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Pay Breakdown!

After pressing QUB management for over a year to start serious negotiations on the local implementation of the 2004 National Framework Agreement on pay and grading, there have been seven hours of intense negotiations in the past three weeks.  During this time the Belfast AUT Committee has monitored the work of your negotiators.  We also made a detailed report to our well attended AGM on 29 June, and this meeting passed motions concerning priorities in negotiations and the conduct of the campaign.

At the end of the negotiating session on 30 June QUB management demanded that we put forward our own proposals.  Despite our slender resources we did this in two working days and these were discussed in negotiations on 5 July.  We had 17 bullet points on the details of assimilation and what changes were needed to the QUB proposed pay scales in order to make them comply with the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU).  Although some progress was achieved, about half the matters were left unresolved while we moved to discussions about AUT’s proposals for improving the financial package.  They completely ignored our proposals for backdating of pay to 1 August 2004, the date used in all employers’ publicity during the dispute about the Framework Agreement.

We gave evidence that in many respects the QUB offer was worse than that at the University of Ulster, and that it was certainly inferior to the deals concluded in institutions which QUB wished to compare itself with.  In our view the QUB pay proposals are the worst around.  The QUB negotiators rejected this outright, simply declaring that the QUB pay proposals were competitive!  You can judge this yourself by studying the comparison below.  We had included in our proposals an analysis of QUB finances and the government money earmarked for pay.  QUB management did not query this (nor should they, since the figures are official ones).  So their stance is not “Can’t pay” but “Won’t pay”!

Your negotiators conferred and returned to say that the QUB position was unacceptable.  The QUB negotiators declined to move, so negotiations have broken down and we are back in dispute.

There are many non-pay aspects of the Framework Agreement which are yet to be resolved, but the principal reasons that your negotiators rejected the offer are:

· The miserly and uncompetitive total financial package;

· Non-compliance with some aspects of the Memorandum of Understanding.

This stance has been endorsed by the Belfast AUT Committee and supported by AUT officials.  The situation will be considered by the AUT National Executive on 8 July and they will consider ways of helping in this dispute including preparations for industrial action in the early autumn.  We plan an autumn of discontent.  The form of action will be decided over the summer and novel suggestions will be welcomed.  In the meantime we are embarking on a publicity campaign.

You will doubtless hear from QUB management how wonderful is the deal that we have rejected.  Indeed most AUT members would benefit by a few hundred pounds when they are assimilated, but this is often eroded in the future because of smaller increments.  Last year we had two days of strikes which resulted in the MoU that promised pay scales that gave no detriment to existing or future staff.   In our view the QUB proposals will result in detriment to some staff.  Do not be taken in by claims of large assimilation payments — these apply to pay points on which there are very few staff.  The Framework Agreement was meant to start to address poor pay in universities.  Other institutions, including those in a much worse financial state and those lower in the pecking order, have agreed better deals.  You deserve competitive pay.
Ability to Pay, Backdating, and Competitiveness
We submitted in evidence the following information about QUB finances and staff costs:

	Financial Year
	Surplus
	Grant for Rewarding and Developing Staff

	2001-02
	£67K
	£1.211M

	2002-03
	£5.467M  (3.2% of income)
	£3.657M

	2003-04
	£11.759M (6.1% of income)

Surplus “not a flash in the pan” — Honorary Treasurer

Saving of £1.371M in staff costs
	£2.686M

	2004-05

(May estimate)
	£10.400M  (5.4% of income)

Saving of £4.8341M in staff costs
	(£2.8M for phase 1 consolidated)

£0.801M (phase 2)

	2005-06

4(Feb estimate)
	£3.196M  (1.5%) — (Always an under-estimate at this stage)
	(£2.8M for phase 1 consolidated)

£1.8M (phase 2)


From 2004-05, funding of some £2.8M for Rewarding and Developing Staff will be consolidated into recurrent funding and will finance the ongoing implementation of the Human Resources Strategy.
Senate in July 2004 approved the Human Resource Strategy showing expenditure on a revised pay and grading structure and on harmonisation of terms and conditions of employment as £498K in 2004-05 and £1.51M in each of the next two years.  This does not include expenditure on implementing the job evaluation scheme or paying “market supplements”.  So considerable sums are publicly allocated to implement the Framework Agreement.  The financial estimates for 2004-05 contain 3% for the 1 August 2004 pay rise, 1.5% to pay for any incremental progression and £1.1M for discretionary awards, administrative payments and promotions.

Compared with what had been budgeted for, the estimates made in May 2005 show a £4.834M (3.8%) saving in staff costs in 2004-05.  So the work of the University has been done for 3.8% less than the estimated cost, and AUT members believe that this saving is available to fund backdating.

Some of the estimated surplus of £10.4M for 2004-05 has been provisionally earmarked, but I estimate that at least £2.7M is available for the Framework Agreement and much of the remaining surplus is not firmly committed.

The estimates for 2005-06 include a 3% pay rise from 1 August 2005, 1.5% for incremental progression and provision for “the implementation of the national Pay framework effective from 1 August 2005 and the assimilation to the 51 point scale.”  £0.9M has been budgeted for discretionary awards, accelerated increments, promotions and administrative payments.

The Corporate Planning Statement includes the estimated cost of implementing the Framework Agreement from 1 August 2005.  Based on detailed modelling, it is put at £2.2M p.a. which is 3.0% of current payroll.  However, the assimilation costs of the current offer for academic and related staff is considerably less than this percentage.
Top-up fees will give additional income of approximately £5.31M in 2006-07, £10.89M in 2007-08 and £16.47M in 2008-09.

