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Introduction 

1 In this supplementary evidence to the STRB, we respond to evidence submitted by 

other consultees and in particular to the Government evidence to the STRB.  We also 

highlight some key details from the NEU pay and progression survey appended to 

our January 2021 submission. 

Consensus on the key issues 

2 The joint union statement set out the united view of NEU, ASCL, NAHT and Voice on 

key issues such as the need to reject the pay freeze, restore the pay cuts and reform 

the pay structure including removing performance-related pay (PRP) from the School 

Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document (STPCD).  We also noted the continuing 

deep and severe teacher supply problems.  Evidence from other consultees 

underlines the consensus on these key issues. 

 

3 All consultees other than the Government highlight the problems caused by a pay 

freeze for most teachers in September 2021.  There is strong opposition to 

differential pay increases and support for fully-funded pay increases. 

 

4 Consultees agree with us that the STRB should not be constrained in its 

considerations by the pay freeze. 

 

5 Consultees see the pay freeze as unfair and unjustified.  NEOST notes that its 

consultation shows that schools and local authorities are “very concerned” at the 

impact of the pay freeze on recruitment and retention (NEOST, paragraph 14).  

NEOST also notes that the pay freeze is likely to have “a significant negative impact” 

on teachers in terms of being valued (NEOST, paragraph 18).  The pay freeze is 

described as “difficult to understand” by the NGA (NGA, paragraph 2.2). 

 

6 All consultees including the Government note the continuing teacher supply 

problems.  Consultees including the Government are clear that any recruitment 

uplift this year is likely to be a temporary phenomenon (see for example paragraph 

17 of the Government evidence).   

 

7 The ongoing and severe teacher shortages are noted across submissions.  NEOST 

evidence again, as in previous years, shows the “overwhelming majority” of local 

authorities reporting that schools have recruitment and retention problems. 

 

8 Consultees also note the continuing retention problems.  The Government evidence 

focuses on retention in early career, but it is clear that retention is also a key 

problem for experienced classroom teachers and school leaders.  The adverse impact 

of the pay freeze on retention is highlighted by the NGA (NGA, paragraph 4.4). 
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9 NEOST notes that there are significant retention problems for experienced teachers 

generally as well as for school leaders (NEOST, paragraph 37 and Appendix 1).  

NEOST also reports emerging evidence of increases in the number of resignations 

and requests for early retirement (NEOST, paragraph 44). 

 

10 There is strong support from consultees including NEOST for any pay increase for 

those earning less than £24,000 to be consolidated. 

Government evidence to the STRB 

Overview 

11 There are a number of points in the Government’s evidence which we wish to 

challenge and there are other points which if assessed objectively support our case 

on teacher pay.  

 

12 The Government’s evidence includes statements that are incompatible with key 

policy objectives on teacher pay and supply.  It takes no account of key underlying 

issues such as the real-terms pay cuts since 2010 and the long-term impact of the 

severe teacher supply problems. 

The impact of pay cuts 

13 The Government’s evidence should seek to offer at least some justification for its 

proposal that “due to the impact that the pandemic has had on the economy, there 

will be a temporary pause on pay rises for the majority of teachers to protect jobs 

and investment in public services” (paragraph 4).  We set out in our January 2021 

submission why we do not accept this proposal.  Other than in paragraph 11, the 

Government evidence does not seek to justify the proposal at all.  The rest of the 

Government evidence neither supports it nor takes proper account of 

the likely impact of the pay freeze on teacher pay and supply issues. 

 

14 The Government’s evidence notes the ongoing teacher supply challenges 

(paragraphs 4 and 17).  It also notes the need for teaching to be an attractive 

profession (paragraphs 11 and 16).  The Government’s evidence goes on to state 

that: “Pay is a key driver for improving recruitment and retention” (paragraph 19).  

The importance of pay in securing quality and supporting retention is flagged in the 

Government’s evidence (paragraphs 27-28). 

 

15 The Government therefore accepts both that significant teacher supply problems 

remain, and the importance of improving pay to secure recruitment and retention.  

The Government’s evidence does not, however, draw the clear conclusion reached 

by other consultees – that the pay freeze will damage recruitment and retention, at 

a time when the profession is still struggling with the severe underlying teacher 

supply shortages which are the legacy of the 2010s.   
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16 The Government’s evidence refers at paragraph 32 to factors negatively impacting 

on teacher supply but does not mention the pay freeze as one of those negative 

factors. 

 

17 This failure to draw the logical conclusions from its own evidence shows that the 

Government’s political choices are actually preventing it from engaging 

properly with that evidence.    

