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The Issues

1) National bargaining or local bargaining

NATFHE entered into the negotiations in 2002 with a firm policy of retaining national bargaining. The union currently holds national bargaining rights on the national academic contract for Post 1992 academic staff, national academic grades, annual pay increases, London Weighting and some conditions of service enshrined within the national contract for post 1992 academic staff. Throughout the 2 years of negotiations NATFHE has prioritised the retention of national bargaining. This has influenced our approach to grading, job evaluation and remuneration, and is the guiding principle against which we can assess what would be gained and lost if the proposals were to be accepted.

The HE employers have been keen to introduce much more local flexibility. This objective fits with government public sector pay policy. The cross cutting review of public sector labour markets undertaken by HM Treasury in 2001 stressed the perceived need to introduce flexibility into the public sector pay structure. This desire for greater flexibility is expressed in terms of regional pay levels, incentives to encourage productivity and performance and differential pay awards. This agenda has been adopted by HEFCE through its Rewarding and Developing Staff initiative (RDS) and through proposals to introduce ‘Golden Hellos’ in shortage subjects. A number of local employers were reportedly, willing to consider leaving national bargaining, in favour of introducing local pay arrangements. The RDS funding is without doubt having an influence on institutional thinking regarding the future of pay bargaining.

The Framework creates a national model applicable to all HEIs. However, within the model some flexibility is possible. This flexibility is expressed in terms of local employers having the scope to develop variations or alternatives to the national pay model. This ability to move away from the national pay model outlined in Appendix C is constrained by the fact that all HEIs must use the national pay spine, must adhere to the principles in Appendix A (dealing with equality and fairness) and can only develop alternative structures with the agreement of local unions.

The term ‘partnership’ is used throughout the document to describe joint work between employers and trade unions. On page 1 of the document partnership is defined as “negotiating to reach agreement on a timely basis”. The use of the term agreement is key to the approach reflected throughout. The ability to vary the agreement is described on page 2 under the heading of ‘grading’. In previous drafts of the document, the employers inserted an Appendix on local flexibility which encouraged HEIs to vary the terms of the Framework i.e. level 1, level 2 and level 3. At the insistence of the unions this Appendix was removed and replaced with the more minimalist statement on page 2.   

The bullet point on page 2 states that “Appendix C describes a commended model pay structure which JNCHES believes will meet the needs of many HEIs.  Some institutions will want to negotiate variants of or alternatives to this, in partnership with their recognised trades unions and in accordance with the principles set out in Appendix A”

The interpretation of this statement was the subject of (literally) hours of debate during negotiations with the unions wanting ‘great majority’ instead of ‘many’. The wording above represents respective positions at the end of negotiations. It allows employers to move away from the national pay arrangements subject to certain conditions:

· They must do so with the agreement of local unions – in effect agreement will not be achieved unless there are real benefits on offer through local variation.

· They must adhere to the principles of Appendix A – these principles include references to partnership and negotiation as outlined above, any local arrangements must deliver equal pay for work of equal value and must use Job evaluation and the single pay spine with trade unions being involved in the process, staff must have access to review (or appeal) mechanisms.

The degree of detail in Appendix A reflects the needs of the non-academic unions who have not sought to retain national grades for their members.

The national pay structures within Appendix C are the baseline arrangements applicable throughout the UK. Local employers will without doubt seek to vary the terms of the agreement, a number of Post 1992 employers already vary the existing arrangements i.e. some do not use the Lecturing scale etc, however any variation or local development of new pay structures can only proceed with the agreement of our local branches. It must be recognised that some employers will seek to negotiate improvements to the national provisions, however other employers will seek to negotiate inferior provisions (I.e. more barriers to progression). Branches will have to carefully consider the merits of agreeing to improvements and will have to resist local attempts to undermine the national provisions.

In the event that no agreement is reached on applying the national pay structures and no agreement is reached on developing local structures, the status quo would apply. Page 1 of the preamble states that “Existing national agreements on pay and grading will remain in force until superseded by implementation of new arrangements under the terms of this agreement.” 

