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At the AGM last year we were unable to report on the outcomes of the  
Salary & Conditions Board (SCB) for 2014 or on any documents promulgated by the CECV. 
You may remember that the very day of the AGM we received some draft documents, but we 
were unable to share that information with you. 
 
In November 2014 the CECV published : 
 

• Recommended Procedures for Catholic Secondary Principals 
• Recommended Conditions of Employment for Secondary Principals November 2014 

These documents were to replace all previous Determinations, but specifically 20, 30 and 32. 
The CECV strongly recommended that Secondary Principals not be engaged on any terms that 
fell below the standard outlined in the documents. 
 
In their recommendation to the CECV the SCB adopted the following six principles:  
 

1. The remuneration and terms of conditions of employment for Principals in Catholic 
secondary schools should be, where appropriate, consistent with Principals in the 
DEECD and other staff in Catholic schools.  

2.  The remuneration and terms of conditions of employment for Principals should 
reflect and recognise the fundamental contribution and leadership that Catholic 
secondary Principals provide in our schools and should be based on sound and 
defensible reasons (eg tenure, differences in roles, accountability, responsibility etc 
between Catholic and DEECD principals)  

3.  All conditions of employment must meet any minimum standards set out in 
legislation.  
 

4. Differences in remuneration and entitlements for Principals given the level of state 
and federal funding of Catholic schools must be within community expectations for 
the provision of public services.  

5.  It is recognised that the terms and conditions of employment issued by the CECV are 
minimums. Employers should not provide entitlements which fall below the CECV 
recommended standards.  

6.  It is recommended when conforming with these principles that there should be clear 
administrative guidelines to support employers in ensuring all entitlements are utilised 
in an appropriate manner. 

 
The documents contained: 
 

• Percentage salary increases in line with DCEED Principals and appropriate 
backpay 



• The cessation of flexible benefits from 1st April 2015, but with incremental 
amounts added to salaries 

• The maintenance of the existing arrangements with respect to motor vehicles 
except for : 

The vehicle car threshold should be the luxury car tax 
The FBT concession associated with the vehicle should be applied to 
the Principal before any other fridge benefits tax 
 
 

• The removal of all entitlement to salary compensation and salary maintenance 
•  Professional enrichment leave entitlements would no longer be based on 

salary levels.  
 
The SCB/ CECV  also determined that further work needed to be done in relation to: 

• Clarification around processes of Enrichment Leave 
• The possible adoption of a total remuneration package model for Principals 
• The school budget bands for salary determination 
• The development of motor vehicle guidelines.  

 
 
LPUC and the PAVCSS Executive determined that there was a loss in conditions in that: 

• Salary maintenance was removed 
• Salary compensation was removed 
• And there were possible losses in conditions in that : 
 In applying the FBT associated with the car to the Principal as the first source 

of FBT, it reduced the opportunity for Principals to utilise other packaging 
opportunities and if they were currently doing so, they would sustain a loss. 
The SCB/CECV explained that this was not a change because it was already 
supposed to be happening. LPUC believed that some sort of grandfather clause 
should have been included. 

 There was the possibility that a school/employer could claim inability to pay 
and therefore reduce the amount of money applied to Enrichment leave ( The 
Principal could of course also negotiate a value above what it previously was) 

 
As a result at its December 2014 meeting the PAVCSS Executive voted to initiate a letter 
writing process to express dissatisfaction. This was again discussed at the General Meeting 
number 1 in February 2015 and it was decided that the President of the PAVCSS write to the 
chair of the CECV expressing dissatisfaction and asking for their help in determining a future 
process.  
 
This was a low point in our processes and on reflection perhaps the decision of December 
2014 was an incorrect one on behalf of the Executive. 
 
Eventually Mr Elder invited us to address the CECV on April 21st and that invitation was 
accepted.  
 
Mark Sheehan, April Honeyman and myself attended and spent some hour with the Board 
discussing our concerns. We believe we were heard. Although we understood that we could 
not change the promulgated documents we did not believe that real consultation had occurred 
because only two people from LPUC were allowed to review consultation documents. The 
PAVCSS Executive had not seen them nor the LPUC committee. We did not believe that this 
has been the case for the employer groups. 



 
We expressed our view that we were looking to the future and believed that the CECV 
expressed similar thoughts.  
 
In late July the SCB invited us to attend a consultation on Monday Aug 3rd and provided two 
discussion papers 

• A discussion paper around the processes dealing with Enrichment Leave 
• A paper to discuss a consultation process to obtain information about dealing 

with Motor Vehicles. 
 
Both papers were permitted to be shared with LPUC Members and the Executive. 
At the meeting of August 31 (attended by Mark Sheehan, Tom O’Farrell, Kate Dishon and 
myself) we sought a process to consult with all the members. 
 
  
6th August : I wrote to Paul Hoy seeking a consultation process with all PAVCSS members 
and an extension of the deadline for feedback until Aug 24;  this was granted.  
 
Aug 21st : Papers were distributed at a general meeting and a consultation occurred. Feedback 
received indicated that this was seen as a good process.  
 
Aug 24th : I wrote  to Paul Hoy to provide feedback which included: 

1. Motor vehicles: In clarifying the suitability of the vehicle, each Principal’s individual 
circumstance needed to be considered including: 
• Size and age of family 
• Distances driven to meetings, especially for country Principals 
• Time spent in traffic for city Principals 
• Tollways required to be travelled to get to meetings and the like 
• The Health and safety of the Principal 
• NB: Base models usually do not have required safety features 

 
2. Enrichment Leave: A discussion of the intent of Enrichment leave. 

• There needed to be a minimum allowance published to ensure that Principals were 
not overly subjected to the concept of inability to pay. This minimum figure would 
also help school budgets when planning to put money into the Enrichment Leave 
account each year. The figure published may be a minimum figure and tied to a 
Level 2 Principal salary for example. 

• Enrichment Leave must be flexible enough to cater for all different family 
circumstances. 

• Enrichment Leave should be flexible enough to cater for the Spiritual Formation of 
each Principal at a personal level and that may require the inclusion of family. 

• Perhaps the definition of Enrichment Leave needed further refining to ensure the 
most flexibility to ensure that Charism formation and professional development 
conferences were not seen as enrichment leave. 

• There was also some concern about outlining plans for Enrichment Leave in the 
first two years of a contract. 

 
Aug 31st : Kate Dishon and I met with the SCB to discuss the feedback provided. 
 
Paul Hoy indicated that he was to meet with the CECV and seek some clarification of the 
issues.  



 
On the 19th October Paul Hoy wrote to Mark Sheehan providing Confidential and private 
documents which were the final drafts of the enrichment leave guidelines explaining that they 
had not been approved by the CECV. These documents were for the PAVCSS Executive only. 
 
We await the CECV documents.  
 
 
Please understand that whilst I have not included an account of every document written or 
every meeting held, I hope I have included enough so that you get a sense of the process we 
have undertaken on your behalf. 
 
Besides all of the above as the chair of LPUC I have been available to help a number of 
Principals with contractual and pay issues this year and have been happy to help where I can. 
 
Finally again a huge vote of thanks to April Honeyman for all her work, for her ongoing 
encouragement,  support and for all the times that she just  listened to me. A vote of thanks also 
to David Leslie and Mark Sheehan for their passion in supporting the work of LPUC.  Thank 
you to Kate Dishon and Tm O’Farrell who were thrown into the deep end a little in their first 
year on the committee.  
 
 
Philip Morison 
Chair LPUC.  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


