Paper presented by the Suffolk LEA to the Teachers’ JNC, 2nd October 2002.  NB: The NUT has NOT agreed to this policy beyond item 4 (with the provison that we believe the review should have taken place last term).
PROGRESSION FOR TEACHERS ON_THE UPPER PAY SPINE

GUIDANCE FOR MANAGERS OF UNATTACHED TEACHERS – 2002

1. 
Teachers who progressed beyond the threshold as at September 2000 are eligible as at September 2002 for progression to the second point of the Upper Pay Spine. Criteria for progression are set out in the School Teachers Pay and Conditions Document 2002, as supplemented by brief guidance from the DfES
, which is attached as Appendix I.  Further guidance has also been published by NAHT/SHA
.

2. 
Progression on the Upper Pay Spine is not automatic. The School Teachers' Pay and Conditions Document sets out two statutory criteria for progression:

· there has first been a review of the post-threshold teacher; and

· the achievements of the post-threshold teacher and his contribution to the school or to a school or schools in which the teacher has previously worked, have been substantial and sustained
. 

3. 
A teacher who is eligible by virtue of having passed the threshold in 2000 does not have to apply for further progression - it is the responsibility of the manager concerned to initiate the process. Teachers who are eligible may wish to produce relevant evidence as part of the review process but this is not a requirement
. 

4. The starting point of the process is a review of performance, which should follow the lines of the LEA's model performance review policy for unattached teachers
 as supplemented by considerations specific to the individual service or PRU. A review should take place in the first half of Autumn Term and any consequent decision on salary progression should be backdated to 1st September. If a review has already been recently conducted (i.e. in the second half of the Summer Term) this would be acceptable. If an eligible teacher has just joined the service or PRU, the person carrying out the review will need to liaise closely with the headteacher or service manager of the previous employment in order to make the necessary determination.

5. 
The review should cover performance over the past two years
.  The threshold application
 and any planned development actions
 leading from it might be a useful starting point.   Clearly any teacher considered for progression up the upper pay spine should as a minimum have maintained the threshold standards. The DfES's guidance envisages that a teacher's performance and contribution will "show a greater depth and breadth than is indicated by the threshold standards themselves"
. 
6. 
The review
 should identify substantial achievements related to performance criteria already established (new criteria should not be introduced retrospectively). This does not necessarily mean that all agreed objectives should have been met (they may be ongoing or have been modified in the light of experience), but there should be evidence of the teacher's contribution to the mainstream concerns of the PRU or service, as related to its development plans and identified priorities. Personal and professional development activities may be part of the review evidence, and should be related to significant concerns of the service as set out in the service's operational plan. The DfES's guidance gives some examples of what might be expected, but these should be interpreted in context.

7. Services and PRUs should determine who will carry out reviews. This will normally be the Head of Unit or Service Manager, and arrangements should be made for any teacher who is judged not to meet criteria for progression to appeal against the decision to an appropriate Senior Education Officer, who has not been involved. The model for the appeal mechanism is the grievance procedure
. 

8. Colleagues carrying out reviews should bear in mind that this is intended to be a positive process, aimed at rewarding teachers' contributions both to individual pupils' progress and to the development of the services in which they work. Performance does not have to be exemplary to qualify a teacher for progression. Maintaining and building upon the threshold standard and striving for improvement should be the key to management judgements
. 

MJG, September 2002

� This Guidance is non-staturoy and in the view of the NUT can be challenged on the grounds that it goes beyond the statutory situation in para 2.


� The LEA has ignored the advice from NUT, NASUWT and ATL, despite having been informed of that advice.


� These are the only criteria which can be used.  Any additional criteria (such as meeting a PM target) is not acceptable and any adverse UPS decision made outside these statutory criteria can be challenged via Grievance or Salary Appeal.


� As it is not a requirement, there is no point in any member wasting time collating evidence or making statements.  The Guidance correctly states that it is the line manager’s task to obtain the evidence, through monitoring, etc. (but see note 11 overleaf)


� the « review » required in para 2 is NOT the same as the Performance Management Annual Review, particularly as the former refers to a 2-year period.  Performance Management and its targets were designed for a completely different purpose.  There should be no direct link between PM outcomes and salary decisions, particularly where, as with Suffolk LEA unattached staff, the PM policy was not published until last term  (!) and any targets agreed will be for the future.  It is therefore impossible to use PM for unattached staff as the one and only piece of evidence for performance pay.


� Which illustrates well the inadmissability of using PM evidence which will only have been amassed in the last few weeks.


� The threshold application refers to work outside the period of review which is the two years Sept 2000-August 2002.


� « Planned development actions » are NOT required in order to demonstrate « substantial and sustained contribution and should therefore NOT be taken into account.  It would be an extra criterion.


� This is being challenged by the NUT national as clearly adding an extra criterion which goes beyond the statuory situation.  Maintaining the threshold standards in the ONLY criterion which can be considered.


� The whole of this paragraph confuses PM with Performance Pay and as such is out of order.  It all goes beyond the basic decision required in paragraph 2.


� As Performance Management and Performance Pay are separate matters, the person deciding on UPS progression should be different from the line manager undertaking Performance Management.


� Again, this exhortation goes beyond « maintaining threshold standards ».  In order to show a « sustained and substantial » contribution, staff only need to be maintaining those standards, not improving further on them.  So, again, any adverse UPS2 decision which relied on « building on » threshold standards or « striving for improvement » beyond those standards will clearly be in breach of the regulations and challengeable on appeal.