The effect of this clause is to preserve existing arrangements until agreements are reached on the application of new pay structures. Employers who refuse to implement the national model can only develop alternatives with the agreement of our branches. If they refuse to implement the national arrangements and cannot get agreement to the development of local structures the status quo prevails. This would compromise any institutions ability to bid for HEFCE funding under RDS and therefore most HEIs may prefer to adopt the national model which ensures they meet the HEFCE (RDS) funding criteria.

2. The HE Pay Spine

The new HE pay spine has 51 pay points at 3% intervals. The pay spine starts at £10,560 and finishes at £46,296 in 2004, the pay sine will be up-rated each year in accordance with the general pay award.

Pay points in all the national grades are drawn from this spine. Hourly paid lecturers (and other hourly paid staff) are specifically mentioned within the text on page 2 and must also be paid according to the pay points on the new spine. This brings the employment (and pay) of hourly paid staff into substantive national bargaining. 

NATFHE concerns over the single pay spine related to the interval between pay points. The closer the interval between pay points, the smaller the relative value of incremental points within academic grades.

The employers objective was to introduce a new common pay spine at minimal cost. They advocated a single pay spine due to concerns over institutional vulnerability to equal value claims.

Hourly paid rates will be taken from the spine and many hourly paid lecturers may have the opportunity to transfer to one of the substantive academic grades following role analysis provided they match one of the new academic role profiles – for more on this subject see the section on grading below or follow this link (Link to section on hourly paid lecturers). 

The pay spine is to be found within Appendix B of the agreement. Existing incremental gaps are between 3-4%, therefore transfer to the new pay spine which has consistent 3% intervals would result in a reduction to the value of a limited number of existing incremental points. All HE employees within the scope of national bargaining in every HEI will be paid at rates drawn from the common pay spine.

3. Job evaluation and Grading

NATFHE’s policy on job evaluation (role analysis) has been to ensure that the process is clearly linked to national bargaining and new national grades. Job evaluation will be used in a ‘light touch’ way, using national academic benchmark role profiles to ensure that only a small sample of academic roles are subject to the job evaluation process, whilst the majority transfer automatically to the new grades. NATFHE’s local branch representatives must be  given sufficient additional facility and remission time, the employer should also resource and provide proper training for local reps.

The approach to grading within the agreement  is complex. Different systems are proposed for academic as opposed to non-academic staff, this approach is outlined on page 2 and is illustrated within Appendix C.

The following principles apply to the allocation of all staff to grades:

· Allocation to grade will follow institution wide job evaluation, the application of which will be agreed between unions and management. JNCHES has produced detailed  guidance on key aspects such as facility time for trade unions reps, provision of time of and resources for training and access to an appropriate appeal and review mechanism.

· Detailed grading arrangements, including their links to with job evaluation outcomes whether in the national model pay structure or within locally developed variants or alternatives, will be negotiated with the trade unions.

· Academic staff will be graded using the JNCHES library of academic profiles as reference points to ensure fair grading for all staff

This means that all grading decisions are underpinned by job evaluation or role analysis. The way in which that process is carried out must be agreed locally in accordance with JNCHES guidance. The way in which roles are allocated to grades will be agreed locally. This means that the timetable, trade union involvement in the process and arrangements for appeals will have to be agreed between the unions and management. 

The library of role profiles are described within Appendix C on pages 9 – 11. An academic role profile has been developed for most of the common roles found within UK universities. There are three profile families with 5 grades in each conforming to the Appendix C grading structure (with the exception of grade Ac1 for which there is no profile for use in Post 1992 institutions). 

The Technical Working Group produced guidance on how the profiles should be used (Link to guidance and library of profiles) , this guidance details the procedures that should be used to allocate academic staff to grade. The profiles are designed to be compatible with a number of different role analysis schemes, including HERA and HAY.

The grading structure is set out on page 10. 

5 academic grades cover research staff & post graduate teachers (i.e. post graduate students teaching under close supervision), lecturers, senior lecturers, principal lecturers and heads of departments or professors (with equivalents in the Pre 1992 sector). The grade structure has been designed to broadly reflect the status quo in terms of numbers of grades across both sectors of HE.  

