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SECOND DAY: MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 14
(Congress assembled at 9.30 a.m.)

The President:  Good morning, Congress.  I call delegates to order, please.  Apologies for the slight delay in the starting time.  Many thanks to The Disciples, who have been playing for us this morning. (Applause)

Congress, as you will see, I have been joined on the platform by our guest speaker this morning.  I ask photographers to take into consideration the needs of delegates during the next session.   Delegates, I ask you to be tolerate of the needs of photographers, who are union members doing their jobs.  

I now call upon Linda McCulloch, the Chair of the General Purposes Committee, to give us her report.  

Report of the General Purposes Committee

Linda McCulloch: Good morning, Congress.  I can report that agreement has been reached on a further composite motion.  Composite Motion 18 — The Trade Union Bill and building a campaign to stop government attacks — incorporates Motions 62, 63 and Motions 65 to 70, plus amendments.  The debate on this composite is scheduled to take place on Tuesday morning.  Motion 64 will stand outside of the composite and will be taken after Composite 18.  

Congress, I can also report that the General Purposes Committee has approved the following emergency motion.  Emergency Motion 2 — Met Office weather forecasting service for the BBC — will be moved by Prospect and seconded by BECTU.  The President will advise when this emergency motion is likely to be taken.  

Finally, the General Council has agreed two further statements: one on refugees and one on Europe.  I will report further on the progress of business and other GPC decisions when necessary throughout Congress.  Thank you. 

The President: Thank you, Linda.  Delegates, as Linda has reported, we now have agreement on a further composite motion, Composite Motion 18: The Trade Union Bill and building a campaign to stop government attacks, which is scheduled to be taken on Tuesday morning, along with Motion 64: Anti-trade union laws.  Linda also reported agreement on Emergency Motion 2: the Met Office weather forecasting service for the BBC, in the name of Prospect and seconded by BECTU.   

This morning the General Council agreed General Council Statements on Refugees and on Europe.  I will let Congress know when I will be able to take this emergency motion and the General Council Statements.  

Delegates, I also need to advise you of changes to the programme of business tomorrow.  Jeremy Corbyn, the newly elected Leader of the Labour Party, will not be speaking on Tuesday morning.  Instead, he will be speaking in the afternoon. So it has been necessary to make some small amendments to the running order for Tuesday.  Therefore, the programme for Tuesday afternoon is as follows. We will start with the presentation of Congress Awards for Lay Reps.  We will then take Motion 41: Disabled people at the new government.  This will be followed by the address from Jeremy Corbyn, and the programme will then resume as published.  

Delegates, we start this morning with Section 5 of the General Council Report: Strong unions, learning and skills, from page 54.  I call paragraphs 5.1 to 5.6, 5.8, 5.9 and 1.11, and Motion 50 on Lifelong learning. The General Council supports the motion, which is to be moved by Aegis and seconded by ATL.  

Lifelong learning
Brian Linn (Aegis) moved Motion 50.  
He said:  Good morning, Conference.  I am a first-time speaker at Conference.  (Applause)  Congress, I don’t need to tell you about the benefits of Unionlearn.  You all know already what they are and what fantastic opportunities for people  Unionlearn provides.  I am here to ask you to support a motion that asks for a substantial increase in funding, and introduce a three-year cycle of funding to enable unions to develop long-term learning strategies.  Why?  Because, quite simply, Unionlearn in England is under serious threat.  If we look at the two things the motion asks for — an increase in funding and an introduction of a three-year funding cycle — we are only asking what the other countries in the UK already have.  In Northern Ireland there has been no change in funds and they have a three-year funding cycle.  In Scotland, this year they have increased the funds and they have introduced a two-year funding cycle.  In England the overall funding has reduced from £21.5 million to £14 million in four years.  England has reduced the staff who support Unionlearn from 110 to 35 in three years.   
England started a one-year funding bid which prohibits the project from strategically planning for the future, in the same way as they can do in Northern Ireland and Scotland. Increasing the bid allows workers to focus on more learners and more training.  Every year the projects are interrupted to put together next year’s bid.  At the moment, project workers and project managers are working on next April’s bid when they should be out working with their members.   To give you an example, I am also concerned because while Northern Irish and Scottish projects don’t have to do all that, they are busy gathering pace.  They are moving forward with more and more people learning, upskilling, getting qualifications, increasing prospects, improving quality and productivity, which in turn gives employers a competitive edge.  In England  it is going in the other direction.  In England, due to continual funding reductions, we are seeing increasingly more and more established projects having to cease.  It is shameful.  Make no mistake, the attitude of this Government towards Unionlearn in England is a disgrace.  

Of course, like everything else they do, we all know it is primarily an attack on the unions.  They can’t stand seeing trade unions and employers, in both the private and public sectors, successfully working in partnership through Unionlearn, so they want to stop it, regardless of the cost.  It is not just the unions that are suffering, but it is the working-class people of England. By attacking Unionlearn, they are taking away choice and opportunity from our members, their families and the wider workforce.  It is also an attack on employers, who benefit from Unionlearn.  It takes away their competitive edge.  

I hope you agree that we all have to stop this decline in Unionlearn funds in England, and we have to act now.  We should be gathering support of all the learners who have benefited from Unionlearn, as well as all the employers who still are benefitting from Unionlearn.  As a Trade Union Congress, armed with their support, we should be demanding to get the funding levels back up to where they were four years ago.  Let’s be clear about this, Congress.  This is an attack on England’s working-class people, it is an attack on England’s employers and it is an attack on the trade unions.  Please support this motion. Thank you.  (Applause)
The President:   Thank you, Brian.  I call ATL to second, and also the CWU have indicated their desire to speak.  

Alec Clark (ATL) seconded Motion 50.  He said:  ATL is very happy to second this motion.  Teachers never stop learning.  It is truly a lifelong venture.  It is clear to me that when we have training that is provided by the unions, it consistently scores very highly in feedback from staff who have undertaken that training.  That does not surprise me because it is training that is designed by people who do it for a living, and perhaps not by overpaid consultants who are working to further their bank balances.  
We think it is natural that ATL should be such a champion for Unionlearn.  We are now in our 12th successive year of UL funding and proud of our track record.  Thousands of staff have engaged in union learning creating both better professionals and dozens more activists.  Perhaps that is what they are worried about.  Six staff members, initially financed by the ULF, now form part of our core staff in ATL.  This is replicated across many other affiliates and constitutes an overwhelming evidence base about the effectiveness of ULF and the impact it has on the skills of our workforce.  

It is no mean achievement on the part of Unionlearn that we have survived the onslaught of the Coalition and the first years of the Conservative Government.  Our General Secretary sits on the Unionlearn board and can vouch for the hard work, research and lobbying that lies behind this achievement. We have seen the malaise in schools that a reactive culture can do, the fear of inspections, allowing us to be more worried about weighing the pig than we are about fattening the pig.  The fact that we could be inspected at a moment’s notice means that we always must be ready so we are constantly in a cycle of evaluation.  That worries me, because some of the great work that is done by Unionlearn needs to emerge from the page.  It needs to take form and become something that is important to the membership.  Currently, we have people working in the union who are busy evaluating, evaluating and evaluating, often before something has happened.  That cycle of one year is not a good way to run a school.  In fact, it is not a good way to run anything!    

Perhaps most worrying of all is the maximum one-year funding project, because it does not allow the unions to plan strategically to deliver high-quality training over the longer term. Barely has one been agreed, than the next year’s has to be drafted, with monthly reporting and an audit every year.  It feels increasingly like a lifelong management course rather than actually delivering high-quality learning.  Demonstrating value to the wider union is what happens, which jeopardises the supposed Holy Grail of Unionlearning.  Mainstreaming it into the core activities of the union is what needs to be done.  It is no coincidence that the six ULF finance staff now form part of core ATL staffing.  ATL urges you to support this motion.  Thank you.  (Applause)
The President:   Thank you, Alec.  I call the CWU. 

Jeffrey Till (Communication Workers Union) spoke in support of Motion 50.  He said:  Congress, the one thing this Government have been talking about, and constantly talks about, is value for money.  I am sure we would all agree in this room that one of the things that gives them huge value for money is Unionlearn.  Even the Business, Innovation and Skills Committee says that Unionlearn has achieved outstanding results for the fraction of the cost of formal full-time education.  Having said that, I am sure that we all condemn the 25% cut in FE colleges’ funding, which has decimated our adult literacy and numeracy programmes in colleges.    I am sure there is no doubt — I doubt that anyone could say otherwise — that Unionlearn has been a great success.  

The CWU has helped over six thousand learners in the past year, which is a great achievement for us as a union, and we continue to work hard.  I am sure we all agree and welcome Jeremy Corbyn’s National Education Service manifesto promise.  However, the Devil is in the detail, but I am sure we are all confident that the one person who we can rely on is Jeremy.  I am sure he won’t let us down.  

However, Congress, we can’t wait for the next Labour Government, however long that is going to take.  Adults need help now.  People in the workplace need help now, and we need to progress the great work that is taking place within the union.  
One of the issues that we find most difficult to deal with is the one-year cycle.  It has got to a point now where we do not even know if we are going to renew our subscriptions on software because we are not sure in the cycle where the money is going to come from and how long it takes.   The annual funding bureaucracy stops us from concentrating on developing initiatives with our members.  It also means that we are never really able to make long-term plans.  As many of you know, in order for things to come to fruition, we need to plan for longer than a year.  The three-year cycle makes common sense.  We really don’t understand what the issues and the barriers to that are.  

I am sure that nobody is going to vote against this motion — well, I hope nobody does — but the major thing we need to do is to make sure that the Committee itself actually pushes this matter high up on the agenda and fights as hard as hard as we can to enable us to achieve what we want to achieve.   We know that, with the Government we have at the moment, it is going to be extremely difficult, but if we don’t try and we don’t try hard we ain’t going to get anywhere at all.  Please support.  (Applause)
The President:   Thank you, Jeffrey.  I assume that Aegis will waive its right of reply?  (Agreed)  Thank you. In which case we will move directly to the vote on Motion 50 – Lifelong learning.  All those in favour, please show?  All those against?  That is carried. 


*
Motion 50 was CARRIED. 
Address by the Speaker of the House of Commons, the Rt. Hon. John Bercow MP.
The President:  Delegates, it is now my pleasant duty to introduce our guest speaker, John Bercow, the Speaker of the House of Commons.   John has been MP for Buckingham since 1997, and was elected as Speaker by MPs of all parties in 2009.  He has a long-standing interest in equality, international affairs and human rights.  Today, he is here to talk to us about his role in modernising Parliament and, importantly, in the year in which we mark the 800th anniversary of the Magna Carta, upholding Parliament’s role in holding the government to proper democratic account.  John, you are very welcome. We look forward to hearing from you, and I invite you to address Congress.  (Applause)
Rt Hon John Bercow MP:  Leslie, thank you for that generous introduction.  Congress, I am reliably informed that the height of the podium has been specially adjusted for my benefit.  This does, however, allow me to puncture the prevalent myth that I am the shortest man ever to be Speaker of the House of Commons.  Sir John Bussy, Speaker of the House from 1394 to 1398; Sir John Wenlock, Speaker from 1455 to 1456 and Sir Thomas Tresham, Speaker in 1459 are all believed to have been shorter than I am, although I do have to admit that this was true only after all three of them had been beheaded.  (Laughter and applause)  
Congress, I am truly delighted to be here and for two reasons.  First, I come at the invitation, and I am now happy to be in the company, of your outstanding General Secretary, Frances O’Grady.  (Applause)  Secondly, because I believe in the work of trade unions, and that belief has been buttressed and reinforced by my own interaction as Speaker with unions in the House of Commons.  The work that you do in resolving grievances, in standing up for the disadvantaged and in acting as agents of progressive change is important work which deserves respect, and it certainly has mine.  (Applause)  

This year, in the Palace of Westminster, we are marking, as has been mentioned, the 800th anniversary of the signing of the Magna Carta, and the 750th anniversary of the first English Parliament instigated by the rebel baron, Simon de Montfort.  I am not trying to pretend or hoodwink you in any way into supposing that Simon de Montfort was some sort of Martin Luther King figure on horseback, or that he was an avowed opponent of the feudal system, for he was not.  He was, as I have said, a baron, a baron with interests of his own, and a baron with an agenda to match those interests.  That said, Congress, the Magna Carta and the De Montfort Parliament did hand down to us a number of important principles which are as valid and as compelling today as they were then.  First, that all power, unless subject to strong checks and balances, will tend to be used arbitrarily or even despotically.  Secondly, that legitimacy is derived through representation, not acquired by might nor majesty, and, thirdly, that we must be governed by the rule of law, not principally in order to protect those with wealth or power, but principally, by contrast, in order to protect those without either wealth or power.  Those fundamental principles are at the heart of our national history, our national narrative and our national institutions, whether uttered in medieval Latin or in modern parlants, the case for the accountability of power is the same and just as strong. 

