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APOLOGIES

Apologies for absence were received from Angela Huggett (Bromley), Louise Howard & Wendy Stump (Havering), Bob Charlton (Hillingdon), Karen White (Lewisham), Kim Chudley & Vivienne Peters (Redbridge), Joan Forrest (Southwark), Margaret Zietz (Sutton), Pete Gaskin (Wandsworth), Bev Banks (Enfield), Leonie Malvo (Barking & Dagenham), Rebecca Barut (Bexley).
1.   MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING

The minutes of the meeting held on 14 November 2013 were agreed and noted. 
2.   MATTERS ARISING

Item 4 – Anita Jermyn (AJ) asked again if members would send her copies of their pay policies please. 
3. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION UPDATE (Anita Jermyn)
Anita Jermyn (AJ) started by saying that the LGA were waiting for the publication of the STRB’s 23rd report, which would hopefully be out next week.  The report would cover reforming leadership pay, allowances, safeguarding and conditions of employment.
Anita would be asking local authorities for views on the recommendations. As always the timescales were very tight.

Dominic Mahon (DM) from the DfE said there would be a 4 week consultation period on the recommendations, inviting consultees to comment.  The timings were even tighter this year, but it was hoped to get a draft STPCD out within 2 to 3 weeks after the start of the summer term.  The DfE would make sure there was better highlighting of the changes between the interim document and the final document.  DM said he could not go into detail on the content of the report at this stage.  The first draft of the STPCD would simply implement the 23rd report recommendations.  The final version would incorporate the 2014 pay award as well.
DM was asked if the timescales would improve, if not this year, then next.  DM said they do understand the time constraints but there is not much they can do.

AJ highlighted the difficulty of getting responses from the local authorities and sign off for the NEOST response from NEOST members with only a 4 week consultation period.  DM  said that if they extended the consultation period, they would have to defer the publication of the draft document and possibly reduce the consultation period on the draft STPCD.  The general view of the network was that they would rather have a longer consultation period on the draft STPCD.  Mark Nelson (MN) suggested that a more formal network meeting could be held in the first week after half term to look at the STRB’s report.  The date of 27 February in the morning was agreed, to be held at the London Councils offices or at the LGA.  MN would arrange this and let the network know the details of this meeting.

AJ said that the industrial action planned for 13 February would almost certainly not be going ahead.  Helen Kemplay (HK) from the DfE thought this was probably the case too.  There was the possibility of a further strike later in the term (now confirmed by NUT for 26 March 2014).  The Secretary of State has offered talks with the unions.  

Brendan Ryan (BR) of the DfE spoke about how one LA was thinking of going to the high court to check the legality of the union using the 2011 ballot for strike action in relation to pay policy issues.  In the end the LA did not take it to the high court and instead ‘managed’ to avert strike action.  BR said that it is a huge commitment going to the high court and also there are serious consequences if the LA loses at the high court.

MN asked AJ whether there were any plans to review the Burgundy Book. AJ reiterated her previous responses regarding the difficulty of changing a document that the unions did not want to change without being able to make trade offs with pay as well as the difficulty of STRB deadlines having to take precedence. She  would raise the issue within the LGA again.  Julie Chow (Wandsworth) asked if the Burgundy Book could at least be updated to be in line with legislation.

4. LONDON COUNCILS REGIONAL UPDATE (Selena Lansley)
Selena Lansley (SL) reported on the 2014 pay claim and the London Living Wage.  An update sheet was handed out at the meeting.

MN said that Ealing Schools in the main, apply the council’s pay scales.

MN went on to comment on ‘Employer status’ in schools.  There  is an anomaly in community schools as the governing body of a school has employer functions but the LA is the employer.

MN asked SL about what had happened to the generic job descriptions that the SSSNB produced before it disbanded.  SL said that the LGA had published them and she will send this to the network. 

5. BOROUGH & DfE ITEMS
Question

Salaries upon Appointment when teachers move school (Val Butler, Merton)

Response 
AJ said it was legal to advertise and restrict the salary to teachers on the main pay range (effectively excluding teachers on the upper pay range).  DM (DfE) said it was exactly what the Secretary of State had intended, that schools can choose how they  advertise and on what salary level they appoint.  As the school now individually sets the threshold standards, if someone applies for an upper pay range post, it’s up to the school to decide if the person is suitable and has met their threshold standards. 
Question

Progress on STPCD review – incl possible changes to leadership pay & safeguarding (Camden).

Response

Covered earlier in item 3.

Question

TU Facilities time in Schools – Discussion on DfE Guidance – Info on Costs per Pupil (Croydon).

Trade Union Facility Time - update from members as to what they are doing in response to the DfE review, are LAs allowing sponsored academies to pay into the central facility time?  Also a Code of Conduct for TU reps (I think one LA mentioned they had developed one at a previous meeting and it would be interesting to explore this further) – Louise Howard, Havering.

Response

MN explained what they had done regarding their draft TU facilities agreement in Ealing.  The draft agreement included code of conduct of union reps, which had a section on how breaches of the code would be dealt with.  MN said they would in the future need to review the agreement in line with the DfE guidance that has just been issued.  The DfE asked the network if they had found the guidance useful?  MN did comment as to whether some aspects could have more weight rather than just be guidance.  The DfE said that the guidance is trying to improve how TU facilities are managed in schools.  

MN agreed to send an email out to the network asking what other LA’s  funding amounts are for TU Facilities and it would be useful if the network members would respond with this information so as to get a picture of where we are.  The DfE asked if the LAs were now going to review their TU Facilities Agreement in light of the DfE guidance being published.  Some said they would be. It was also confirmed that in some LA’s, academies are allowed to buy back into central TU facility provision.
Question

Latest news on Teachers Industrial Action.

Response

Covered earlier.

BR (DfE) said that there has been a definite spike in local industrial action, short of strike action since the last meeting.  He gave examples of where this had happened across the country and in London.  BR asked the network if they knew of any other possibilities of local industrial action in schools.  Alan Grant (Islington) said that unions may have issues with the mid-year reviews and could consider using this as a reason for local industrial action.

Question
Teacher Pay changes and Pay Policy implementation (an update) – Louise Howard, Havering.

Response

Covered earlier.

Question

Pay Policy – when in the calendar year is UPR given? (Val Butler, Merton).

Response

It was generally agreed that most schools give UPR from September rather than at any other time, as it is easier.

Question

Anomaly with Leading Practioners & pay ranges (Bob Charlton, Hillingdon).

Response

No-one thought there was an issue with this matter, although more clarification on the question may change this response.
6. APSco – Compliance Plus – A recruitment quality standard 
MN met with Nick Bowles from APSco regarding Compliance+, a recruitment quality standard.  A sheet was given out at the Network giving details about this and details of their website etc.  Please look at the website and contact them direct if you wish to find out more information.  www.apsco.org/complianceplus.aspx
7. ANY OTHER BUSINESS
A couple of other queries were raised by colleagues.
8. DATE OF NEXT MEETING
The next meeting will be held on 5 June 2014, with an extraordinary meeting on 27 February 2014.
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