· Ac1 Grade

The Ac1 grade is intended to be the basic grade for researchers and post-graduate teachers. It would replace the existing Researcher A grade and the Researcher B grade in the Post 1992 institutions. Ac1 would replace the Researcher 1B and 1A grades in the Pre 1992 sector. 

The new grade has 8 incremental points. The existing Researcher B grade has 11 increments, the new grade consists of 8 increments, 3 less than the existing grade. 

However the increments are worth 3% rather than 3-4% in the existing structure, this follows for each of the grades listed below. The exploitative Researcher A scale would disappear from the structure.

· Ac2 Grade  

The Ac2 grade is intended for Lecturers on first appointment and also for more experienced researchers in both sectors. It replaces the Lecturer grade in the Post 1992 sector and the Lecturer A grade in the Pre 1992 sector. The existing Lecturer grade has 7 increments, the new grade consists of 5 increments up to the contribution threshold. The academic trade unions argued long and hard for a further reduction in the number of increments to ensure that the Ac2 grade was akin to a training grade. The reduction in increments reflects the union objective of eliminating grade overlaps below contribution thresholds.

· Ac3 Grade

The Ac3 grade is intended for Senior Lecturers and experienced Researchers in the Post 1992 sector, Lecturer B and grade II Researchers in the Pre 1992 sector. The existing Senior Lecturer grade has 10 increments, the new Ac3 grade has 9 increments up to the contribution threshold, a reduction of 1 increment. The reduced number of increments in the Ac2 grade resulted in a reduction of 1 rather than 2 increments from the existing Senior Lecturer grade.

At present there are 14 increments between the bottom of the Lecturer scale and the top of the senior lecturer scale (excluding the 3 increments where salaries overlap). The new Ac2 and Ac3 grades also have 14 increments (excluding increments beyond the contribution threshold), therefore an employee will still have to accrue the same length of service as at present before they reach the top automatic increment of the new grade. 

· Ac4 Grade

The Ac4 grade is intended for Principal Lecturers and Senior Researchers in the Post 1992 sector, and Senior Lecturers and grade III Researchers in the Pre 1992 sector. The existing Principal Lecturer grade has 10 increments, the new grade has 6 increments (up to the contribution threshold) a reduction of 4 increments due to the elimination of grade overlaps below the contribution threshold.

· Ac5 Grade

Existing national bargaining rights for NATFHE, AUT and EIS extend to the minimum salary rates for Head of Department in the Post 1992 sector and the Professorial minimum in the Pre 1992 sector. This is reflected in Appendix C where only the first 2 increments of the grade are included, however local agreements may extend the scope of the pay spine and include both minimum and maximum salaries.

NATHE branches face a challenging agenda. The national model pay structure retains academic grading and provides the means to deliver light touch job evaluation using national grade profiles. Branches will be required to work with employers in order to allocate staff to grades using the grade profiles. There must be a sufficient number of profiles for each of the new grades so the need or opportunity for employers to vary the profiles should be minimised, unless agreed variation is required due to the particular circumstances within specialist institutions.

Branches will require additional facility time and training. JNCHES Guidance has addressed not only facility time and training but access to appeal and review panels which must have trade union involvement.

NATFHE continues to provide training for every branch officer who is involved in the process, whilst our officials can provide branches with assistance, local activists will be required to provide day to day support for members.

4. Staff Development and Review

NATFHE is opposed to performance reviews. The national contract contains provision for appraisal but not for performance reviews. Many branches take the view that a performance review may be abused by local managers and may in some way be linked to pay.

The employers are keen to improve their ability to exercise managerial prerogatives over academic staff. HEFCE within their RDS criteria specify that in order to receive funding HEIs must introduce institution wide systems of performance reviews. The White Paper states that HEIs should take measures to monitor and reward good performance and address poor performance.

The document contains provision for ‘Staff Development and Review’ on page 2. The first clause of this section deals with staff development and training and is generally helpful.

The second clause states that regular development reviews must take place which facilitate the ‘improvement of performance to meet institutional objectives and career development for individuals’. This represents the final position of the employers side who were insistent that some mention of performance be included within the document. JNCHES will produce guidance on operating Staff Development Reviews in the near future.

