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Circular open letter to HEADTEACHERS of Suffolk Schools 

July 5th 2005
DEAR HEADTEACHER,

Introduction of TLRs
Thank you to all those headteachers who have copied to us your school’s TLR letter to staff.  We will be responding individually as soon as time permits.
In the meantime, reports from NUT Representatives during our TLR training sessions last week, indicated that some headteachers were uncertain about the status of RIG “guidance” on the management structure review and the legitimacy of the NUT’s advice on how to minimise detriment, disruption, and disappointment amongst staff.

The NUT advises that the statutory requirements are only that there must be a review of management structure and that salary policies must be amended to include (a) the number and level of promoted posts, (b) the published criteria for those posts and (c) inclusion of the right to two full hearings in cases of pay appeals or grievances.

Despite statements from RIG (which do not have statutory force), there is no legal requirement to start with a “blank sheet”, to change your management structure, to reduce the number of promoted posts in your school, or to take allowances away from pastoral posts.  Neither is there any actual legal requirement to “make savings” as a result.
There is pressure from the NAHT, SHA, NASUWT, ATL and PAT to follow the RIG philosophy, but most, if not all, schools will have an existing management structure which is the best fit to the school’s SIP, and which meets both budgetary constraints and the teaching and learning needs of the school.   In such cases, there is no requirement to make changes in order to comply with the regulations.
Even RIG Guidance only expects there to be savings “given that a proportion of management allowances is currently awarded for responsibilities that would not meet the new criterion”.   This assumes that there are numbers of management allowances in Suffolk schools which are paid purely for non-teaching tasks.  Our surveys and enquiries do not bear this out.   The statutory regulations include criteria for TLRs which cover posts previously designated as “pastoral”, e.g. where Heads of Year / KS have responsibility for teaching and learning for a year or other large group of pupils.
We therefore urge headteachers to draft their review proposals on the basis of minimum change.  Although RIG clearly deliberately chose the TLR ranges and differentials to make simple assimilation difficult, the NUT (and other bodies independent of the RIG “partners”) suggests the following model as a minimum:

	Current values
	New values
	Difference

	MA 1   £1,638
	TLR 2a   £2,250
	+ £612

	MA 2   £3,312
	TLR 2b   £3,750
	+£438

	MA 3   £5,688
	TLR 1a   £6,500
	+£812

	MA 4   £7,833
	TLR 1b   £8,000
	+£167

	MA 5 £10,572
	TLR 1c  £10,572
	+ £0


Even other LEAs are putting forward this helpful model.  To the objection that it will increase the pay bill, the MA values have already been frozen for a year, not index-linked; and even the highest additional cost (£812 for MA3 posts) is relatively small compared with the range of potential salary for classroom teachers with no management responsibility from M1 (£19,161) to UPS3 (£32,628) or the annual increases due to increments and UPS progression.  A teacher going over the threshold in Sept 2005 receives an uplift of £2,334, for example.  Furthermore, if a school decides on fewer TLRs than MAs then there will normally be safeguarding costs to meet, plus the hidden costs of disaffection, low morale and grievances.
We would recommend that schools also make use of the criteria for the award of 1st and 2nd SEN allowances, which continue, instead of, or in addition to, TLR points.
The NUT believes that the so-called “safeguarding” arrangements agreed to by the RIG Unions are highly detrimental and amount to a pay cut for those affected, with possible consequences for pension.  

The NUT has successfully reversed the RIG decision that teachers and heads on existing “permanent” safeguarding from reorganisation should also suffer the 3-year time-limited cash “safeguard”.  The NUT alone is also campaigning to restore the previous permanent safeguarding arrangements for any new cases.  But if the current proposals are implemented, and promoted posts cut, there will be resentment and grievances.  The NUT will support members in pay appeals or grievances where they lose pay / pension as a result of a school’s review decisions.
The DfES has produced a Model Pay Appeals procedure (dated October 2004) which conforms to the statutory regulations on disputes procedure.  The NUT would recommend that all Governing Bodies adopt this procedure which allows for (a) a personal interview with the decision maker, (b) a first hearing with a committee of governors and (c) an appeal hearing with a different committee of governors. 
Although it is statutorily required to consult with staff and Reps next term on the draft, the NUT would expect Heads to keep staff informed throughout the review drafting exercise.  We would suggest that this should be via full staff meetings so that it is an open process where the final draft contains no surprises.  Consultation must be “meaningful”; i.e. allow and actively consider all comments and suggestions.  We would particularly request that the NUT Representative is kept informed of the draft proposals as they emerge and evolve this term and next, and is provided with the budgetary, etc. information requested by NUT HQ in their June 2005 letter to you.
We appreciate that most Heads do not welcome the RIG proposals and find the time scale ridiculously inadequate.  However, the other unions have agreed to, and indeed promoted, this scheme.  We hope that the NUT approach will help Heads meet their legal obligations without unnecessary change, anxiety and disruption.









                        Martin Goold
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