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CIRCULAR

Circular No.
02-003/Sals

Date:

10 January 2002

To:
Secretaries of Divisions and Local Associations – FOR ACTION AND INFORMATION
Dear Colleague

FUNDING OF PAY DISCRETIONS : JOINT SUPPLEMENTARY SUBMISSION TO THE STRB

The joint submission to the STRB by the five teachers’ associations, sent to you previously, reiterated the Union’s opposition to the current pay structure but also emphasised the need for full funding for the current arrangements should they continue.

Subsequently, the DfES indicated that the funding they would make available to schools would cover only about 50 per cent of the costs of progression on the upper salary range and other performance salary progression.  The six teachers’ organisations have therefore made a further submission to the STRB to urge them to recommend full funding by the Government of such salary progression.  An urgent meeting with the Secretary of State has also been sought.  A summary of the joint submission is set out below.

Summary of the Joint Supplementary Submission to the STRB

For the performance management arrangements to be fair, full funding is essential.  The STRB has stated that it shares the concerns of the six teachers’ organisations on the issue.  In its forthcoming report, the STRB should repeat and emphasise its support for the principle that the level of funding must be sufficient to ensure payment to teachers who satisfy the relevant criteria.

The grant funding for pay discretions has been clearly stated by the DfES as being capable of supporting no more than 50 per cent of those eligible.  The calculations made by the six teachers’ organisations suggest that the actual figure may support as little as 40 per cent.  The assumption of the DfES is that schools will provide additional funding from their own budgets, despite the obvious consequence of inequities within and between schools.  
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There can be no doubt that budgetary provision for other appropriate advancement on the upper pay spine will be less than necessary to meet the anticipated number of teachers who satisfy the relevant criteria.  This was not the intention of the STRB, as it made clear in its 2002 Report.  

The STRB did not expect complex schemes to be designed to support pay determination.  The STRB’s view was that:

“the arrangements for the upper pay scale must be kept as simple and straightforward as possible.  Progress should be based on continued substantial and sustained performance and contribution to the school and should be seen in the general context of the threshold criteria.  We do not support the inclusion of additional references in the Document or DfEE guidance to ‘progressively more challenging standards’, although teachers should be contributing to an ongoing improvement in educational achievement and be committed to their own continuing professional development.  Progress on the scale should reflect the total contribution of the teacher; the achievement of specific targets will be part, although an important part, of that process.”

Teachers have had their expectations of reasonable rewards in response to their performance raised, yet headteachers would be obliged to make potentially highly destructive judgements between equally deserving teachers solely on the grounds that the funding available for performance progression is cash limited.  This would damage industrial and professional relations in schools.  Recruitment could be adversely affected with potential new entrants concluding that the Government’s promises on pay progression cannot be trusted since they rely on the diversion of schools’ budgets from other essential areas of spending.  There are clear indications from schools that they will need to make cuts in precisely the sort of areas where the PWC report is likely to require additional expenditure.

In addition to the problems of schools, there is the issue of those working in non-standard settings.  Appropriate solutions must embrace those for whom the relevant body is the LEA.  Similarly, the six teachers’ organisations are gravely concerned at the likely extent of pay disparities between England and Wales, where no specific grant funding has been made available, other than for the threshold.

The six teachers’ organisations recognise that the STRB is aware of the problems outlined above and its past support for full additional funding.  They have therefore urged the STRB to recommend that the Government substantially increase the proposed levels of funding to reflect fully the STRB’s intentions.  Without such additional funding, performance management and the pay structure itself will be fundamentally undermined with the inevitable adverse effects for the recruitment, retention, motivation and morale of teachers.
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Advice To Members

The six teachers’ organisations also considered the difficulties which were arising in schools.  It was agreed that members should be made aware of the terms of the joint submission.  They also agreed the following joint advice to all their members:

“Further information and advice will be distributed early next year.  In the meantime, all members are advised to hold back from entering into any arrangements regarding the performance of teachers on the upper pay spine, other than those which have already been agreed in accordance with the Education (School Teacher Appraisal) (England) Regulations 2000.”

Yours sincerely

DOUG McAVOY




STEVE SINNOTT

General Secretary




Deputy General Secretary

BARRY FAWCETT

Assistant Secretary

Salaries, Superannuation, Conditions

 of Service and Health & Safety

NATIONAL UNION OF TEACHERS

HAMILTON HOUSE, MABLEDON PLACE, LONDON WC1H 9BD

Telephone: 020 7388 6191   Fax: 020 7387 8458

GENERAL SECRETARY: DOUG McAVOY   DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY: STEVE SINNOTT