Branches will be required to agree systems of Staff Development and Review consistent with the forthcoming JNCHES guidance at institutional level. Most existing appraisal systems should provide the basis for local development.

5. Progression between grades

NATFHE policy on progression between grades stresses the need to facilitate more rapid progression for all academic staff. Existing arrangements for progression between Lecturer and Senior Lecturer grades must be maintained.

The employers seek to restrict progression between grades on the grounds of cost. They are prepared to countenance greater progression opportunity, but only within the context of progression that is justified by job evaluation. They sought to limit progression by insisting on assessments of contribution and performance (see section below).

The section on progression between grades (page 3) is deliberately brief for 2 main reasons. Firstly because non academic staff will have to agree arrangements for grade progression locally, outside the scope of national bargaining, and secondly that for academic staff progression between Ac3 and Ac4 will take place on the basis of meeting the national academic role profile, provided that the employer agrees to adopt the national model including national academic grade profiles.

The document does address the issue of progression between Ac2 and Ac3 (progression from L to SL). This issue was the subject of many hours of discussion during the negotiations. The final agreement on wording stresses the need to acknowledge progression arrangements between L and SL.  This means that if HEIs are to reach agreement on the application of the national structure, they will have to allow existing progression arrangements to continue. The existing paragraph 4.6.1 within the National Staff Handbook regarding progression from L to SL is retained. The production of appropriate national role profiles for the Ac2 grade should ensure that this grade is in practice used as a training grade. If the profile is set at the correct level, staff may be able to transfer to the next grade in the future as soon as they have met the criteria set out within the Ac3 profile. If this is not the case, the normal progression arrangements will apply once they have reached the maximum automatic incremental point of the scale. 

The employers resisted any further changes to the wording on the grounds that many thousands of other staff are employed in equivalent grades in the single grade structure i.e. research staff etc. Such staff do not currently have the right to progress automatically to the next grade.

Branches will be required to agree progression arrangements consistent with forthcoming JNCHES guidance, taking into account the need for employers to acknowledge existing arrangements. Retention of the relevant paragraph in the staff handbook will allow staff to rely on existing contractual provisions which guarantee progression. When reaching agreement (in accordance with current practice) employers will be keen to stress the existing arrangements for denying progression on the grounds of poor performance (i.e. the negative bar). JNCHES guidance on progression, focussing on the use of grade profiles, will be produced in order to facilitate progression throughout the grade structure. 

6. Progression within grades

NATFHE policy is to maintain automatic incremental progression within grades. NATFHE is opposed to all forms of performance related pay, research clearly shows that PRP is discriminatory and that it is virtually impossible to assess public service performance in a fair or accurate way. However in accordance with the paper agreed by the 2003 HE sector conference, the union may consider additional incremental progression beyond the existing grade boundary (maximum pay range for grade) on the basis of an assessment of contribution subject to clear conditions, i.e. the additional pay should be available to all, the system used must not be overly bureaucratic or demanding, the system must be equality proof, contribution pay should not be an alternative to promotion and the financial reward should be worth the effort. NATFHE notes that HEIs currently operate policies relating to accelerated incremental progression, our policy is to ensure that such procedures are applied fairly and do not discriminate against one (or more) groups of members. Decisions to award accelerated increments must be based on clear, objective and transparent criteria and must be capable of justification under equal value legislation.

The employers wish to introduce performance-related pay. However research carried out for UCEA (by Michael Armstrong) indicates that whilst many HR Managers favour PRP, they are ill prepared in terms of developing robust models to measure performance and deliver pay, the majority believe it’s a good idea that can never be implemented successfully. HEFCE is keen to encourage performance management but is reluctant to recommend PRP. The DfEs has been clear that one of the aims of the White Paper is to encourage HEIs to reward ‘excellence’ in teaching and research. Many Pre 1992 employers are keen to introduce PRP within existing grades as well above the existing grade boundary.

UCEA initially wanted assessments at the bottom of each grade, at the mid-point and again at the top of the existing grade. This would have disrupted and hindered incremental progression for many staff. 