As the late Tony Benn was fond of observing: “Whenever I meet anybody with power, I always ask that person five questions.  What power have you got; who gave it to you; in whose interests do you exercise it; to whom are you accountable, and how can we get rid of you?”  (Applause)  

Congress, I mentioned our anniversaries.  I mention to you also that this year, as part of the anniversaries programme, the House of Commons is staging a Festival of Freedoms, and centre stage in that Festival of Freedoms — I hope you agree rightly so — is the heroic struggle of the Tolpuddle Martyrs.  (Applause)  In recognising and celebrating their heroic struggle, we have to remember that that struggle was not merely an historic struggle.  All too often, it is a current struggle as well, and that struggle is most assuredly an international struggle.  It is hugely and enduringly to the credit, both of the TUC and of affiliated unions, that you are backing, from Belarus to Colombia, from Saudia Arabia to Zimbabwe, people to enjoy the rights in their countries which we have so long enjoyed and, probably, been inclined to take for granted in ours.  

I have talked to you about anniversaries, celebrations, struggles and the accountability of power.  What about the management of the House of Commons as a Parliamentary estate and the discharge of our obligations as an employer?  Congress, I must tell you that when in 2009 I stood for election as Speaker, I was all too keenly aware that there was a shooting gallery on the Parliamentary estate but no nursery that could be used by the children of Members or the children of staff of the House.  This bullets-before-babies ethos struck me as inherently perverse.  I resolved at once, with the support of colleagues, to change it without delay.  We quickly identified a suitable site to be a workplace nursery, and then met the objection that it would involve the destruction of a bar.  Congress, this did not seem to me to be a powerful objection.  There is, after all, no shortage of watering holes on the Parliamentary estate.  There was no shortage of places where you could get a beer, but there was nowhere that you could put a baby, so I pressed ahead, with the support of the House of Commons Commission, and we established that nursery.  Five years on, I am proud to tell you that that nursery is well resourced, well managed and it is well used.  I don’t suggest to you, job done, that somehow we are transformed as an employer or a workplace or an institution, but I do think it has done something to normalise the work-life balance and, dare I say it, perhaps, to make the House of Commons look a little more like the country that we aspire to represent.  So that was a start. 

A couple of years ago I asked a senior House of Commons official if everyone employed by or working as a contractor to the House of Commons was paid at least the London Living Wage.  It transpired that some were not.  That seemed to me plain wrong. Once again, I resolved that that must be changed.  Today I am proud to tell you that everyone employed by or working as a contractor to the House of Commons is paid at least the London Living Wage, and we have our accreditation from the Living Wage Foundation.  (Applause)  Surely, that was the right thing to do, both for the benefit of the individual employees themselves and in turn of what it said about the DNA of the institution, a matter, you might think, not just of money but of ethics to boot.   

To be candid, I was even more shocked 18 months or so ago, and, if I am honest about it, rank embarrassed to learn that more than 100 people employed by the House of Commons were employed on zero-hours contracts.  It did not seem to have happened as a result of any democratic decision or conscious choice.  They had mushroomed.  They had grown like Topsy.  They had simply come about almost, if you will, by accident.   That seemed to me to be wrong, exploitative and indefensible.  Once again, with the support of colleagues on the House of Commons Commission, I decided that that must be changed.  I am equally proud to be able to tell you today that no one is employed by the House of Commons on a zero-hours contract against his or her will, and everybody who was has since been offered a minimum hours guarantee instead.  (Applause)  That is, surely, right in terms of our culture and the message that we send as an exemplar organisation to the wider electorate.  

Since my election as Speaker a key theme and personal passion for me has been to build links with and to offer support to young people. For years there had been in the ether plans for the establishment of an education centre in the House of Commons, but nothing had happened.  We worked at it, we developed the plans, we got the permission from the local authority, we established the make-up of the site and the contents that would go into it.  I am delighted to be able to tell you that we have now opened a new state-of-the-art, cutting edge, digital, interactive Education Centre in the Palace of Westminster, which will allow more than a doubling of the young people who can come to Parliament and learn about the arduous journey to the rights and representations which we all enjoy today.  That is part of the equation but it is not all that is required. 

Again, back in 2009, I said, in standing for Speaker, that I wanted to build a good relationship with the UK Youth Parliament. Every year since 2009 it has been my privilege to go to the UK Youth Parliament Annual Conference, wherever it has taken place in the country, to talk to and hear from young people, because they are the future of our democracy and, in a very real sense, the future of our country.  Similarly, every year I have been proud to chair the proceedings of the UK Youth Parliament on a non-sitting Friday in the Chamber of the House of Commons.  I do that, which I regard as an honour, for two reasons.  First, because I want to offer that supportive encouragement to young people and, secondly, Congress, because I believe very simply that if we in Parliament want to be respected by young people, we have to show some respect for young people.  (Applause)    Respect is not an automatic right.  It is an earned entitlement or, to put it another way, respect is a two-way street.  

Congress, 30 years ago, when I started out in politics as a right-wing Conservative student leader, I would not have wanted to address the TUC, and, believe me, you would not have wanted to be addressed by me.  Today I am proud to be here, proud to be amongst your number and proud to be your guest.  I say that because I respect and admire the invaluable and precious work that you do, the work that you do in promoting fairness in the workplace and the wider work that you do in pursuit of greater equality across society as a whole. 

Thank you for having me.  Thank you for your patience.  Thank you for your forbearance and, thank you, indeed, for your generosity of spirit.  I wish you all the best, both for a successful Conference and in your activities in the year ahead.  Thank you very much indeed.  (Applause)

The President:   Thank you, John. For a first-time delegate at Congress, that was a very impressive performance.  It was also a thoughtful, informative and very entertaining contribution so thank you very much.  I know that you have to return to Parliament to prepare for the debate on the Trade Union Bill which, I am sure you realise, is of immense importance to every delegate here and, of course, to the millions of workers that we represent.  Thank you for your time and for your contribution.   (Applause) 

Good services and decent welfare
The President: Delegates, we now turn to section 3 of the General Council Report, Good services and decent welfare, education and skills from page 35.  I call paragraphs 3.1, 3.6 and Composite Motion 10: Protecting our education system.  The General Council supports the composite motion, which is to be moved by the NUT and seconded by the ATL.

Protecting our education system

Philipa Harvey (National Union of Teachers) moved Composite Motion 10.

She said:  This week, the Education and Adoption Bill goes back to the House of Commons.  It is vital that we work together to stand up for local authority schools and schools in our local communities.

As members of the National Union of Teachers, we are proud of the work of teachers and support staff in schools, which are committed to providing high-quality education to the young people with whom we work. However, despite our efforts, the children and young people in schools in this country are said to be the unhappiest children in Europe.  

The accountability system that is driving schools has to be seen to be at the heart of the problem that is causing such an unacceptable situation.  Our schools have become exam factories.  Academic research that the NUT has commissioned recognises that the current system of measuring pupils’ attainment and using this to judge schools and teachers is deeply damaging to children and young people and does not foster the skills and talents that are needed.  Instead, the research report recommends that schools be expected to foster the talents and skills of pupils wherever these lie.  

The importance of encouraging and enabling all children should be paramount.  A school’s success should be thought about in terms of pupils’ engagement in learning in a creative and happy environment. Putting an end to the current accountability system is therefore essential to enable teachers to have the ability to provide the education they know their students deserve, an education the students themselves want and their parents and carers want for them.

The education should be taking place in schools that our students deserve.  The NUT believes that this should be schools that are local authority schools that communities have a voice in.  We are delighted that the new leader of the Labour Party shares our view and we look forward to working with Lucy Powell, as the new Shadow Education Minister, and her team on this.  

We are horrified by the prospect of an extended and accelerated forced academy programme and the threat of hundreds more free schools.  The Government plans to give schools to unaccountable sponsors with no say for parents, staff or governors and that is wrong.  And what of these academies?  There is simply no evidence to support the idea that in itself academy status raises attainment or promotes school improvement. 

Within the last year, the National Audit Office’s report, “Academies and Maintained Schools: Oversight and Invention”, has found that informal intervention such as local support was more effective than academy conversions.  The House of Commons Education Committee concluded: “We have sought but not found convincing evidence of the impact of academy status on attainment in primary schools.” 

As the privatisation agenda is driven through our schools, it is incumbent upon all of us to campaign for the rights of all children to be taught by qualified teachers and in doing so not to allow an exam-factory production line to become accepted practice instead of high-quality teaching.  A production line that is part of the privatisation process of test provides materials to support that test and then provides staff to drive the test and so on.  Companies such as Pearson are making huge profits from public funds in this way.

Children in our schools deserve better than to be condemned to an education that is narrow and uninspiring.  Children should not have to suffer in a data-driven system that generates profit for the few through privatisation.    (Applause)
The President:  Could I call on the ATL to second.  Also, the GMB have indicated that they wish to speak.

Mary Bousted (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) seconded Composite Motion 10. 

She said: Congress, the Tories have no strategy to improve educational standards.  They fiddle with school structures while the education system burns.  Their cure-all academies policy comes under increasing scrutiny because clearly it is not working.  Deprived children in too many academies do not make good progress in their learning and over the past year, we have seen academy sponsors walking away from their schools.  We have seen free schools forced to close because of appalling standards of education and because they could not keep their pupils safe.

Now, the Government’s answer to these problems is to look the other way and to impose an information blackout.  The Education and Adoption Bill proposes to give parents, teachers and school leaders no information at all about the sponsor which they will impose on their school and the Department for Education refuses to publish its own internal grading about the quality of academy sponsors because it is, they say, against their commercial interests.  Well what, I say, about the interests of parents, pupils and teachers?  What about their professional judgment about who should run their schools?  (Applause)
So desperate are the Tories to get academy sponsors that Nicky Morgan, last week, in the House of Commons ran a fire sale selling off our schools to business leaders, saying they were a good business opportunity, and they are a good business opportunity if businesses want to take the funds that should be spent on pupils’ education to provide spurious services like HR or IT, which schools do not need but pay thousands of pounds for.

Conflicts of interest abound in academies and free schools and the Government looks the other way. I want to ask Nicky Morgan how academisation is going to tackle the education crisis which is building up on our watch.  How is it going to tackle the teacher shortage?  How is it going to create 900,000 extra pupil places which are needed when the Secretary of State has denied herself the power to force academies and free schools to take more pupils?  I want to ask Nicky Morgan why she is determined to spend millions of pounds creating 500 new free schools and what are her intentions for Ofsted, an agency which is in charge of quality control, which this year had to sack 40% of its inspectors because they cannot inspect schools correctly and professionally?  What is she going to do about Ofsted?

Finally, Congress, my union comprises 78% women.  This is a woman General Secretary standing on the podium, without being told how to vote, and speaking without fear or favour.  I think that is important in the trades union Movement.  (Applause)
Barbara Plant (GMB) spoke in support of the composite motion.

She said:  I am old enough to remember the days of the Inner London Education Authority, one organisation with responsibility for a large number of schools, dismantled by a Conservative government because it was not acceptable.  Now, though, the Tories think that it is okay for organisations to run our schools, but only if they are private companies.  If more and more of our schools are forced to become sponsored academies, taken out of local authority control, then we will not have an educational system at all.  We will simply have schools and a marketplace.  Each school in a chain will be like a branch of Asda, Tesco or Waitrose.  These chains, just like supermarket chains, will be in direct competition with each other.  Those that fail will go to the wall and those that are deemed successful will do takeover deals.

Innovation and improvement in education is not reliant on schools becoming more autonomous and competitive, but on schools working together.  That includes listening to, and valuing, those who work within the education system. The GMB knows that our members are often asked to work beyond their job description, to cover the teachers long-term and to take classes for much less than any teacher gets paid. However, teachers and support staff must be united in our opposition to bad practice and not allow ourselves to become divided over issues that affect both our unions and our members.  We must be united in our opposition to the privatisation of our education system. 

The voices of parents, pupils, governors, councillors, the local community, teachers and support staff are all being ignored.  Even the House of Commons Education Committee has been ignored.  They issued a damning report on academies and free schools, stating that the current evidence does not prove that academies raise standards overall or for disadvantaged children.  We also know that the continual testing of today’s children is putting huge pressure on them.  Trying your best is no longer good enough and one bad test can lead a child to failure.  Just one bad lesson observation can often damn a teacher or teaching assistant.

Just as you do not fatten a pig by weighing it every week, children do not learn by being continually tested.  Clive Lewis, Labour MP for Norwich South, told them exactly what is wrong with the academy programme in his maiden speech to the House of Commons:  “This Bill is not just a smash and grab at our schools, their buildings, their equipment and the very land they sit on.  It is also an attack on the fundamental values that we all hold dear: democracy, accountability, transparency.”  The GMB supports this composite.  Please support.  (Applause)

The President:   Thank you. Barbara, I assume the NUT will waive its right of reply so we will move directly to the vote on Composite Motion 10: Protecting our education system.  Will all those in favour please show?  Will all those against please show?  



*
Composite Motion 10 was CARRIED  
The President:   I now call Composite Motion 11: Education and extremism.  The General Council supports the composite motion, to be moved by NASUWT and seconded by the NUT.  

Education and extremism

Kathy Wallis (NASUWT) moved Composite Motion 11.