 

18 Other consultees have drawn the obvious conclusion: the pay freeze will cut teacher 

pay in real terms, reduce the competitiveness of teacher pay and create new teacher 

supply problems. 

 

19 At paragraph 14, the Government’s evidence states that the funding increases will 

“allow schools to invest in a range of resources and activities to improve educational 

outcomes for pupils.”   

 

20 The pay freeze will not, however, allow schools to invest in their most valuable 

resource – their staff – and educational outcomes will be much harder to secure if 

schools struggle to recruit and retain. 

 

21 The Government’s evidence states that: “The position of teacher pay in the labour 

market has improved in recent years.”  This statement is at best partial and selective.  

In its July 2020 report, the STRB said that it found “no evidence of a significant 

improvement in the competitiveness of the teacher pay framework over the last 

year” and noted that the gap between pay levels for teachers and for other graduate 

professions “remains significant” (STRB July 2020, paragraph 5.24).  Any 

improvement in the position due to the pandemic will be short-lived and will be 

brought to an abrupt end by the pay freeze.  

Teacher shortages 

22 We cannot agree with the claim at paragraph 31 of the Government’s evidence that 

the uptick in recruitment this year and the retention of under two-thirds of teachers 

who started teaching six years ago mean that teaching is an attractive profession. 

 

23 The Government evidence itself concedes that the increase in recruitment is a 

temporary phenomenon and the loss of more than one in three teachers over six 

years is not a healthy retention rate. 

 

24 The long period of under-recruitment has been temporarily interrupted due to the 

pandemic, but the legacy of years of under-recruitment remains.  Wastage rates 

reduced slightly in 2018 and 2019, but the number leaving the profession is still 

significantly higher than it was in the early part of the 2010s. 
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25 The pandemic has had an adverse impact on teacher mobility.  The teacher labour 

market expert John Howson has noted that: “The slump in vacancies that started 

when the pandemic struck last spring has continued into the first part of January 

2021.”1 

 

26 Consultees report that retention problems are worsening, not improving.  NEOST 

notes emerging evidence of a rise in resignations and requests for early retirement 

(NEOST, paragraph 44).  NGA notes the likely adverse impact of the pay freeze on 

retention (NGA, paragraph 4.4). 

 

27 The Government’s own evidence provides support for the point that pay 

improvements are needed to improve retention.  At B1 of Annex B, the Government 

states that the most notable improvements in retention are for teachers on the Main 

Pay Range – “which has been targeted with higher pay awards since 2017.”   

 

28 The Government evidence notes at paragraph 46 the importance of supporting 

former teachers to return to the profession.  Guidance and advice is helpful, but it is 

no substitute for effective action on pay and workload.  The restoration of pay 

portability within a national pay structure, with appropriate recognition in pay of 

previous service, would for example assist with attracting returners to the 

profession. 

 

29 Similarly, measures to support teacher wellbeing and reduce teacher workload are 

needed but must be accompanied by improvements in pay levels and career 

progression. 

 

30 Retention is not just a problem in early career, as we again set out in our January 

2021 submission.  Retention has been damaged by Government policy including pay 

cuts against inflation that have been particularly severe for experienced teachers 

and leaders when differential pay increases have been imposed. 

 

31 We note the evidence from other consultees on school leader recruitment and 

retention – in particular, the research from NAHT.  ASCL notes the steady decline in 

the number of school leaders recruited and that many more school leaders are 

leaving the profession than joining it (ASCL paragraphs 95 and 114). 

 

32 ASCL, NAHT and NGA report emerging evidence that the pandemic will intensify 

school leader retention problems (ASCL paragraph 122; NAHT paragraphs 13-14; 

NGA paragraph 4.4).  NEOST notes that more teachers are indicating that they are 

not ready or willing to move into school leadership roles (NEOST, paragraph 44). 

 

 
1 https://johnohowson.wordpress.com/2021/01/16/sluggish-start-for-teaching-vacancies-in-2021/ 
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33 The evidence from other consultees supports the call we made in our January 2021 

submission for fair pay for school leaders.  Improved pay for school leaders, as part 

of holistic reform to improve teacher pay and conditions, is essential if we are to 

secure the pipeline to leadership and keep leaders in the profession. 

 

34 We share the aim of securing “world-class training and development” for teachers 

(Government evidence, pages 11-13) and have, like other unions, sought to engage 

positively with the Early Career Framework (ECF).   

 

35 Here again, however, Government policy on teacher pay and its failure to address 

the workload issues make it more difficult to secure objectives on training and 

development.  The ECF, for example, depends on the provision of mentoring for 

early career teachers – but workload, funding and retention problems will impact on 

mentoring arrangements. 