Employers are also keen to introduce more accelerated incremental progression, especially in shortage subjects, as reflected in HEFCE’s consultation on ‘Golden Hellos’ for Lecturers in shortage subjects.

a) Incremental progression

The employers conceded the right to retain incremental progression. This right is highlighted within the text on page 3 of the document which states that “staff will have a normal expectation of annual progression up to the contribution threshold for their grade, subject exceptionally to established procedures for dealing with performance problems.”

The clause dealing with automatic progression is underlined within the document for added emphasis. In practice there will be little to agree locally on this issue as the agreement states that staff progress automatically to the contribution threshold on the basis on continuos service. The clauses within this section relating to the exception to this rule, mirror the existing provisions within the national contract whereby an increment can be withheld due to unsatisfactory performance. Local agreements will be necessary for manual staff and others who do not currently enjoy the right to incremental progression.

b) Contribution related pay 

The original UCEA proposals set the contribution threshold within the grade, under the current grade boundary. This would have resulted in a reduction in the automatic pay ranges in all the grades on the new pay spine. The final outcome of negotiations is that the contribution threshold is above the existing grade boundaries, level with the minimum salary for the next (higher) grade. Therefore staff will not have to accrue contribution increments in order to achieve parity with the minimum salary of the next grade. As a consequence, progression between grades will not be dependant on obtaining all the contribution increments or points. Staff therefore progress to the maximum automatic increment and must then be successfully assessed in terms of their contribution before progressing through to the contribution increments, or contribution points.

There are 3 contribution increments at the top of the Ac1 grade providing 3 increments of £725, £747 and £768 thus extending potential earnings within grade by 9.27%.

There are 3 contribution increments at the top of the Ac2 grade providing 3 increments of £841, £865 and £892 thus increasing potential earnings within grade by 9.28%. The retention of the normal expectation of progression from Ac2 to Ac3 will in practice mitigate against the use of contribution increments for Lecturers in this grade, however researchers do not have the normal expectation of progression and may wish to extend their earnings through contribution points.

There are 3 contribution increments at the top of the Ac3 grade providing 3 increments of £1097, £1129 and £1163 thus extending potential earnings within grade by 9.27%.

There are 2 contribution increments at the top of the Ac4 grade providing 2 increments of £1309 and £1349 thus extending potential earnings within grade by 6.9%.

Despite considerable efforts on the part of NATFHE negotiators, we were unable to secure an agreement on the allocation of contribution points. However – these points are not PRP  - they are more like `mini-promotions’ - the increment being consolidated for the future. 

Appendix D on page 12 of the document sets out the proposed approach to all forms of progression within grades.   As stated above, the issues relating to incremental progression are dealt within the main text of the document on page 3. Appendix D lists a series of principles which must apply to all systems of discretionary progression on the basis of contribution. This form of pay progression applies to all grades of staff.

The procedures must be equality proof, and must be based on the application of new skills and expertise developed over time in the job. Systems should be fair, consistent and transparent based on defined expectations of success, expressed in clear criteria. 

The agreement gives a clear indication that contribution pay for academics should be awarded in respect of teaching and research, with emphasis placed on the need to provide parity of esteem in terms of remuneration. It is suggested that pay should be increased (through contribution increments) for membership of the ILT, links with business, equal opportunities and widening participation.

NATFHE has secured robust national guidance which provides:

· Clear guidance on maintaining transparency and promoting equal opportunities throughout the process.

· Clear guidance on eligibility based on 1years service on the maximum automatic increment within each of the new grades.

· Examples of activities which may merit the award of a contribution increment  - including examples of appropriate activities within each grade.

· Guidance as to best practice in terms of procedures for application, decision making and appeals.

Branches will be required to negotiate and agree a local policy based on JNCHES guidance on good practice. Colleagues in the Pre 1992 HEIs already work within a similar framework.

7. Working hours

NATFHE supports the harmonisation of manual workers hours provided this has no detrimental effect on academic conditions of service 

The agreement specifies that manual workers hours should be harmonised by 1st August 2005, this applies to staff who have defined working week, thus excluding academic staff who do not have their working hours (as distinct from scheduled teaching hours) defined on the basis of payment for a fixed number of weekly hours.