We have provided QUB management with information about pay deals at other universities as they became public.  These are displayed on a spreadsheet on the Belfast AUT website together with the last QUB offer.  The details of the deals vary, but a comparison of key features shows the current QUB offer to be the worst or joint worst in three out of five features and mid-range in the remaining two.  These comparisons include institutions far less well off than QUB and universities well below QUB in the rankings.  When viewed against the pay deals concluded in institutions that Queen’s wishes to compare itself to, the QUB offer is clearly inferior.

The fact that UK academic and related salaries compare unfavourably with what is available in other countries and in other professions has been fully illustrated in AUT national pay claims.  It has also been acknowledged by QUB in its pay arrangements for ECIT.

QUB proposed 1 August 2005 as the implementation date.  We are willing to make the great effort needed to meet that date for implementation, but we strongly want backdating of the financial benefits to 1 August 2004, and the other unions share that view.  1 August 2004 was the date used in the UCEA publicity concerning the Framework Agreement offer.  The above financial figures show that QUB can afford backdating, but that was rejected out of hand.
They also show that QUB can afford to be more generous as regards the proposed pay scales which are not competitive with those of comparator universities.  We believe that the QUB proposed pay scales will fail to attract and retain the quality staff required to fulfil the “Vision” in the intense competition that is developing between the top UK universities.  A market is developing amongst the better UK universities and Queen’s will not be able to compete.
The proposal made by Belfast AUT for changes to the pay scales would cost little extra on assimilation and would have a long-term cost of 3% of the pay-bill for the staff concerned.  We are willing to consider alternative financial enhancements.  Again this proposal was rejected out of hand with the claim that the proposed QUB scales are competitive!
It is the main part of the pay scales which should appear in job adverts, not the contribution points or market supplements.  QUB says that many more people will be able to get contribution points.  In theory yes, but we all know that the present system of accelerated increments and discretionary pay is obscure, arbitrary and patronage dominated.  They gave no indication of how this system would be made more transparent or that they intended to increase funding for it.  In fact their proposed method of assimilation would strip the discretionary pay from most of the Senior Lecturer/ALC5 people who presently hold them and return them to the main part of the scale.  These are often the people who the essential but unglamorous work in their School or unit.  Once more QUB management show scant regard for the morale of key workers.
The present use of individual market supplements is not a legitimate solution for competitiveness because the use of attraction and retention premia is governed by the Framework Agreement to which QUB is a party.  We intend to hold QUB to its commitment to developing with AUT policies and procedures with an emphasis on equity and transparency — features not apparent in the present methodology.

We are now entering the time when many people are away, but we will keep you informed of any development.  But if there has not been an improvement by the early autumn, we will be asking you what action you are prepared to take.
Paul Hudson, on behalf of the AUT Committee.

	
	Leeds
	Liverpool
	Loughborough
	Manchester
	Open
	London Sch of Pharmacy
	Ulster
	QUB Offer 30/06/05

	Starting salary for academic-related and researchers
	Points 24-25 (£20,842 to £22,111) used as a training grade with normal expectation of progression to grade 7 (£24,162 to £28,850 after three years.
	Starting salary at point 25 (£21,467)
	Starting salary at point 27 (£22,774)
	Res IA and ALC2 at point 29 (£24,161), detail for Res IB and ALC1 to be agreed
	Points 27-29 (£22,774 to £24,161) used as a training grade for ALC and Research, but grade 7 (£24,886 to £29,715) is the substantive grade for ALC and research appointments.
	Starting salary at point 27 (£22,774)
	Starting salary at point 24 (£20,842).

Rising over 6 years to point 30 (£24,886)
	Starting salary at point 24 (£20,842).

Rising over 6 years to point 29 (£24,161).

Normal expectation of researchers gaining PhD to advance to Ac2 after 3 years if working at that that level. 

	Progression for academic-related and researchers
	Normal expectation of progression to grade 8 (max £36,546)
	To point 36 (£29,715)
	To point 36 (£29,715)
	To point 36 (£29,715)
	To point 36 (£29,715)
	To point 36 (£29,715)
	To point 37 (£30,607)
	To point 36 (£29,715)

	Minimum entry level for lecturers
	Point 32 (£26,401)
	Point 31 (£25,633)
	Point 33 (£27,194)
	Point 33 (£27,194)
	Point 33 (£27,194)
	Point 33 (£27,194)
	Point 32 (£26,401)
	Point 32 (£26,401)

	Progression for lecturers
	Normal expectation to point 43 (£36,546)
	Normal expectation to point 45 (£38,722)
	Normal expectation to point 43 (£36,546)
	Normal expectation to point 44 (£37,634)
	Normal expectation to point 43 (£36,546)
	Normal expectation to point 43 (£36,546)
	Normal expectation to point 44 (£37,634)
	Normal expectation to point 43 (£36,546)

	Top of new SL/ALC5 grade
	Point 49 (£43,638).  Contribution points to point 52 (£47,685)
	Point 53 (£49,115).  Contribution points to point 56 (£53,670)
	Point 49 (£43,638).  Contribution points to point 53 (£49,115)
	Point 51 (£46,296).  Contribution points to point 54
	Point 49 (£43,638).  Contribution points to point 52 (£47,685)
	Point 49 (£43,638).  Contribution points to point 51 (£46,296)
	Point 50 (£44,947)

No contribution points unless already held.
	Point 50 (£44,947).  Contribution points to point 52 (£47,685)


Bold — worst or joint worst
Italic — uncertain of the details