She said:  Congress, we are progressive trade unionists committed to education, to human rights and to service to our communities with a proud history at home and abroad of fighting the forces of extremism.  However, there are many outside forces seeking to undo the progress that we have made to deprive people of their rights and to impose false and destructive ideologies onto others.  

This year alone, we have witnessed many acts of hatred and barbarity across the world. In Syria and Iraq, millions have lost their lives and their homes.  We have seen acts of extremist violence from Charlestown, USA to Paris, France, from Tunisia to Nigeria, from the Philippines to Kuwait.  Extremists have targeted, killed, injured and kidnapped many thousands of students, teachers and educational support personnel in deliberate attacks that have targeted schools and other educational institutions. While we must be unstinting in the face of extremism, we must also stand firm against the governments whose response is to place greater restrictions on our human rights, not least freedom of association and of speech, thought, conscience and religion.  

Congress, are this Conservative Government really serious about preventing racial and racist extremism?  Racial harassment, discrimination and bullying are on the rise in schools for pupils as well as for staff.  We know this Government are not serious about tackling racial harassment and bullying in schools.  It has abandoned the work started by the last Labour Government on the introduction of a duty in schools, which requires them to record and report all incidents of bullying, including racial harassment and bullying.

The so-called Trojan horse has also resulted in the targeting and scapegoating of communities and rising levels of distress, distrust and fear.  Islamophobia is now endemic in the system.  Congress, it is hugely regrettable that prejudice and bigotry is being stoked by a Government which has targeted and demonised religious and ethnic minorities, particularly Muslim communities.  (Applause) Far-right groups are now using the moral panic over the so-called Trojan horse to ignite hatred and division between groups.

Schools are critical to building cohesive communities.  Schools should be at the heart of your community.  However, instead of ensuring that schools act with diligence in pursuit of their public duties to promote equality and eliminate discrimination, this Government is prioritising actions that require schools to promote fundamental British values. Yet the Government themselves are not able to define what it means by “British values” and this is leaving schools and teachers vulnerable to victimisation, discrimination and exclusion.

At a recent NASUWT consultation conference of black and minority ethnic teachers, 80% were concerned that the Government’s agenda of promoting British values would be used to stigmatise and discriminate against them.  The NASUWT will continue to challenge prejudice, injustice and racism wherever we find it, but we need every member of every union to be involved and to help pressurise employers and this Government to do the right thing.  Congress, we need you to work with us in that fight.  I urge you, please support this resolution.  I move.  (Applause) 
The President:  Thank you, Kathy.  A number of unions have indicated their desire to speak so after the NUT has seconded, I will call them in this order: ATL, UCU, Unison and CWU.  

Kevin Courtney (National Union of Teachers) seconded Composite Motion 11.

He said:  I am pleased to be seconding this composite following the fantastic speech from my sister, Kathy, from the NASUWT.  

Congress, schools and teachers do have a moral responsibility to seek to protect our children from grooming whether for sexual exploitation or by violent extremist groups, but most of that grooming happens in private in bedrooms and on private social media accounts.  The question of how we best vaccinate children in order to protect them from those is really important.  This motion explains that in our classrooms, we need to have vibrant discussion in an anti-racist and anti-Islamophobic context.  That is the best vaccination that people can have.

Policies, whether well-meaning or whether poorly-designed, can have different effects and this motion also talks about some of those.  When the general climate in our society from the media and politicians scapegoats immigrants and is Islamophobic then that makes it really difficult in classrooms. It can lead to a dramatic shutting down of discussion and therefore an inability to vaccinate children and to open up discussion in the ways that we would all like to see happening.

I want to give you an example of that.  This is a very serious and real example.  I was talking to a teacher just after the Charlie Hebdo outrage of the massacre in France.  She is a teacher in a state school in the East End of London.  It is a girls’ school and consists mainly of Muslim children.  She has a fantastic relationship with her class.  In their tutor period, they discuss the issues that have come up in the news in a structured way every week.  The children bring up these stories and they discuss them in a way that is mediated by the teacher.

A fortnight after the Charlie Hebdo massacre, when it was the leading story in every newspaper, none of the girls would raise that question.  None of them would speak about it.  They went through item after item in the news, but none of them would touch on that.  It was a surprise to this teacher as she has a fantastic relationship with the girls, having discussed many things previously.  She talked to one of the girls afterwards in private to ask what was going on.  This girl said to her that none of the children would have supported the Charlie Hebdo massacre, but some of them would have said that they thought that it should be illegal to draw a cartoon of the prophet.  Some of them would have said that they did not think it should be illegal, but they thought it was a foolish and a bad thing to do and people should not do it. The girl then said that their mothers had told them, “Do not say anything. Do not talk as your name will go on a list.  Do not speak about these things.”

That is a chilling message which is due to the climate engendered by the Government.  If children cannot express viewpoints then we cannot vaccinate people against violent extremism in any way.  We cannot involve them in democratic discussions in any way.  This is a crucial issue for us and that is why we need your support in helping teachers to carry on defending democratic values and tolerance in our classrooms.  We need your support in defending that.  (Applause)
Hank Roberts (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) supported the motion.

He said:  ATL shares deep concerns at the dangers of this Government’s approach.  It does not address the base causes of the rise in terrorist violence, putting it all down to a proximate cause: the brainwashing of impressionable youth.

First, we have to be very careful indeed about this deeply illiberal, anti-democratic and anti-union Government’s definition of extremist.  Jeremy Corbyn is defined by this Government as an extremist, indeed a threat to national security.  If a young Jeremy was at my school or college, by law, I would have to report his extremist views to the police.  Mind you, I would have to report myself as well!  If you don’t, what have they got lined up for you?  A failure to comply with a managed school places the individual in contempt of court, which is punishable by imprisonment, a fine or both.

The Prevent Strategy can be viewed as a form of racial profiling and internal policing which is exacerbating Islamophobia and vilifying communities.  We do not believe that this is the way to successfully deal with terrorism however defined.  In fact, it is likely to be counterproductive.  We take the view that safeguarding is the appropriate route.  ATL believes that it is not the role of teachers or support staff to police those they teach.  The Prevent Strategy can stifle the opportunity for safe educational debate, as Kevin said.  Children must feel able to ask controversial questions without fear.  Malicious reporting is a clear possibility.  

Additionally, this is a huge change in terms and conditions being simply imposed by the Government.  This Government want to create a culture of fear.  I taught for many years in a strong Irish community.  It was at the time of the IRA bombs and deaths.  A bomb factory was discovered in the next road to ours.  The Emergency Powers Act, the Prevention of Terrorism Act and more followed.  Nearly 2,000 civilians died and over 1,000 troops.  Remember Birmingham, Guildford and, indeed, Brighton.

Even then, we were never asked to spy on and report pupils.  Inducing a climate of fear is used to justify ever-greater repressive legislation.  Action needs to be taken to support and safeguard the innocent, but it should be proportionate and not at the price of the loss of our civil liberties.  Who would not accept that the UK’s disastrous foreign policy has only exacerbated the radicalisation of many?  It is disastrous foreign policy which has taught us nothing.  It will not protect the innocent or solve the refugee crisis.  

The Government’s role should be, as with Ireland, to work for and support the peace process, not to escalate a war, escalate the removal of civil liberties and cause division in our schools and communities.   I support the motion.

Dave Muritu (University and College Union) opposed the motion.

He said: The UCU shares many of the concerns of our sister unions about attacks on educational provision worldwide. However, we are opposed to referring to extremism and all forms of extremism as the basis of our condemnation.  

In some parts of the world, the defence of the rights of indigenous people, climate activism and even the defence of workers’ rights have been denounced as extremism.  History also teaches us that beliefs widely held today, such as the right for women or working people to have the vote and that lesbians, gay men, bisexual and trans-gender people should have equal rights, were once thought of as extremist.  In the UK, there is a danger that the present Conservative Government uses the term “extremism” and “radicalism” to establish a narrow centre right consensus, always moving away to the right, beyond which we are not permitted to think or to discuss, which is dangerous for democracy.  We also find the lack of clarity on Prevent a problem.

As an academic union, UCU has a duty to defend academic freedom.  One of the dangers of the Prevent agenda is that it makes some areas of history, politics and international relations difficult to teach without incurring the risk or being accused of promoting radicalism, extremism or accessing inappropriate materials.  What is good about the motion is that it acknowledges the impact of Prevent as racist.  It forces educationalists to spy on their Muslim students and we want no part of this racist labelling.  Even the sugar-coated attempt to counterbalance the Islamophobia with strategies to tackle the far right fails to acknowledge that it is austerity that creates the breeding ground for the politics of fear and hate and surveillance is not the way to defeat that.

We feel that the motion is not strong enough on Prevent as it calls for the unions to fall into line behind the Government’s agenda. At the UCU National Conference, we took the position to boycott Prevent so this is why we ask you to oppose this motion.  (Applause)

Rena Wood (Unison) supported the motion.

She said:  First of all, I want to say how significant education is to each and every one of us in this room and to acknowledge the brave teachers who are fighting to educate young women and girls despite extremist attacks.  Young Malala was actually shot because she wanted to access education.

I remember one of my favourite teachers was a lovely Irishman with a soft, Southern Irish lilt called Mr. Clancy.  If you did really well in school, he would throw you a Nuttall’s Minto.  Education is very different now to when I was a child and I want to acknowledge the comradeship from the teaching trade unions who acknowledge the role of Unison members and teaching assistants in schools. They could not carry out their jobs to the high-quality standards they do without the support of our members.

Our members are motivated in terms of educating young people.  These are a few quotes from some of them: “We change lives for ever” – that is true – “To help children achieve something they once thought was impossible”; “I love my job”; “The pay might be rubbish, but the job satisfaction is one in a million.”

As many of you know, a lot of our members who are support staff in schools are exploited, but they do it because they care.  As one of them said, “We help children believe they have a future and equip them with the skills for the next step of their life journey.”  It is really important to acknowledge their role.  If each of you has a child in school, grandchildren, friends or family, ask them to ask their head teachers to support Unison’s initiative in November called “Stars in our Schools – the role of support staff”.  You will remember Michael Gove’s disparaging comments about them.  Let us stick up for teaching assistants.

Why is the Government’s initiative called Prevent? A former senior police officer called it a toxic brand.  People go to work to give everything they have to support the education of children, some of whom come from really challenging home lives, and the only kind of order they have in their chaotic lives is the support they get in schools.  

We ask you to look at what the motion is calling for.  All of us together should challenge this Government on the best way forward.  We need to ensure that the education that is being provided is pure and is not hampered by this policing role of reporting on people. Young people need the opportunity to have open discussion and we need to do everything we can to make sure that they can continue to do that.  Please support the composite.  (Applause)

Maria Exall (Communication Workers Union) supported the motion.

She said:  Congress, it is unsurprising that this Conservative Government have little credibility when it comes to tackling extremism through its Prevent agenda.  This is the government led by a Prime Minister who disgracefully referred to immigrants as “a swarm of people”.  This is a government which have encouraged a narrow, closed-minded English nationalism to get elected.  This is a government that panders to the deep-seated racism in our society.

Congress, make no mistake.  The problems that Prevent is ostensibly focused on are real.  Whether you want to use the word “extremist” or not, there is a problem out there.  We are witnessing an upsurge in reactionary religious fundamentalism worldwide and it is to be found in all major world religions: Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Judaism and more.  The recent upsurge has its roots in religious political movements of the early 20th century including Biblical fundamentalism and political Islam.  These movements have sophisticated resources, sophisticated communications and communal links on an international scale.  They also have a couple of common features: first, the repression of women; and, secondly, the persecution of lesbian, gay, bisexual and trans-gender people.

If we want young people in the UK and worldwide to be educated with values that promote positive tolerance in society, we must have no truck with misogyny and homophobic ideas in education wherever they come from.  For the sake of girls and young women, for LGBTUs and for all pupils in our society in general, we need to challenge these ideas.

Yes, let us have an open discussion and exploration of views, but that has got to be done within the context of being anti-racist, against sexism, misogyny, homophobia, bi-phobia and trans-phobia and, for that matter, prejudice against people with disabilities.  That is what we need in our schools and our colleges.  

Congress, the nihilistic values of reactionary ideologies of hate have to be challenged.  They lead to the violent destruction of human life and of our collective historical human culture.  They are the polar opposite of trade union values of justice and peace.  They are directly counter to the politically egalitarian foundation of our Labour Movement.  We stand for equality and freedom for all, for human liberation, and for a society without bigotry, prejudice and fear.  Support Composite 11.  (Applause) 
The President:   Thank you, Maria.   The NASUWT wishes to waive its right of reply.  We will therefore move to the vote on Composite Motion 11: Education and extremism. Will all those in favour of the composite please show?  Will all those against please show? 

 

*
Composite Motion 11 was CARRIED 
The President:   I now call Composite Motion 12: Education funding crisis.  The General Council supports the composite motion, to be moved by EIS, seconded by UCU and supported by the NUT, Unison and ATL. 

Education funding crisis

Pat Flanagan (Educational Institute of Scotland) moved Composite Motion 12. 

He said:  Congress, we would first of all like to thank our sister union, the NUT, for allowing EIS to move this motion.  It is particularly generous of them given that education is really a devolved matter. Therefore, parts of the composite motion in terms of UK Government policy do not apply to the devolved areas of the UK.  

