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STRB Report 

The General Secretary reported on the main conclusions of the STRB Report that had been rubber-stamped by the Government. He recollected that the refusal of the NUT to accept the “vision” of the STRB had led to its exclusion from multilateral talks on upper pay scale progression leading to a new salary structure.  The vision, however, had been supported by the Government and its unions and had led to the STRB report.  

This vision extended the link between performance management and pay, throughout pay progression.  It was logical and predictable that pay progression linked to performance management would be extended into the main scale as a result of the vision and this was one of the STRB’s recommendations.  

By signing up to the vision, the other teachers’ organisations had paved the way for the extension of performance management as the main means by which teachers progressed through the main scale.

The STRB in its report made clear that this was the start of a salary structure that would taper more and more – automatic progression would become a thing of the past.  Experience would no longer count as growth in terms of professional competency.  Teachers, from the start of their careers, would be subject to decisions by their headteachers as to whether they deserved incremental points.  The package supported by the signatory unions and the Government would result in more and more teachers being denied incremental progression or having progression delayed until performance improved.  Teachers might wish to believe that performance management would lead to accelerated individual progression; the reality was that the package was designed to reduce the cost of the salary bill and progression would now be restricted and often dictated by the lack of resources.     

The General Secretary said that the NUT faced a major battle; to try to arrest the extension of performance related pay/payment by results.  He added that this was the most significant report ever from a Review Body;  more significant that any report since the denial 

of negotiating rights, and based on a vision that only the NUT and UCAC rejected.  It was the result of teachers’ organisations desperate to have a relationship with the Government, regardless of the consequences for their members and generally for the profession.


The General Secretary referred to the NUT’s survey of members, which showed clearly that they rejected totally any inclusion in performance management of pupil progress.  It showed a rejection of performance related pay/payment by results. 

The Executive agreed a motion stating that the outcome of the STRB’s deliberations and the Government’s acceptance of it indicated a further attack on teachers’ pay and professionalism.  The Executive expressed concern at the continuing major differences between the teachers’ unions and reaffirmed the NUT’s implacable opposition to performance related pay, payment by results, which the other unions had accepted.   

The motion noted that NASUWT had opposed performance based “additional obstacles to incremental progression” on the Main Scale and had declared them to be “unnecessary and unhelpful”.  It further noted that both NASUWT and ATL had opposed local and regional pay in their responses to the STRB’s Report and the Government’s position.

The Executive agreed that an urgent meeting should be sought with the relevant officers of NASUWT and ATL in order to pursue a joint position and campaigns on those aspects of salaries policy where there could be agreement.

The General Secretary urged the Executive to develop a salary policy with a new structure, based on the views of members.  It would be a policy that could have the support of members and perhaps the profession and would be the best way to defeat in time the current STRB proposals. He said that the NUT should not lose any opportunity it had to promote clearly and wherever it could the Union’s objections to the STRB report.

TUC General Secretary to address Executive


The Executive agreed to the request from the TUC General Secretary to address a meeting of the Executive.  The request followed the worsening relationships between the TUC teacher affiliates resulting from the NUT’s implacable opposition to the workforce agreement and recent STRB recommendations.  

Cover Supervisors


The General Secretary reported on discussions in the NUT School Workforce Reform Working Group. A more detailed framework to support negotiations on cover arrangements had been agreed.  The difficulties in securing a negotiated settlement at local level were recognised.  The first stage would seek an agreement that every headteacher and every LEA sought to cover absences by the employment of qualified teachers.  Only where this failed would alternatives be explored.  The NUT would urge LEAs to either establish their own pool of supply teachers or to join with others in establishing a federation pool.  The NUT would further urge LEAs to actively recruit “inactive teachers” into their supply pools and to apply enhanced terms of employment to their supply teachers.


The General Secretary indicated that it might be possible to get agreement with Unison on a package.  This could avoid the formal complaint under Principal 4 of the TUC.

Gershon Report

The General Secretary reported that the NUT was in discussion with other civil service unions about the Gershon report and its consequences for civil servants, with a view to producing a joint statement rejecting proposals that you could make civil servants redundant, and create more Higher Level Teaching Assistants as a result.  The leaked interim report suggested that in this way “good teachers could take classes of 90”.  It was hoped to have a final text ready for Conference.

Declaration for Education in London


The Executive noted that the proposed Declaration for Education in London would be circulated to local associations and divisions in Inner and Outer London for consultation.  The consultation would seek, in particular, comments on those sections of the statement that proposed a pan-London Approach.  A brief meeting to explain the consultation process would be held at Conference.  The intention would be to approve a final statement at the meeting of the Executive in June.  

Priority Motions to Conference


The Executive agreed three priority motions for submission to Conference:  14-19 Education Reform; Education Funding; and Equality.  The latter addressed the decision of Conference last year that proposals should be brought forward this year to ensure black representation on the Executive.  The Executive noted that consideration would be given to a further priority motion on the issue of salaries and that if necessary a decision would be taken at the meeting of the Executive immediately prior to Conference.  

Big Conversation:  A Fair Future for All


The Executive approved the NUT’s response to the Labour Party’s consultation, “Big Issues Need a Big Conversation”.  It was agreed that the response would be a useful bench-mark in terms of NUT policy in the run up to the next General Election and that it should be disseminated widely within the Union and to other relevant external organisations.


The response urged the Prime Minister and his Government to engage in genuine conversation and listen to the views of the teaching profession rather than having the education agenda distorted by policy advisors and spin-doctors.  

The response welcomed the high priority given to education by the Labour Government since its election in 1997 and the recent additional funding.  It identified the issues the NUT would wish to see addressed by a future Government, covering all aspects and sectors of education, additional to those highlighted in the consultation document itself.

The response criticised the failure in the document to tackle the core issue of needing to make teaching a more rewarding, more attractive profession in order to stem the outflow of teachers from the profession, including those who having qualified turned their backs on teaching.

External Speakers to Conference


The General Secretary advised the Executive that the Shadow Education Spokesperson and the Education Spokesperson for the Liberal Democrats would address Conference.  The Secretary of State, on the other hand, had declined the invitation and had said that he had better things to do.