Branches will need to ensure that the harmonisation of working hours does not affect, or contravene the provisions of the national contract. If applied correctly, the harmonisation proposals would have no effect on our members.

8. Attraction and retention premia
NATFHE is opposed to market supplements on principle, a position re-affirmed by the 2003 HE sector conference. Following the publication of the White Paper HE employers have intensified their efforts to persuade the unions to accept market supplements. HEFCE’s RDS initiative stresses the need for flexibility with HE pay systems. Some HEIs have already introduced market supplements for Lecturers in certain subjects such as law, IT, accountancy and business studies. The White Paper specifically mentions using market supplements to recruit and retain staff in problem areas or within different regions. HE employers are keen to provide differential rewards to different groups of staff.

The framework agreement (on page 4) sets out an approach to market supplements. This requires employers to negotiate agreements with local unions on the operation of any supplements. Appendix E details the recommended approach, stressing the need to justify any market supplements in terms of robust data on local and national labour markets and compliance with equal value legislation. The provisions of Appendix E were not agreed by the unions. However, whilst all the unions are opposed to this approach, the content of Appendix E represent a model of good practice. Appendix E stresses the need to review the impact of market supplements through the use of equal pay reviews.

Whilst the agreement provides the opportunity for employers to offer market supplements, it is clear that any employer who imposes market supplements without agreement is at risk of litigation. Branches can negotiate agreements on market supplements, however if no agreement is reached the framework document does not allow employers to impose market supplements. 

London branches will need to continue to campaign for a realistic increase in London Weighting. Unless the pay offer can be improved further joint campaigning by all the HE unions will be required.

9. Equal opportunities 

NATFHE policy is focussed on delivering equality at institutional level in respect of pay systems, promotion procedures, freedom from bullying and harassment, delivering equal pay, ending discrimination on the grounds of part time and casual status and ending institutional racism – this is not an exhaustive list.

Primarily NATFHE is campaigning for local implementation of agreements on equal pay reviews and casualisation and believes that JNCHES should monitor implementation.

HE employers continually fail to implement national agreements or guidance on equality. Many HEIs have stated that they will not address the equalities agenda until job evaluation is introduced, which many see as a cure to many equality issues within the sector.

However, in view of pressure from unions, government, new legislation such as the RRAA and pressure from the equality commissions, HEIs have little option but to reluctantly comply with best practice, the only remaining question is the time-scale for that compliance.

The entire content of the framework agreement is underpinned by the need to deliver equal pay for work of equal value. This must be reflected in every aspect of an HEI’s pay policy.

A commitment has been obtained which clearly states that JNCHES will monitor the impact of all the current guidance in 2005/6.

The document mentions negotiating agreements on bonuses (for non-academic staff), honoraria and responsibility allowances (for academic staff). Where institutions reach agreement on providing responsibility allowances, they must ensure that they adhere to best practice in terms of equal opportunities. 

As stated above under the pay spines section, hourly paid lecturers will be paid using rates drawn from the pay spine. This will require the employers, both nationally and locally, to justify pay levels with reference to role analysis and job matching, allowing many hourly paid staff the opportunity to achieve conversion to pro-rata contracts at an appropriate level within the national grade structure.

Branches must continue to campaign for the implementation of national guidance on casualisation, equal pay reviews, equal opportunities and maintaining the work life balance. Close liaison with regional and national office will be required for the purposes of monitoring implementation of the guidance.

Where branches develop and agree policies on honorariums and responsibility allowances, such agreements must conform to best practice in terms of equality. 

10. Implementation – (for assimilation provisions see next section below)

NATFHE believes that employers should implement the agreement from 1st August 2004 without delay. HEFCE RDS stage II funding is allocated in August 2004 and HEIs should have sufficient funding to implement the agreement from that date.

NATFHE believes that HEIs who cannot implement the agreement on 1st August 2004 should backdate the pay increases accrued through transfer to the new pay spine from that date.