What does impact on the devolved areas are budget cuts, both in terms of educational budget cuts and other budget cuts, which have an impact upon what grants are then available to the devolved administrations, which then lead to funding decisions within that.  It is the Scottish Government’s decision, therefore, how to use that block grant and we welcome the Scottish Government’s commitment to public provision of education in all schools to date.  All public schools in Scotland are under local authority control and there is no privatisation agenda.

Similarly, it is EIS policy that university education should be free and we welcome the Scottish Government’s provision that, at least for Scottish students within Scotland, there are no tuition fees.  Equally, if the Scottish Government wishes to claim credit for the decisions that they make on those aspects, they also have to be held to account for other decisions they make.  The decisions they have made in terms of further education in Scotland are ones which we do not support and we do not welcome. 

It is a fact of the matter that the further education sector in Scotland has suffered disproportionately in terms of the cuts within Scotland.  Audit Scotland produced a report stating that since 2008/09, as an impact of those cuts, there has been a 36% cut in the number of students attending further education colleges, a 27% cut in staff and 21% in terms of real-term cuts.

Alongside that, Scottish Government policy has moved towards reducing the number of courses that do not lead to recognised qualifications or which last fewer than ten hours.  That means that for part-time students, there has been a cut in 48% of part-time students, particularly impacting those with caring responsibility who are, of course, predominantly women.  It has also led to those adult learners or those seeking to engage in lifelong learning being disproportionately hit in terms of their access to non-qualification-bearing courses.

Congress, we are concerned that increasingly within Scotland, in the further education sector, we are seeing a narrowing of education to that of simply preparing young people for work.  That is an important part of education, but it is not the only part.  The Scottish Government have stated that they wish to refocus further education to full-time college places for 17-24 year olds, preparing young people for work in a sector where the business community contributes little or nothing.

Even more worrying is the disproportionate impact of cuts on those students who need more support, namely, those with additional support needs and disabilities.  There is concern that the EIS Freedom of Information Request has confirmed that the number of ASN students enrolling in FE colleges has been reduced. The number of courses, the number of classes and the number of staff for those students has also been reduced.  Congress, it is true to say that the Scottish Government decisions have disproportionately hit the FE sector and they have disproportionately hit those students within that sector with the most needs.  

If I can focus in the last minute on the benefits of further education, a very welcome statement from Nicola Sturgeon in the Scottish Government Programme for Government was that she wished to close the gap for students from the most deprived areas and the least deprived areas.  It is therefore perverse to focus cuts on FE because if you look at higher education in Scotland, you get 10% of students coming from the most deprived areas, but in further education, it is 23%.  Therefore, the Scottish Government is focusing cuts in that area which best serves students from the most deprived areas.

Congress, FE also has a proven track record for students moving into higher education.  In the last few seconds, what I would really like to focus on is that we do not talk about educational spend.  Education is an investment in young people, it is an investment in society and we would ask you to support this composite.  (Applause)

Rob Goodfellow (University and College Union) seconded Composite Motion 12.

He said:  Congress, I started my first job two weeks before my 16th birthday.  I secured the job five months before leaving school.  It was for a genuine apprenticeship.  I had had enough of school, but as an apprentice, I went to day-release college.  I also decided to go to college part-time to get my A-levels.  I enjoyed college and wanted to develop so I went on to full-time college.  

I also decided that I wanted a degree so that I could develop my career further.  I went to university, but they said, “You will have to get an HNC first as it has been too long since you have been in education” so I did that and went to college again.  I then completed my degree at university.

In all of this time, I was working and paying taxes.  I have always been very grateful to the lecturers at these institutions for helping me develop my career.  I am now a computing lecturer at a college and President-elect for UCU.  I do not think I have done too badly, but I have always said that if these institutions need my help, I will be there like a shot.

Congress, I am here because they do need my help, especially the colleges.  In this year alone, there is a Government cut to funding of 24% on top of previous cuts.  There are also 4,500 jobs in the FE sector at risk as the Tories push colleges to financial instability and force them to merge.  

The Association of Colleges (the employers’ group) feels that by 2020 there will be no adult education left due to funding cuts.  This would have prevented me getting my chances.  I might even have turned out to be a NEET.  The tower block at my college used to be lit up like a Christmas tree. It was buzzing.  There was everything going on and there were lots of students.  Now, in the evening, that tower block is dark, there is nothing going on and it is deathly silent.

This year, the Government made £450 million in service cuts.  Those were cuts that the colleges were not expecting.  Currently, at least 50 colleges are financially unstable.  Ultimately, the Government want to reduce colleges in number to around 50 making students travel a lot further for their education and, of course, having to obtain loans for the privilege.

Congress, education should be for all and it should be free.  The Tories want to take away the chances that I received.  Colleges are purveyors of fine education.  If we allow the Tories to savage the sector, we ourselves are party to taking people’s chances away.  We need to act quickly and we need to act now.  It is not the case that the country cannot afford us.  The country cannot afford not to have us there.  What about the skills shortage?  Who can train people?  We can train people.  We can provide the chance for people to be trained and the chance to develop an existing skill.  Congress, support us by supporting this motion.  (Applause) 
The President:  I call the NUT and I also ask NASUWT to come to the front as they have indicated they wish to speak.

Jerry Glazier (National Union of Teachers) supported the motion.

He said:  We are pleased to be contributing to, and supporting, this important education funding composite motion.

The crisis in post-16 funding is already severe and the future is very bleak.  In England and Wales, cuts in post-16 provision, in sixth form colleges and in schools are biting hard to the detriment of students and staff.  Especially in sixth-form colleges (which, ridiculously, are still being charged VAT)  significant cuts are taking place year on year resulting in even bigger classes, the narrowing of the curriculum choice creating disadvantage, redundancy of staff, increased workload on teaching and non-teaching staff and threats to educational standards.

While many colleges are at breaking point, the Government are doing nothing.  However, in 11-19 schools, the post-16 cuts are often also undermining whole-school provision, which is being squeezed by big, current, academic year increased costs.  There are increased costs in pension and national insurance contributions and yet the Government’s promise is only flat cash.  There is only flat cash for five more years for the primary sector and the secondary sector for students up to the age of 16. 

Congress, it is flat cash with expected additional costs of at least 10% during the lifetime of this Parliament. Like colleges, schools face escalating costs and no resources to deal with them.  Schools face teacher shortages.  Schools face increased workload.  Pupils face bigger classes.  At the same time, resources for students with special educational needs are under threat with big equality consequences. Parents are being asked more frequently to make voluntary contributions to schools while their children are having fewer curriculum opportunities and classes are being taught by unqualified staff.  

The Government’s attacks on education will become their Achilles heel when it comes to the ballot box.  They will be both accountable and responsible for their austerity-driven, outrageous attacks on provision for children, students and adults. Please give your fullest support to this composite.  (Applause)
Denise Ward (Unison) supported the motion.

She said: Congress, the Government talks of widening access and social mobility for those from disadvantaged backgrounds yet public grant funding for further education has been cut drastically since 2010 and the teaching grant and research funding for universities is under threat.  However, independent school spending has risen for 16-18 year olds so there is no surprise then of their success in getting students into university.

Further education is a foundation for widening access for young people and adults from disadvantaged backgrounds into work and further study yet we know the Treasury has asked FIS to plan for a 40% cut in its budget by 2020 – bad news for FE, HE and the economy.

Engineering and construction bosses are crying out for more better-qualified workers and yet the funding for the main providers of those qualifications is reducing.  Much emphasis is placed by the Government on stem subjects and yet, according to the Chair of Universities UK, there is a need to increase fees to £20,000 per year for science degrees.  I am sure that will go a long way towards widening access and social mobility amongst the disadvantaged!  

This lack of investment in the future of our young people does not make sense. This is why it is essential that the joint work of the Equality and Human Rights Commission takes place to investigate the impact of cuts on disadvantaged groups and poorer students, as called for by Unison.  Massive inequalities exist in higher education with VCs earning more than the Prime Minister, a rise in zero hour contracts, a 21% rise in agency costs and the suppression of women’s wages.  Universities UK’s statistics show that women make up 54% of the total higher education workforce yet 63% of those are paid below £17,700 a year.  That is over 20,000 support staff in higher education.

Unison and our sister trade unions have called for universities to undertake equal pay audits every two years and it is actively challenging the gender pay gap in higher education.  In the July budget, the Chancellor announced that workers on the minimum wage will be getting a pay rise, but what he did not say was that changes to tax credits will actually leave them worse off.  This is why Unison has launched a new campaign, “Don’t take the (tax) credit”.  

This Government only care about the privileged and the privately-educated.  They say plenty about widening access and social mobility, but they do not speak for the disadvantaged.  It is the trade unions who do this and they want to break the trade unions.  Well, Thatcher did not succeed and neither will Cameron.  We are here to stay. Unison’s 1.4 million members, together with our sister trade unions, will rise to the challenge as always.  We must campaign against these horrendous cuts to post-16 education and continue with our commitment to free and publicly-funded education for all.  Please support Composite Motion 12.  (Applause)
Ray Amos (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) supported the motion.

He said:  Congress, within FE, the retention and recruitment crisis is getting worse as many teachers and lecturers are returning to their former professions.  This is because of the pay constraints due to the past cuts in funding.  The latest 24% cuts in adult education will have a devastating impact on the skills and employment chances of thousands of people.  

These cuts to FE will affect the economy as a low-skilled workforce cannot help business to thrive.  These cuts have already seen the loss of one million learners since 2010.  The latest cut will lead to a further loss of 400,000 learners in 2016.  How will this loss of learners improve productivity as the skill gap widens?  How will the housing crisis be alleviated when there are no bricklayers, carpenters, plumbers, electricians, plasterers, painters and decorators, tilers and many other trades which are involved in the building of these houses?  

The 16th June saw ATL, along with the rest of the sector, lobbying against these cuts.  This solidarity is still there after the latest pay offer.  The ATL supports this composite motion and urges Congress to call on the General Council to campaign for an immediate reversal of the funding cuts and for long-term funding for the future of 19+ learners, for the good of the economy.  FE can make a difference to the work chances of our young adults, but only if it still exists and is not extinct.  Congress, please support this motion.  (Applause)

Alan Hackett (NASUWT) supported the motion.

He said:  If there is one defining feature of the Conservative-led Government since 2010, it is the repellent way that it has attacked, and continues to attack, young people.  This takes the form of attacks on young people’s entitlement to a broad and balanced education, free at the point of demand, so they have the best life opportunities available to them.  This takes the form of ending support for young people from deprived backgrounds so that they can continue their education.  This takes the form of removing the safety net of benefits for young people who are vulnerable, homeless or young parents, extending even to ending in-work benefits for young people. 

One of the most disgraceful aspects of this attack is the one on sixth-form college funding.  Sixth-form colleges have experienced deeper cuts to their budgets than any other education institutions.  Sixth-form colleges experience, on average, a 10% reduction in their programme funding as a result.  These funding cuts, combined with significant cost increases, including the future increase to employer, pension and national insurance contributions and ongoing funding inequalities, have left many sixth-form colleges in a parlous financial state. 

Congress, it is disgraceful and an indication of the unfair treatment of sixth-form colleges that academy and school sixth forms have their VAT costs reimbursed by the Government, but it is not the case for sixth-form colleges.  Sixth-form colleges have proved over many years that they can deliver an outstanding all-round education for students whilst offering exceptional value for money.  However, the sector has reached a point where it cannot absorb any further funding reductions.

In May 2014, the Sixth Form Colleges’ Association conducted an online survey of all 93 sixth-form colleges in England.  Each college was asked to report the cumulative impact of the funding cuts introduced since 2011.  The survey highlighted the profound effect that Government cuts have had on the education of students in sixth-form colleges, the support and enrichment activities that colleges can offer, and the morale and workloads of staff.  According to the report, the sector is now at tipping point, stating that a further reduction in funding would prove calamitous for many institutions and some would inevitably close.

The reduction in course provision in colleges will mean the loss of life-changing opportunities for students and our young people deserve better.  Please support the motion.   (Applause)
The President:   Thank you, Alan.  EIS waives their right of reply.  We now move to the vote on Composite Motion 12: Education funding crisis.  Will all those in favour please show?  Will all those against please show?  

*
Composition Motion 12 was CARRIED 
The President:   I now call Composite Motion 13: Education and poverty.  The General Council supports the composite motion, which is to be moved by ATL and seconded by EIS. 

Education and poverty

Kim Knappett (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) moved Composition Motion 13.  

She said:  I am delighted to be proposing Composite Motion 13, Education and poverty, on behalf of all our nation’s children.  

In 2014, there were over 3.5 million children living in poverty in the UK.  That is 28% or nearly a third.  For those of us in education, that is nine – yes, nine – in every class of 30.   How can that be at the start of the 21st century? The stories that are shared by educational professionals and others involved with young people are ones that would fit better in a history book or even in a piece of historical fiction.