 

36 Improvements to the application system for teaching are no substitute for 

competitive pay and good conditions of service including workload.  In the 

meantime, however, we remind the STRB of our concerns at the fragmentation 

caused by the proliferation of different training routes and providers. 

 

37 In relation to the section of the Government’s evidence on teacher workload and 

wellbeing (paragraphs 48-52), we note that the DFE still has not done enough to 

ensure that those who move to flexible working are not disadvantaged by doing so, 

for example through the continuing unfair denial of pay progression.   

 

38 The Government’s evidence states that it continues to assess the impact of policy 

changes on workload, but it continues to ignore the impact on workload of PRP and 

excessive accountability.  This complacency means that the Government is failing to 

provide the solutions needed on both workload and pay. 

Pay progression and PRP 

39 We note the statement in the Government’s evidence that: “An important part of 

our teacher pay offer is performance-related pay progression for classroom 

teachers” (paragraph 29).   

 

40 Teachers and school leaders are overwhelmingly opposed to PRP.  This opposition is 

reflected in evidence from other consultees. 

 

41 In the recent NEU Pay and Progression survey, almost two-fifths of classroom 

teachers said they had considered leaving teaching due to the unfairness of PRP 

(16% had considered leaving due to PRP alone; another 22% had considered leaving 

due to both PRP and pay levels).  Almost a quarter of school leaders had considered 

leaving due to PRP (11% due to PRP alone, another 13% due to PRP and pay levels).  
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42 As we noted in our January 2021 submission, pay progression should be guaranteed 

to reflect teachers’ acquisition of experience and expertise.  This is no substitute for 

a cost of living increase, which should be paid separately and in addition to pay 

increases due to progression.  Many teachers are in any case not eligible for 

progression.  

 

43 There is strong support from other consultees for our position and the Government 

is isolated in viewing pay progression as some kind of substitute for a cost of living 

increase.  

 

44 We are clear that schools’ discretion to award accelerated pay progression (as noted 

in paragraph 29 of the Government evidence) is not a credible solution to the serious 

teacher pay and supply issues.  Teaching needs to offer fair pay and clear career 

pathways to address the teacher supply problems; pay discretion, which is exercised 

in a way that is not transparent or fair, is part of the teacher supply problem. 

 

45 The attempt in the Government’s evidence to present PRP as a positive offer, and to 

use pay progression and even promotion opportunities as alternatives to cost of 

living increases, underline the extreme weakness of the Government’s case on 

teacher pay. 

 

46 Paragraphs A18-19 of Annex A in the Government’s evidence highlight significant 

methodological issues in measuring teacher pay progression, either by tracking 

teachers in the School Workforce Census (SWC), or matching Teacher Pension 

Scheme data with SWC data.  This highlights the need for the DfE to identify a 

targeted, clear and robust mechanism for determining the real picture on pay 

progression.  

 

47 We also note the statement in paragraph A18 of the Government’s evidence that 

even by early November when SWC data is collected some teachers still do not know 

the outcome of their performance review.  This underlines the concerns we have 

about the operation of PRP. 

 

48 We continue to be concerned at the difficulties experienced by some of our 

members in accessing the Upper Pay Range (UPR).  The NEU Pay and Progression 

Survey included comments from members on issues such as: having been stuck on 

M6 for many years; difficulties for those formerly on the UPR but being unable to 

move back onto the UPR after a career break or school move; and problems for part-

time teachers in reaching the UPR. 
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49 Here are some comments from members responding to the NEU Pay and 

Progression Survey. 

 

a. “I feel I am stuck on M6 and hate that, it makes me want to quit teaching and 

do something else.” 

 

b. “Last two years I am on M6 and I am not confident to ask for upper pay 

scale.” 
 

c. “I decided to give up my UPS3 grade when moving region, due to many 

schools not having funds to appoint at this level. I am unable to progress 

above my M6 grade at my current school due to lack of funding.” 

 

Use of allowances 

50 The information on the use of allowances in Annex C of the Government evidence 

underlines the concerns we expressed on this issue in our January 2021 submission. 

 

51 The Government’s evidence confirmed that the use of allowances continues to vary 

significantly by region, when the pay system should embed consistent and equal pay 

for additional responsibilities. 

 

52 The Government’s evidence confirms that the real value of the average TLR payment 

has declined significantly since 2010. 

 

53 There are significant gender issues on allowances.  The NEU Pay and Progression 

Survey showed that 45% of male classroom teachers had a responsibility payment 

compared to just 36% of female classroom teachers. 

 

 

 