Employers wish to phase implementation over a longer period of time and do not wish to be constrained by an effective date of implementation.

The document states various aspects of the agreement must be agreed locally, this applies to detailed agreements on job evaluation as well as agreements on contribution pay and other issues. If the national model is varied in any way, employers must agree the terms of variation with local unions otherwise the status quo applies. 

Agreement on the application of new pay structures must be reached by 1st March 2004, after which HEIs will use their ‘best endeavours’ to introduce new pay arrangements by 

1st August 2006, some 2 years following the start of implementation.

The employers claim with some justification that many HEIs are ill prepared in terms of HR capacity, and will take a long time to move to implementation. However other HEIs are ready to implement the agreement in advance of 1st August 2004 (subject to receiving academic grade profiles) and may wish to become early implementers. NATFHE’s extremely effective boycott of job evaluation has resulted in a shortage of available data on academics. Every Post 1992 HEI will have to test and trial the new role analysis and grading system in advance of implementation and every HEI will have to reach agreements on the application of the national pay structures with NATFHE and other unions locally.

The interim pay spine (and existing grades) will be up-rated annually and will apply until such time as new pay structures are implemented.

Employers will claim that implementation will include both the cost of conducting job evaluation as well as the consequential increase in the pay bill estimated to be between 3% and 6%.

Local branches will need to campaign for prompt implementation of the national model by 1st August 2005 or sooner. Discussions should take place with devolved government(s) regarding the allocation of additional funding to provide parity with funding streams within England.

11. Assimilation to the new pay spine following grading and role analysis 

NATFHE believes that if role analysis and job matching confirm that a member should be up-graded then the transfer should take place immediately with an immediate increase in pay. In the event that role analysis shows that the member should be downgraded, then pay protection should apply for up to 4 years. A period of pay protection longer than 4 years would be contrary to established case law. If a member is downgraded the employer has a responsibility to provide training and development to enable the employee to fulfil the criteria for grading at their previous level.

Appendix F details the agreement on transfer to the pay spine. Where current grade is confirmed staff transfer to the increment on the pay spine that is equal to, or immediately above their current salary immediately prior to transfer.

If an employee should be up-graded following role analysis, they will be paid at the bottom point in the next grade. They will receive the salary for that grade immediately, unless the difference in pay is more than 10%, in which case the increase can be phased over 2 years. There is also provision for an employee to decline an upgrade in favour of a reduction in workload.

If the employee is shown to have been placed in a grade that does not correspond with the results of job matching, and/or role analysis, then the employee will be protected for 4 years, during which time they will have the opportunity to undergo training and development to increase their skills and expertise in order to develop their role to comply with the grade profile. The employee also has the option of moving to a post at a higher grade when one becomes available, this will enable employees to increase the scope of their duties to avoid downgrading. 
12. Transfer to the new pay spine
The effect of transfer to the new pay spine is outlined below. It must be noted that a) the employers have costed transition on the basis of point to point transfers i.e. transfer to the next highest increment on the new scale within existing grade, and b) final destination must be confirmed by role analysis.

The likely final destinations of staff post transfer are listed below.

INSERT EXCEL table

13. Progress towards implementation

Implementation of the agreement has been slower than envisaged. This is due to several reasons not least of which is the fact that many Post 1992 institutions were unprepared for the challenges of implementing the new agreement. Other institutions have chosen to delay implementation on the grounds of cost. Where agreements have been ratified by NATFHE academic staff have been provided with salary levels at least as beneficial as those within Appendix C.

The Framework Agreement was negotiated over a 2 year period and was ratified by NATHE in March 2004. It will result in fundamental changes to the way in which academic staff are graded and will facilitate transparency, openness and fair pay for academic staff within a national framework.


The agreement must be implemented within England by 1st August 2006, devolved Countries may implement after this date. 


This background briefing is intended to assist branches and members when considering the implications of the Framework Agreement. 


Further information can be found on the NATFHE web site (� HYPERLINK "http://www.natfhe.org.uk/" �www.natfhe.org.uk�) please email questions or queries to hedepartment@natfhe.org.uk
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