Why do we hear so often of children going to school in the middle of winter with no coat and insufficient clothing to keep warm?  Why do we hear of teachers buying clothing out of their own money to give to pupils or digging in the lost property box just so that they can go out at playtime?  What happens to those children on free school meals for whom the gap between lunch on Friday and breakfast club on Monday is unbearable, and that is without the fear of the real hunger that the long holidays bring?

More frightening is the lifelong impact that this poverty carries and the impact that it has on the education and learning of these vulnerable children, who often bear the scars of childhood poverty right through their lives.   You cannot focus in class or learn well when you are cold, tired or hungry, when you are worried about where you will sleep that night, when you will next eat or who will notice the hole in the bottom of your shoe and start to call you names. 

My primary colleagues share harrowing stories of pupils who come into nursery or reception as bright and happy children, eager to learn and experience the world around them, but who then become dull and lifeless after a change in family circumstances.  One colleague shared with me her distress over one little girl who, when she had taught her in Year 1, had been reading and writing well above her peers.  When my colleague retired, she returned to the school and was listening to the children read when she came across this child, now in Year 3, struggling to read the same books that she had once loved. On enquiring what had happened, she was told that Dad had lost his job and the family had been moved into a B&B where five of them lived in one room.  No wonder that little girl had lost her sparkle.

By the age of 16, when students take their GCSEs, there is a 28% gap between children who receive free school meals and their wealthier peers in terms of the number achieving five A*-Cs, but once again, we should not be surprised about this.  Children who have grown up in poverty will not have had the broad culture experiences of their peers, not just because Mum and Dad are constantly working to try and make ends meet and have no time or money for these things, but because even when the school offers trips subsidised by pupil premium funding, they cannot go because they have to pick up younger siblings from school and care for them before the adults get home.  

That is the reality.  Two-thirds of children who are living in poverty have at least one member of their family in paid employment so they have to take responsibility for caring for others.  Also, many children do not get the magic five A*-C grades.  Others are forced to take subjects they do not want to study for financial reasons.  You cannot take food technology, art or construction subjects if you cannot afford the required materials.  You do not choose a subject with a field trip if you know you will not be able to go.

What about the impact this has on broader society?  Child poverty is estimated to cost us at least £29 billion every year.  If successive governments continue to fail to address childhood poverty in the here and now, they not only commit themselves to providing services for those affected in the long-term, but they also forego the prospective revenues that more productive members of society can provide. We have a skills crisis in the UK, as we have already been told, and we will continue to have that if young people cannot take those subjects up.  We are calling for the living wage because there is no point in having a job if it does not pay.  

We call upon the TUC to constantly highlight these and other impacts of child poverty, especially those caused by the lack of the proper living wage.  We urge the Government to respect the rights of children in all their policy-making decisions.  Remember, as the UN Convention states, every child has the right to a standard of living that is good enough to meet their physical and social needs and support their development.  I urge you to support the composite.  (Applause) 
The President:  Thank you.  Three other unions have indicated they wish to speak on this motion and I will call them in this order after it has been seconded by EIS.  They are the NASUWT, NUT and PCS. I now call upon EIS to second.

Mary Matheson (Educational Institution of Scotland) seconded Composite Motion 13.

She said: Congress, I give you American civil rights activist, James Baldwin.  Anyone who has ever struggled with poverty knows how extremely expensive it is to be poor. 

When the current Government are balancing the books and claiming fiscal victory, it will be our job to record clearly and firmly in the deficit column the horrendous, negative impact of poverty on the health, wellbeing and lifelong opportunities of today’s young people alongside the consequences for wider society.  In recent years, the EIS has undertaken surveys, organised a major poverty conference and engaged with key organisations to investigate and publicise the stark reality of life for young people in contemporary Scotland, a reality where one in five currently live in abject poverty. 

The assumption that all pupils come to school ready to learn is a myth that needs to be well and truly exposed.  How can it be possible that in 21st century Britain, in one of the world’s wealthiest countries, on  a daily basis we are seeing young people coming through our doors cold, hungry, dirty, anxious and stressed about homework undone, unable to focus on their learning and without basic equipment such as pens and pencils?  What they do have, however, is wealth of a different kind – a creative wealth.  It is the wealth that provides reasons for why they will not go on school trips, attend out-of-school clubs, join in sports and engage in extracurricular opportunities.  

For these pupils, joining in has become a luxury too far and what this Government are attaining, with their damaging welfare reforms, is a generation of pupils who are experiencing academic and social exclusion.  This is an expense that we, as a country, cannot afford.  

This week, this booklet produced by the EIS, Face up to Child Poverty, will hit our schools.  Created in partnership with the Child Poverty Action Group, its aim is not just to keep the profile of pupil poverty firmly in the spotlight, but to offer practical advice to staff on how they can, at local level, help to mitigate against the worst effects of poverty on our young people. 

Congress, Scotland’s teachers are working on a daily basis to dismantle the barriers to learning experienced by our young people.  We ask you to join us in our efforts to secure positive outcomes for all of the UK’s young people and the future of society and to hold to account the policies of inequality and division, which are the trademark of the current Government.  Support the future of the country by supporting our young people.   (Applause)

Neil Butler (NASUWT) supported the motion.

He said:  The NASUWT welcomes this motion, which builds on the work that we have done over many years in exposing and challenging the impact of government policies which deny the entitlements of children to quality education and better life chances irrespective of income and family circumstances.

Congress, according to the Institute of Fiscal Studies, there will be an increase of at least 700,000 more children living in child poverty by 2020 as a direct result of the policies of this Government.  The Child Poverty Action Group reports that two-thirds of children who are growing up in poverty live in a family where at least one member works.  

The NASUWT believes that urgent action is needed to address the issue of child poverty in the UK.  The impact of poverty on the education and life chances of children should not be underestimated.  The UK Government is failing to meet the targets to eliminate child poverty and unless effective action is taken to tackle poverty, children will continue to be denied their human rights, including the right to quality education.

Congress, we know that children who come to school hungry cannot learn.  Earlier this year, the NASUWT published research into the financial pressures on parents with children in the educational system.  The research found that two-thirds of teachers had witnessed children coming to school hungry. More than one-third of all persons receiving food aid are children. Almost two-thirds of teachers surveyed by the NASUWT confirm that poorer pupils are less able to concentrate in lessons because of hunger.  

You will have seen the impact of greater freedoms and flexibilities for schools which has led to increased financial pressures on families.  The cost of uniforms, voluntary contributions and educational visits is today pricing many children out of schools.  The selection of pupils on financial grounds has been encouraged by the Government’s deregulation agenda and teachers are left to pick up the pieces.  Almost half of teachers said that pupils feel anxious, three-fifths said that pupils had exhibited behaviour problems and two-fifths said that pupils had felt alienated and disaffected.

Visit the NASUWT stand in the exhibition area for more information about our research into the costs of education and the financial pressures on families.  The Government needs to do more to ensure that no child is denied quality education on the grounds of their parents’ ability to pay.  Congress, please support the motion.  (Applause) 
Amanda Martin (National Union of Teachers) supported the motion.

She said: This motion rightly highlights the outrageous number of children living in poverty, but sadly, as the Government attempts, through its new Welfare and Education Reform Bill, to simply scrap the child poverty targets, we see how easy it is to ignore figures simply because they are numbers.

I am a teacher and, despite popular belief, my profession is not just about numbers, data and figures.  It is about helping children to develop and learn and bringing on a future generation.  It is about helping children develop and learn and bringing on a future generation.  On a daily basis, I have the enormous privilege in my school in seeing working women teaching 410 children, but sadly far too many of them are featured in the 3.5 million.  Despite my school’s mantra and belief that the 410 pupils are equal and no one person in our school is more important, we know that outside the safe and secure environment of my school, the experience of these children is extremely unequal.

Paragraph 405 notes the devastating impact that poverty can have on children, their education and their future.  In reality, that means that children living in poverty start school not only hungry but, as the Millennium Cohort and Save the Children in Scotland found, a year behind in vocabulary, with future developments difficult in emotional, social, cognitive and communicative skills and, as we have heard from the other speakers, lower exam results.  

The Government talk about widening the gap of poverty as a priority, but rather than redirect funding and falling strategies to address this, they shamelessly scapegoat teachers and pupils with talk of under-achievements of poor pupils.  When the joint NUT and Poverty Action Group survey results were released, my NUT division (Portsmouth) sat down with our local media and looked at how teachers support pupils.  We discovered that teachers provide food, uniform, PE kits, stationery, school trips and coats.  How can they be school-ready without those things?  It is a picture, sadly, I am sure is replicated across the country.

Congress, schools and teachers alone cannot address society’s wide inequality and its effects on poverty and education.  Poverty and inequality should not be tolerated and normalised or, worst still, sneered at and victimised.  Congress, as unions we can make a difference.  As part of the NUT’s  Stand up for Education campaign, we have publicised and campaigned to raise awareness on the growing poverty statistics.  

The Child Poverty Act 2010 sought to end child poverty by 2012.  However, the new proposals in welfare and education reform rename the Child Poverty Act the Life Chances Act and, in doing so, removes the target of child poverty.  This is on top of tax benefits and spending cuts and budget cuts in local authorities where the highest level of deprivation and child poverty exists.

This motion ensures that whatever your background, you can come to schools to clothe, warm and feed pupils.  Congress, it is a disgrace that this Government is washing its hands of responsibility and blaming child poverty figures on 2015 and the future.  It is not the fault of the 3.5 million.  Please support and urge your trade unions to do what they can in their local authorities.  (Applause)
Martin Cavanagh (Public and Commercial Services Union) supported the motion. He said:  We offer full support for Composite 13, but in doing so, we are also urging you not to look at this in isolation from other debates that we are going to have during the week. 

Congress, the figures are stark, are they not?  4.1 million children live in poverty in the UK.  That is half-a-million more than when Cameron became Prime Minister in 2010.  The predictions are that that figure is going to rise even further to over five million by 2020 when the next General Election will take place.  Poverty for in-work households has never been higher. It has already been mentioned that 60% of children living in poverty come from a household where at least one of the parents is working.

A public sector pay freeze for another four years already sees 40% of our members in PCS having to claim tax credits to top up their low pay and their poverty wages.  There has been a tax on benefits, a 3,000% increase in benefit sanctions since the Coalition Government first took over in 2010.  The list goes on and on.  Congress, the colleagues who have already come to the rostrum today can articulate far better than I can the devastating effect this has had on education.

Let us look at what the response has been to this disgraceful situation.  As has already been said, the Government does not do anything to eradicate child poverty.  It looks to move the goalposts, change the targets and brush it under the carpet.  It increases poverty pay by going down another four years of a public sector pay freeze, sending more households into poverty.

Further cuts in the Welfare Bill, disgracefully unchallenged by the majority of Labour MPs at the first reading, will create even more detriment to the most vulnerable in society. Tomorrow, before Parliament, they are proposing further cuts to the  tax credit system that will see families with more than two children suffer by between £2,000-£3,000 a year.  Congress, it is an absolute disgrace and it is a reduction in the benefit cap.

Let us look at what our response is because the President said yesterday in his address, and in the vote of thanks that came with it, that we need to ask ourselves some difficult questions.  We need to set ourselves a different task and that is to give some answers to the devastating questions that people face in this country and our members face day in and day out.  It is not enough to highlight the impact of poverty.  It is what we can do to challenge that poverty.  

Congress, I will finish with this because it is really important where we link into the wider debates.  At the end of the day, we need to put in place a proper social security system that is good and fair for all.  The social security system is not there to prop up private rents and profiteers.  It is there to give children and families financial support when they need it the most.  It is there to prevent poverty and not to add to it.  That is the social security system we need.  We need to campaign for better pay.  We need to support unions in their challenge of campaigning for mass industrial action over public sector pay.

I will leave you with this thought, Congress.  We have an opportunity now like never before.  We have an opportunity because there is a mood change in this country.  We need to seize that opportunity, eradicate child poverty and all poverty once and for all, and give future generations a chance to create a system and a society that is better than we have had so far. Please support.   (Applause)
The President:  ATL have waived their right of reply.  That moves us on to the vote on Composite Motion 13: Education and poverty.  Will all those in favour please show?  Will all those against please show?  

*
Composite Motion 13 was CARRIED 
The President:  Delegates, we return to section 3 of the General Council Report, Good services and decent welfare, from page 32, and I call Motion 33, English decentralisation and trade unions.  The General Council supports the motion, which is to be moved by Unison and seconded by PCS.  Unison.

English decentralisation and trade unions
James Anthony (Unison) moved Motion 33.  

He said:  President, Congress, I am moving Motion 33 and accepting the friendly amendment from the PCS.  Congress, ultimately, those of us in this hall are negotiators and in the bargaining arena many a time you see a proposal and you think, opportunities and threats.  Opportunities and threats is exactly what we are presented with, with these proposals for devolution to English city regions and local area.  

In terms of opportunities, there are some really significant ones, opportunities for genuine joined-up working across public services, vital in areas such as addiction, where we need to get the police working with health, working with local authority housing, working with benefits; issues such as care for the elderly, where we need to get all those agencies working together but we need to level up to the NHS standards, not go with the terrible standards of terms and conditions in the social care sector; and real opportunities in terms of increasing local democratic accountability.  

