.2% 

Examiner 330 1369 1699 19.4% 80.6% 

Support 24 2 26 92.3% 7.7% 

DVLA 

  

Non-operational 528 462 990 53.3% 46.7% 

Operational 2844 1618 4462 63.7% 36.3% 

HA 

  

Asset 822 1157 1979 41.5% 58.5% 

Traffic 215 1166 1381 15.6% 84.4% 

MCA 

  

  

Administrator 236 178 414 57.0% 43.0% 

Coastguard 106 362 468 22.6% 77.4% 

Marine Surveyor 8 162 170 4.7% 95.3% 

VCA 

  

Admin 40 58 98 40.8% 59.2% 

Engineers 3 57 60 5.0% 95.0% 

VOSA 

  

Normal Pay Band 550 369 919 59.8% 40.2% 

Technical 82 1213 1295 6.3% 93.7% 

Overall 6773 9600 16373 41.4% 58.6% 
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C.4.2 Job role and age 

Agency Job role 
Average 
age 

DfT(c) Driver/Workshop staff 51.0 

Normal Pay Band 43.5 

Specialist Pay Band 50.9 

DSA Admin 43.2 

Examiner 52.0 

Support 57.3 

DVLA Non-operational 45.5 

Operational 40.1 

HA Asset 44.8 

Traffic 46.7 

MCA Administrator 44.0 

Coastguard 45.8 

Marine Surveyor 52.9 

VCA Admin 45.6 

Engineers 40.4 

VOSA Non-technical 44.5 

Technical 49.8 

Overall 44.8 

 