Since the NHS was founded in 1948, socialists on the left have called for the NHS to be under local democratic control and this gives the opportunity for local people to have their elected representatives have control and influence on the Health Service, and opportunities when we look at the lessons from the devolved nations.  We have seen that they can at times be a buffer against damaging Tory policies and why would we not want that for some of us in England too.  We have seen that there has been fertile ground for new ideas, new ways of working, that have then spread across from that area to benefit all of us, but there are some really, really clear threats.  

Some of the proposals could undermine democracy, such as forcing directly elected mayors in areas where they have categorically voted to reject them.  They could be, in fact, just run by small cabals of council leaders getting together in darkened rooms with no real democratic accountability to local communities.  There is a huge threat that this will just be passing on the blame for public sector cuts to these new bodies and shifting it away from the Government and their austerity programme, which is where the blame should absolutely sit.  There is a real threat that this will be used as a trigger for further privatisation and marketisation, something that our union and this whole Movement have opposed and will continue to oppose.  

One of the big things for us as a trade union is potential threats to our terms and conditions and threats for regional pay.  We know in our union when employers in the south west in the Health Service got together to work on a regional level, it was so that they could slash the pay, terms and conditions, of our members.  This union fought it, this Movement fought it, and we defeated the south west pay cartel and we will not support any proposals that undermine the terms and conditions of our members and move to a system of regional pay.    

So, how should the unions get involved?  We have to be there at the table.  It is no good shouting from the sidelines.  We have to be there shaping the agenda, ensuring that our voice and the voice of progressive politics is at the heart.  We have to be there protecting public services and making sure that this is about genuine improvements and improvements to quality, not about cuts and making cuts easier.  We need to make sure that there is a framework in place in all of these positions that protects staff terms and conditions and make sure that any harmonisation is about levelling up and not down.  It is our job as the trade unions to be involved in these new developments, to take the opportunities and make sure they are fulfilled, to guard against the threats and protect our members from them.  It is what we do every day in our workplaces.  It is what trade union negotiators do and it is what we need to do in terms of decentralisation.  Let’s get out there, get involved with all the unions together working hard to protect our members and to make sure we can deliver better public services in a joined up way devolved to our areas.  Thank you.  Please support.  (Applause)  

The President:  Thank you, James.  I will call two other unions to contribute to the debate, which is the Royal College of Midwives and the FBU, after the motion has been seconded by PCS.  Janice.  

Janice Godrich (Public and Commercial Services Union) seconded the motion.  

She said:  I move the amendment to Motion 33 and second the substantive motion.  Colleagues, our communities deserve good public services which are democratically accountable.  Our members who work in public services deserve decent pay, secure jobs, and strong trade union rights and representation.  The current trend for decentralisation does not deliver these goals.  It is led by a Tory chancellor intent on cutting the size of the state and based on a report written by Michael Heseltine, the minister who sold off two million council houses.  

The motion recognises that the government has used decentralisation to pass on billions of cuts to local authorities, undermine union rights, and privatise services.  It is sometimes argued that decentralisation will bring public services closer to communities.  However, the creation of combined authorities under elected mayors will do little to make citizens feel they have a say over public services.  The Cities and Local Government Devolution Bill proposes to extend the potential for decentralisation of public services but gives no information about what this might entail and could create a chaotic patchwork of public services.  

The risk to us all is that this Government use the smokescreen of devolution and the enthusiasm of cash-strapped local authorities to devolve and privatise services and undermine union rights.  Therefore, this amendment calls on the General Council to evaluate the risks to public services from the Bill as the extent of devolution becomes clear.  

The further threat is to our unity as a movement.  Under the last Tory government in the ‘80s and ‘90s our Movement was riven with disputes as unions sought sweetheart no-strike deals just to gain members.  We again faced threats from a Tory government and employers, and it is vital that we present a united front.  Decentralisation and centralisation of public services can mean that union members transfer between employers, tiers of government, and between the public and private sectors and some unions believe they should follow TUPE transferred members into the tiers of influence of other unions but this can lead to multiple recognition arrangements in single employers undermining the bargaining structure and strong workplace organisation, which in turn plays into the hands of the employers who wish to divide all union members and undermine unity.  It leads to a membership free for all, wasteful competition between unions within a sector, employer, or workplace.  PCS believes that in many cases where union members transfer into the sphere of interests of another well organised recognised TUC affiliate it makes sense for those members to be encouraged to transfer to the recognised union and that the size of union should play no part in swaying this decision.  

So, the amendment calls on the General Council to ensure that, in the face of this anti-union Government, we commit ourselves to work together to build our Movement based on sound principles of industrial logic, not to undermine existing workplace organisation but to respect each others recognition rights, to avoid membership competition, and concentrate on organising millions of unorganised workers.  Please support.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Janice.  Before I call the RCM to speak, may I take this opportunity to welcome them as the TUC’s newest affiliate, and also formally to welcome the National Association of Head Teachers who also affiliated to the TUC earlier this year and have delegates with us this week.  John, you are very welcome.  (Applause) 

Jon Skewes (Royal College of Midwives) supported the motion.  

He said:  We are the newest affiliate to the TUC and this is our first contribution to your Congress and now our Congress.  It feels like coming home.  (Applause)  I support the motion from our friends in Unison on behalf of the Royal College of Midwives, despite the proposals on devolution of services often emanating from the current Chancellor.  The idea of integrating health and social care, for instance, is not a new one.  It is very challenging involving the meshing potentially of two very different types of workforce. One is the NHS, which is firmly, although challenged in some respects, in the public sector with UK wide bargaining and settled, if threatened, pay terms and conditions.  The other, social care, is characterised by contracting for wages, terms and conditions; however, that is also subject to commissioning by local authorities.  One is badly underfunded.  The other one is grossly underfunded.  

The post-War settlement meant that the spheres of the NHS and local government looked very different and so, too, did their bargaining arrangements.  We support this motion because it commits the TUC to act as the broker to secure bargaining and influence rights to those on both sides of the equation of the NHS and local government.  We will see much more blurring, in our view, of provision in areas like public health, primary care, and in all likelihood in maternity services as well.  It is vital in that situation that unions can come together with these new bodies, with devolved responsibilities for health or for other services, to represent our members and the vital services that they deliver.  

So, as the newest affiliate at the TUC I was so pleased at the first meeting I attended of the Public Sector Services Liaison group to see, essentially, a blueprint for how that might occur.   I advocate that blueprint.  I think that the challenge for us now is to begin to put it in place so that we all have a seat around that table and that we all have the ability not just to bargain on behalf of our members but also to influence with those providers of services, professional and other services.  I am very pleased in our first contribution to support this motion.  By the end of the Congress you may be a little more tired of us than you are now.  Thank you very much.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Jon.  I call the FBU.  

Andy Noble (Fire Brigades Union) supported the motion.  

He said:  President, Congress, the FBU is not the greatest advocate of devolved governments, particularly where it is heavily or entirely reliant on the appointment of an elected mayoral system. However, it is becoming more apparent that this is a government structure which we are going to have to engage with in the future, particularly in an English context.  

The motion calls for us to learn from the devolved experience in Northern Ireland, Wales and Scotland.  Our experience as an industry tells us that being devolved does not necessarily provide immunity from attacks in terms and conditions, pension provision or levels of service provision.  There may be opportunities, particularly in an English regional context, but there is also a threat.  It is no use rationalising resources to the point they become unfit for purpose.  Devolved power should be accompanied with adequate funding, otherwise we are simply allowing or even inviting government to absolve themselves of responsibility for vital public services, i.e. passing the buck for further deficit reduction measures.  

There is also another deficit to consider for the Fire and Rescue Service, and in particular for the Fire Brigades Union, that is, the democratic deficit. It is still unclear for the Fire and Rescue Service what government arrangements have been put in place for any kind of devolvement, especially given the recent announcement by government on a consultation regarding involvement of Police and Crime Commissioners taking control of the Fire and Rescue Service.  

We have seen in London what can happen to a Fire and Rescue Service and other services in a city with an elected mayor and with the power to issue mayoral directives.  Any devolved government has to maintain a link to the people it serves in the communities in which those people live.  In the case of the Fire and Rescue Service this is best served by an elected Fire and Rescue authority.  

There may be opportunities with further devolvement but there are also threats.  The motion touches on some of these, reduced grant funding, outsourcing, unsolicited mutualisation, privatisation.  We need to be mindful of these and we need to be wary of them, and we need to be in a position to challenge them if or when necessary, but please support the motion.  (Applause) 
The President:  Thank you.  Does Unison want to exercise the right of reply?  (Declined)  Thank you.  That means we will move to the vote on Motion 33, English decentralisation and trade unions.  Will all those in favour please show?  Thank you.  Will all those against please show?  Thank you.  That is carried.


*
Motion 33 was CARRIED.

The President:  Delegates, we continue with Section 1 of the General Council Report, Jobs, growth and a new economy, Industrial Policy, from page 12.  I call paragraph 1.5 and Motion 7, Maritime skills.  The General Council supports the motion to be moved by Nautilus International and seconded by the RMT.  Nautilus.

Maritime skills 

Martyn Gray (Nautilus International) moved Motion 7.  

He said:  President and Congress, good morning.  Shipping makes the world go round.  Shipping is the industry which makes all other industries possible and almost 90% of world trade is moved by sea, which is the equivalent of 1.5 tonnes for every single person on the planet each year.  Colleagues, in this island nation virtually every aspect of our daily lives  is dependent on shipping, from fuel to food, from clothes to computers.  

Britain loves to revel in its maritime past whilst ignoring the ever pressing need for a sustainable maritime future and, unless attitudes to the UK shipping industry are treated to a tidal wave of change, we will face extraordinarily bleak prospects.  Britannia Rules the Waves rings out on the Last Night of the Proms each year, whilst each year we witness a relentless spiral of decline in our maritime skills base.  In the space of three decades the number of British seafarers has fallen from 90,000 to a little under 25,000, and on current trends a further decline of 20% will be realised by the end of this decade.  

British seafarers matter, not just for the safe carrying of cargos and passengers but also for the future of our wider maritime industries and services.  The wider maritime sector relies heavily on our experienced seafarers and through the skills and experience of our crucial British seafarers this country’s economy is boosted by £12bn every year.  We also support the continuing employment of over half-a-million people.  

With world seaborne trade set to double over the next 15 years, we can see that shipping is an industry that is most certainly not about to sail into the sunset.  We must ask ourselves why, though, are British seafarers becoming something of an endangered species?  In recent times, shipping is increasingly exposed to cut-throat competition fuelled by the rise of the open register.  We describe the open register, as a more accurate term, as a flag of convenience where ship-owners are free to choose the country in which they register their vessels and which leaves seafarers at the centre of a vicious and ferocious battleground over their employment costs.  This has resulted in the all too frequent findings of a British flagged ship without a single British seafarer on board.  It also allows for foreign seafarers to be working in British waters on wages that would be, quite frankly, criminal on the drier parts of our sovereign territory.  

If, colleagues, we are to break out of this spiral of decline and to train the next generation of British seafarers, we must start by better protecting employment rights in the industry, by actively enforcing the rules on British ships.  We must also actively enforce the global rules on foreign vessels trading and entering our ports and trading throughout our waters in sovereign territory.  

Last week, colleagues, the Government published their Maritime Growth Study Report making grandiose claims that it provides a blueprint for the future sustainability of our maritime sector. Colleagues, this report contains the expected eroticisms of our current Government by exposing our maritime industry to the galling parallel of unwanted unwelcome, and unnecessary regulation. Most notably and most shockingly was the idea of commercialisation of the UK ship register.  Colleagues, you need not wonder at the palpable dread when we risk turning our merchant fleet into just another flag of convenience by waiving the rules instead of ruling the waves.  

During the weekend we were told about events that may present a threat to our national security, our economic security, and to the security of every working family.   Congress, the threat is real but the apparent source of that threat is not Corbyn but our current complacent maritime approach.  We are sleepwalking into a deep deficit of skilled seafarers and the destruction of our register from one of progression and pride to one of slovenliness and shame.  

Congress, it is time to support our security, to support our seafarers, and to support our future at sea.  I move Motion 7.  (Applause)  

The President:  Thank you, Martin.  I call on RMT to second. 

Ian Boyle (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) seconded the motion.  

He said:  Congress, there has been a lot of talk of the minimum wage rising to the living wage but I have to tell you the seafarers are excluded from minimum wage legislation.  There has been a lot of talk about equality but seafarers are excluded from equality legislation.  I will tell you what that means.  It means that the ferries and the ships that take you on your holidays can pay rates of £2.30 an hour. Those who load your car on a ferry going from Portsmouth will be on that vessel for three months, working a 12-hour day, seven days a week, at £2.30 an hour while the shipping companies are raking it in.  That is a disgrace!  It is a scandal and it has no place in the 21st century.  (Applause)  The last Labour government commissioned the Carter Report, which recommended outlawing such scandals, and we hope that we can work with Jeremy and the transport team to campaign to end these ships of shame.  

Congress, this super exploitation is not just morally wrong.  As a direct result of undercutting, UK seafaring employment has been devastated.  There are now only 10,000 of us left when there used to be tens of thousands.  Maritime skills and our maritime future are under threat.  I work for the Royal Fleet Auxiliary, the fleet that supplies the logistics for the Royal Navy.  We served in the Falklands.  We served in the Gulf, and so many humanitarian missions, such as the ebola crisis in Sierra Leone.  

Congress, if we do not have skilled UK seafarers in the industry and if we allow this exploitation to continue, it will not just be our jobs under threat, it will be our maritime future and the security of the country.  Please support your seafarers.  Please support the motion.  Thank you.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Ian.  There are no further speakers.  I assume Nautilus will waive the right of reply?  Thank you.  So, we will move straight to the vote on Motion 7, Maritime Skills.  All those in favour please show?  Thank you.  All those against please show?  Thank you.  That is carried.


*
Motion 7 was CARRIED
The President:  I now call Motion 8, Stand up for Steel campaign.  The General Council supports the motion to be moved by Community and seconded by Unite.  Community.

Stand up for Steel campaign
Alan Coombs (Community) moved Motion 8.  

He said:  I have been a steelworker for more than 30 years, an official of a blast furnace branch in Margam works, Port Talbot in South Wales.  It is what I do.  It is in my blood.  It is part of Port Talbot’s DNA.  My steelworks supports more than 12,000 jobs on site and in the local supply chain.  I cannot overstress just how important the steel industry is to Port Talbot, just as it is to Corby, Newport, Teesside, Shotton, Scunthorpe, Rotherham, Hartlepool, Skinningrove and Motherwell.  All these areas are struggling with unemployment and where opportunities are not easy to come by, areas where secure jobs in the steel industry with good terms and conditions built up through decades of trade union organisation are absolutely vital to the local economies.  

It breaks my heart to think about what has happened to my industry over the last 30 years.  That period has been marked by closure after closure and cut after cut at plants right across the UK, tens of thousands of high-quality manufacturing jobs lost to areas of the country that need them the most.  It is tragic.  As we meet here today and as things stand, there is worse yet to come.  The UK steel industry is on its knees and faces a fight for its very existence in the face of a continued global slump in demand for steel and a criminal lack of support from Westminster.  Already this year thousands of job cuts have been announced and when Congress meets next year it is likely to have lost thousands more.  

We are in desperate need of urgent assistance from Government and an active industrial strategy that recognises the importance of heavy industry and enables our steelworkers to compete on a level playing field with producers in Europe and beyond.  At the moment, energy costs are more than 50% higher than they are in Germany just because their government recognises the importance of their steel industry.  How can we compete with that?  If we value our industry, we have to be prepared to fight for it and that fight must be led by us, the workers, the trade unions, the guardians of the industry that has provided a good standard of living for generations of steel communities for a hundred years.  

Steel is an unforgettable part of our heritage.  It must be recognised.  It is also crucial to our future as a key foundation industry of national strategic importance, vital to industrial supply chains.  That is why my union, Community, launched a Stand up for Steel campaign, standing side by side with steel employees, industry associations, and politicians representing steel constituencies.  All steelworkers want is a fair chance and an opportunity to show what they can do.  For decades they have topped the global productivity leads and they know exactly how to roll steel better than anybody else, or care more about the industry or better understand its importance to families, towns, and communities.  

Congress, the UK needs its steel industry.  We need to take action now.  Congress, let us send a message to the Government and to industry, our industry will fight for it.  Stand up for steel, stand up for steel communities, and stand up for the UK steel industry.  I move the motion.  Thank you very much.  (Applause)   

The President:  Thank you, Alan.  I call upon Unite to second.  

David Bowyer (Unite) seconded the motion.  

He said:  Congress, both the mover of the motion and myself work in the steel industry and have worked there all our working lives.  At present, the steel industry in the UK is dying and it is death by a thousand cuts while the present government looks on and does absolutely nothing.  

Both Unite and Community are proud of our members that work in the UK steel industry, proud of the contribution they make to the economy and to society as a whole.  The industry provides £95bn of the country’s GDP.  That is equivalent to a fifth of all manufacturing within the UK and contributes £12m in taxes and levies and a further £7bn in wages and National Insurance contributions to the Exchequer.  The steel industry is a crucial component of the UK economy and its demise is unthinkable.  

A total reliance upon imported steel would make the UK vulnerable to significant shifts within the global supply chain and demand would ultimately be more expensive.  Strategic growth within the UK sectors, such as automotive, aerospace, green technology, oil, gas, nuclear, and construction, all heavily depend on the production of steel.  A strong and competitive steel sector is also important to Europe’s industrial base.  The EU is the second largest producer of steel in the world with an output of 177 million tonnes of steel a year, accounting for 11% of global growth.  

Congress, the UK steel industry stands at an historic crossroads in the coming years and the action of parliamentarians and government will be hugely important in determining whether the steel industry has a future in this country or any future at all.  It is not regarded as alien elsewhere in Europe for governments to construct strategic holistic approaches to the manufacturing sectors, ensuring high-quality and sustainable industries to service their economic and social needs for the coming decades.  

Unite, therefore, calls on the UK Government to establish a clear, coherent, and interventionist industrial policy focused on lifting investment levels, improving productivity, and sustaining a well organised and skilled sector capable of facing the challenges of globalisation.  The Energy Saving Opportunity Scheme, as amended, ensures that British companies are not disadvantaged compared with their counterparts elsewhere in Europe, particularly in France and Germany where government takes a proactive role to shore up investment and growth.  

In this year’s budget the Chancellor announced support for the steel industry and other energy intensive sectors. However, we are still waiting for that support to be available; pledging the support for industry is one thing, delivering it is another.  The Chancellor talks the talk but I am afraid he is not able to walk the walk.  Please support this motion for the steel industry.  Thank you.  (Applause)   

The President:  Thank you very much.  I have no further speakers.  I assume Community waive their right of reply?  So, we will move to the vote on Motion 8, Stand up for Steel campaign.  Will all those in favour please show?  Thank you.  Will all those against please show?  Thank you.  That is carried.


*
Motion 8 was CARRIED
The President:  I now call paragraphs 1.6 and 1.7 and PCS have indicated that they want to speak on 1.6.

Energy

Chris Baugh (Public and Commercial Services Union) spoke to paragraph 1.6 of the General Council Report, and said: Congress, We wish to raise an objection to paragraph 1.6 in the General Council Report.  Last year’s Congress endorsed Composite 49 from the FBU on floods and climate change, amended by PCS. We agreed to consult TUC affiliates about a just transition to a low carbon economy, including a moratorium on extreme energy, such as shale gas extraction, known as fracking.  

Our first point is that we wish to complain about the nature of the consultation.  There were two meetings held. The first agreed to defer a decision on consultation until after the General Election.  The second meeting, which took place on 12th May, at no point in the agenda was it made clear to any of the affiliates that this meeting was to be the final consultation.  We do not think that this was the best way to consult TUC affiliates about what I think all of us would recognise is a significant issue, either on the question of a just transition to a low carbon economy or on fracking, as we agreed last year.  

The second point is that the paper that emerged presented to the TUC Executive and reflected in paragraph 1.6 endorses established policy to apply the precautionary principle to fracking, meaning a social responsibility to protect the public from exposure to harm when scientific investigation has shown a plausible risk.  That plausible risk to public health is of water contamination, of methane emissions more potent than carbon dioxide, the impact on the local environment expressed in the decision of Lancashire County Council to refuse fracking licences and, most importantly, in the 2015 Environmental Audit Committee Report of MPs on fracking, which I quote, concluded: “In a complex regulatory framework new regulatory arrangements should be determined before any further expansion of the industry.”  

So, if the precautionary principle means anything, TUC policy is for a moratorium on fracking.  The burden of proof for those who believe we should quite literally frack Little Plumpton and other areas of the desolate north is to come back to Congress and persuade us of that particular argument.  In the meantime, it should be clear PCS takes the view that the precautionary principle means supporting a moratorium on fracking and we hope Congress will agree with that view, too.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Chris.  I will ask Sue Ferns to respond on behalf of the General Council.  Sue.  

Sue Ferns (General Council): Thank you, President.  Thank you, PCS, for raising this point on what is an important issue of policy.  Chris has outlined the consultation process and let me just underline it.  The decision at Congress last year was to consult with affiliates on energy policy and adjust transition.  As Chris has said, there were two consultative meetings held and those meetings included affiliates from the energy sector and those with wider membership interests in environmental issues, including supporters of the 2014 motion, which includes PCS.  One meeting was held before the general election and there was a further meeting after the general election.  

Now, following these discussions, a paper was presented to the July 2015 meeting of the Executive Committee and I believe that at the second consultative meeting it was made clear that that would happen.  The paper set out the TUC’s broad support for a balanced energy policy combining a mix of renewable, new nuclear, and fossil fuel energy with carbon capture, supported by an active industrial strategy to drive jobs and investment in a new energy infrastructure.  That paper was endorsed by the Executive Committee and, as is the way that we do our business, it then came to the General Council and was endorsed by the General Council.  

How did the consultation process arrive at the policy position regarding fracking?  Essentially, the TUC has retained its approach on shale gas fracking based firmly on the precautionary principle, as I set out at Congress last year.  However, we have to recognise that we cannot preclude the inevitable interest of trade unions in the gas industry who wish to represent their members in that sector.  Of course, the subsequent actions of this Government post election to actively dismantle much of the green energy agenda only serves to underline the importance of strong and effective policy on energy and climate change, and I hope that we will all work together on that in the years ahead.  Thank you.  (Applause)  

The President:  Thank you very much, Sue.  I now call Motion 9, UK deep mined coal industry.  Please note that the FBU have withdrawn their amendment to that motion.  The General Council supports the motion to be moved by the NUM and seconded by ASLEF.  NUM.

UK deep-mined coal industry

Chris Kitchen (National Union of Mineworkers) moved Motion 9.  

He said:  Comrades, this motion is intended to serve as a warning, a reminder, if one is needed, as to how vindictive this Tory Government can be.  The UK will continue to generate electricity from coal for years to come but from the end of this year it will not be UK deep-mined coal preserving jobs and mining skills in the United Kingdom, it will be imported coal from Russia, Colombia and America.  This is the result of, at best, a short-sighted incompetent energy policy which favours leaving the security of energy of the country to the free market allowing multinational companies to rip off the UK consumer or, at worst, a politically motivated vindictive attack on an industry and its trade unions, an attack that started over 30 years ago by the Thatcher government.  

I would like to thank the TUC for setting up the Clean Coal Task Group, a group that has done a lot of good work between the trade unions and employers over the years to promote the use of carbon capture and storage, work that, unfortunately, has fallen on deaf ears.  

Coalmining has never been a glamorous job, working deep below the earth in a harsh and dangerous environment, an environment where your safety depends on your workmates and theirs on you.  It is that safety ethic that formed the foundation of the mining communities, communities where the old were respected and the young were protected, where people looked out for each other.  The deep-mined coal industry is not, as it has been portrayed, an industry of dinosaurs.  The UK coalmining industry has modernised with the introduction of mechanisation, new shift patterns, working practices, an industry that improved production, reduced costs, but never compromised on safety.  That cannot be said for some of the countries where we will be importing coal from in the future.  

UK Coal first approached the then ConDem government in December 2013 for assistance in the form of a £50m loan to safeguard the future of Kellingley and Thoresby collieries and the 1,500 employees that worked at them.  Their request was turned down.  There then followed a protracted state aid application process, the process that was deliberately drawn out to ensure that the final amount of state aid required was not value for money for the taxpayer.  

It seems  a ridiculous situation that a UK government cannot see the value of protecting jobs and skills in the UK and ensuring that we have a secure, affordable, and diverse energy supply, a government that would only assist in closing the mines.  This despite the fact that since 1995 the mining pension schemes closed as part of the privatisation of the coal industry have handed over to the Exchequer £6bn under the share arrangements that were put in place at that time, £6bn for what is, in effect, a guarantee to loan money to the schemes if they forecast a deficit, a loan that has to be repaid from future surpluses with interest.  

Comrades, it has taken over 30 years for the Tories to place the last nail in the coffin of the British deep-mined coal industry but the NUM and its members are proud of our history.  We will continue to fight for a just change to stop the Exchequer from profiteering from the mineworkers’ pension schemes.  Pension scheme money should go to pensioners to improve the quality of their lives and benefit the communities that they live in.  We shall continue to call for a public inquiry into the policing of the 1984/85 dispute, not just at Orgreave but all the picket lines up and down the country.  I ask Congress delegates to support this motion.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Chris.  I call ASLEF to second.

Mark Prenter (ASLEF) seconded the motion.  

He said:  Congress, I am proud to be supporting the motion.  We are happy to support the NUM as ASLEF has a proud tradition of supporting the mining industry.  My union supports a balanced energy policy for the UK with a strong emphasis on renewable energy as well as investment in clean coal and gas power, and a shift towards more sustainable production and green jobs.  The end of industrial scale deep coalmining in Britain is a scandal.  It is ideological madness from the Government and the criminal destruction of an industry which should be playing an important role in our economic recovery.  

The UK Coal Forum estimates that there are more than 100 million tonnes beneath the ground.  The Government’s failure to invest in UK Coal means we are basing our energy policy around imported coal and volatile international energy markets.  This move puts our energy security at risk.  The decision not to invest in the industry is disastrous for the 2,000 employees of UK Coal but is also a serious blow to the livelihoods of the communities, the local economies, and the thousands of workers in the wider supply chain.  

A report from the Coalfields Regeneration Trust last year highlighted the many problems faced by such communities, such as higher unemployment rates, more people with serious health issues, a higher number of people in receipt of welfare benefits, and voluntary and community sectors which struggle more than the national average.  In my local area of Thanet, which is less than 50 miles away from London, the closure of the mining industry has had an immense impact on the local community. Many miners moved from many parts of the country to gain work. This was taken away from them.  This decision has also taken away many skilled jobs.  

The Tories did not have a Plan B to re-skill the next generation and provide a new industry for our young people.  Instead of young people undertaking skilled jobs, they now have to work zero hour contracts.  The report goes on to say that for the 5.5 million people in Great Britain who live in former mining areas there is still a compelling case for the need for support and access to funding.  The Government’s decision to abandon the deep-mined coal industry is a betrayal of these communities.  

UK Coal spends, on average, on each mine in the region of £25m to £30m a year on materials and equipment with around £5m to £6m going to local suppliers.  Coal is also the number one commodity transported on UK railways yet the amount being carried across the network is falling.  Job cuts have been announced in the rail freight sector across all grades.  Congress, we must continue to support the miners and their communities and I urge you to support this motion. Thank you.  (Applause)  

The President:  Thank you, Mark.  There are no further speakers.  I assume the NUM waives their right of reply?  (Declined)  Thank you.  That means we move to the vote on Motion 9, UK deep-mined coal industry.  Will all those in favour please show?  Thank you.  Will all those against please show?  That is carried.


*
Motion 9 was CARRIED
The President:  I now call Composite Motion 3, Offshore oil and gas employment.  The General Council supports the composite motion, which is to be moved by Nautilus, seconded by RMT, and supported by BALPA.    Nautilus.  

Offshore oil and gas employment

Steve Doran (Nautilus International) moved Composite Motion 3.  

He said:  Congress, the plunging price of oil has made a big difference to our household budgets but these lower costs come at a high price for the 400,000 plus people working in the North Sea offshore industry.  Up to 65,000 jobs have been lost already since last year and there are warnings that there are many more that will go by the end of this decade.  Operators are using the situation to undermine existing terms and conditions and safety measures, including those introduced following the 1988 Piper Alpha disaster where 167 people lost their lives, are also under threat.  

There is no disputing that the slump is bad, it is the worst I have seen.  The price of a barrel of oil has more than halved over the past year and tax receipts totalled only £168m in the first three months of this year compared with £969m over the same period in 2014.  The impact of reduced revenue is felt particularly strongly in the North Sea where exploration has reached its lowest level since 1964.  The world’s biggest oil and gas groups have slashed spending and jobs.  They have cut drilling and cancelled or deferred projects.  Many have renegotiated existing contracts, effectively forcing contractors to accept reduced terms or lose the work completely.  

In spite of all this, this sector remains of critical importance to the UK, providing more than 70% of our energy needs and contributing more than £316bn in taxes since 1970.  It is, therefore, essential that the sector is protected from short-term cuts that could create long-term damage.  We have been here before.  The price of oil has historically followed a boom and bust cycle.  In the mid-1980s, for example, prices slumped and thousands lost their jobs only for the industry to see record highs just 10 years later.  Further slumps occurred in 2005 and 2008 but prices had peaked at nearly $150 in the intervening years.  

Nautilus International represents seafarers working on specialist ships that operate in this sector.  The skills needed are unique and once they are lost they can be gone for ever.  Short-sighted cost cutting is bad for employees, bad for business, bad for the UK economy, and bad for safety.  The offshore industry is vital to the nation and we believe that the Government must do more to safeguard the sector’s skills and keep the UK competitive.  The quick fixes adopted by Government so far have done little to incentivise the industry to take a longer-term view.  Ministers must develop a holistic and far-reaching strategy that will protect and ensure that safety and training standards are maintained whilst also helping the UK offshore sector to transition into renewables.  Operators should be working with unions to preserve skills and safety standards rather than imposing unsustainable changes on workers’ conditions.  

We urge you to support our campaign.  Let’s take this case to Government to adopt measures to protect skills and experience in the offshore sector to ensure that the UK Continental Shelf is not exposed to unfair competition.  I move.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Steve.  I will also call later in the debate Unite and PCS but could I now ask RMT to second.  

Ian Boyle (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) seconded the motion.  

He said:  Congress, it is 27 years since the Piper Alpha disaster in the North Sea where so many lives were lost.  It is 25 years since the publication of the Cullen Report, a watershed moment for safety in the offshore oil and gas industry.  The key recommendation of Cullen was to institute a safety culture of continuous improvement in the offshore industry but in the last six years alone there have been five offshore helicopter accidents, two fatal, claiming the lives of 20 offshore workers and crew, but there have been no meaningful inquiries or action taken and, Congress, instead of continuous improvement as recommended by Cullen, we have had continuous cuts.  15,000 offshore workers have been made redundant in the last year.   There is a growing backlog of safety critical work, longer shift patterns are being imposed, leave is being cut, corners are being cut and fatigue is increasing.  Our members are worried and we should be worried too.  

Congress, last year, following evidence from the offshore unions a Parliamentary Transport Committee recommended a full independent public inquiry into commercial pressure and helicopter safety.  Disgracefully, the Government rejected this out of hand.  Unbelievably, they said there was no evidence of commercial pressures compromising safety.  Congress, we have to act before it is too late.  We have to remember the Piper Alpha and all the other avoidable tragedies in the offshore sector and we need to put safety before profit, we need a full public inquiry into all aspects of offshore safety, and we need to act together to stop these cuts.  Please support the motion.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Ian.  I call BALPA.  

John Moore (British Air Line Pilots Association) supported the motion.  

He said:  President, Congress, we very, very strongly support this motion.  Like other offshore unions BALPA has witnessed firsthand the devastating impact of the current crisis on our members’ jobs, their terms and conditions, and their careers.  In the helicopter sector, employers are axing jobs, freezing pay and introducing other painful cost-cutting measures.  In one company alone nearly 40% of highly skilled helicopter- pilot jobs in Aberdeen and Shetland are under threat and likely to be lost.  

Our members accept that some of these changes are necessary.  However, what they do not accept and what they strongly oppose is the hard-nosed manner in which management is implementing change with skinflint severance packages, unacceptable selection criteria for redundancies, and probably, worst of all, no proper plan to maintain the high skills base which has underpinned the success of the North Seal oil and gas sector.  

As we have heard from Steve, we have also seen the oil and gas producers exploiting the crisis and encouraging a crazy race to the bottom competition amongst suppliers and I have to say from where we are standing the whole process looks and feels much more like some sort of fire sale than an intelligent managed response to a genuine economic problem.  So, along with Nautilus, RMT, Unite, GMB and other offshore unions, we are going to continue to call on both the Scottish and Westminster governments to start knocking heads together and address this problem.  

We also share the concerns the RMT just expressed, and other offshore unions, that the number one issue is safety.  Our members, pilots, are already reporting that their ability to sleep and concentrate at work is being affected by the threat hanging over them and their families.  As one of our members put it, do you really want helicopter pilots to be worried about their training loans, and their mortgages, and how these are going to be repaid on a dark and stormy night in the North Sea?  We are going to continue raising these safety concerns with the helicopter operators and the Civil Aviation Authority.  Please support this motion.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, John.  I call Unite.

Jane Stewart (Unite the Union) supported the motion.  

She said: Congress, Unite is the largest union operating in the offshore industry and we are currently involved in most of the items referred to in this motion.  This is the most serious situation the offshore unions have experienced in the North Sea.  Following the continuing collapse of the price of Brent Crude we face massive job losses.  Oil experts, Wood Mackenzie, predict that half the oil and gas fields in the North Sea will be closed in the next five years, 320 fields are in production, and they predict the closure will result in a 44% drop in production.  We have already lost 5,500 jobs in recent months and as many as 65,000 jobs could be lost in the sectors as a total.  Investment has been slashed and only 38 new fields will be coming on line in the next five years.  It is expected by 2019 companies will be spending more in dismantling North Sea facilities than developing new fields.  This is taking place, Congress, against the backdrop of oil companies making billions and billions in the past, failing to invest in the future and not anticipating the current crisis.  

Our members and those in the RMT, the GMB, Nautilus and BALPA, who risk their lives working in this most dangerous of industries, are expected to pay the price.  Unite and the RMT are currently balloting the catering side of the industry and Unite the very serious situations in regard to our agreement with the operating contractors that hopefully we can resolve.  Congress, there needs to be a serious reassessment of the situation rather than the continuing shutdowns.  We also need to learn from our colleagues in Norway where there is ongoing discussion with regard to the Norwegian Shelf and we should have the same discussion about the UK Continental Shelf.  Finally, there is a failure to have that independent public inquiry into the helicopter operations in the North Sea and we reiterate the need for a public inquiry into all aspects of safety in our offshore industry.  Please support the motion.  (Applause)   

The President:  Thank you, Jane.  I call PCS.

Gordon Rowntree (Public and Commercial Services Union) supported the motion.  He said:  Congress, unlike some of the other industries, offshore gas and oil workers often have little attention drawn to them unless there is a major catastrophe like there was with the Piper Alpha explosion.  With the falling oil prices this has put workers in this industry back on the agenda.  Across this industry it has been estimated that they have lost 15% of the jobs, direct and indirect supply chain jobs, since the start of last year.  

PCS absolutely agrees that workers in this industry need our support and we will back any campaign to protect the terms and conditions and the safety standards of workers in that industry.  As with austerity politics, the crisis or a so-called crisis of the financial markets has been used to impose these severe cuts, the cost-cutting measures, or as the bosses would say, improving cost and efficiency.  

Climate change is also a very real threat to all workers and PCS, therefore, cannot support further measures as called for in the motion to increase exploration and development in the UK Continental Shelf as it is incompatible with our environmental policy so we will be abstaining on this motion.  Cameron says that he is green yet the Government’s position is quite clear, the Infrastructure Act that was passed in January included a clause to maximise the economic recovery in petroleum.  George Osborne’s Budget announced generous tax breaks for the oil and gas industry, including support for the development of fracking, yet at the same time subsidies are being cut across the renewable sector with 20,000 job losses forecast to be lost in the solar industry alone.  

Of course, the point is not to pit one group of workers against another but as it is acknowledged in the motion the North Sea is a mature region and as with all fossil fuels oil and gas are a finite resource. Therefore, the real alternatives for workers is not to squeeze every last drop of oil out of the sea but start planning a just transition for workers out of fossil fuels.  This means providing jobs for displaced workers and harnessing their skills in new unionised renewable energy jobs as part of a wider democratically and publicly owned energy sector.  If we are to be serious about tackling climate change and achieve the reduction targets needed to avoid the kind of humanitarian disasters we have already seen in places like the Philippines when the typhoon hit in 2013, then organised labour has to be at the forefront of this.  

The march organised at the end of this year ahead of the Paris talks on climate change is under the banner of Climate, Justice and Jobs, precisely because to tackle climate change there is an increasing awareness that this cannot be done in isolation of organised labour and addressing the issues of justice.  PCS are therefore, unfortunately, abstaining on the motion but I hope you appreciate the reasons why.  (Applause) 
The President:  Thank you, Gordon.   Does Nautilus want to exercise a right of reply?  

Steve Doran (Nautilus International) exercised his right of reply.

He said:  Thank you President, and thank you, PCS.  I do not think we are that far apart.  I did make some reference in moving the motion to the need for a switch of emphasis onto renewables and to work consultatively with other unions and the stakeholders in the industry for a joined-up thinking approach.  I do not think we are a million miles away.  I appreciate you are not opposing and that you are not choosing to vote for the reasons you have outlined.  I do not believe we are a million miles away.  Thank you.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you very much, Steve.  That takes us to the vote on Composite Motion 3.  All those in favour please show?  Thank you.  All those against?  That is carried.


*
Composite Motion 3 was CARRIED
The President:  Staying with section 3, Good services and decent welfare, we move to Transport, from page 17, and I call paragraphs 1.9 1.10, and Motion 36, Transport.  The General Council supports the motion, which is to be moved by RMT and seconded by Unite.  I call RMT to move.

Transport
Mick Cash (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) moved Motion 36.  

He said:  Congress, most of you here today will have got here safely by train and most of you will go home by train.  You expect to have a safe journey. You have the right to have a safe journey but, Congress, we know that we cannot take anything for granted.  Many of us still recall the horror of previous accidents on the railways, the Southall rail crash in 1997 which left us with 7 dead and 139 injured; Paddington two years later, 31 dead, 250 injured; Hatfield a year after that, 4 dead, 70 injured; and two years after that Potters Bar, 7 dead, 70 injured.  Congress, a succession of disasters where lives were lost and lives were ruined, disaster after disaster because the Tories broke up and privatised our industry.  We should never forget that and, Congress, the Tories should always hang their heads in shame.  

But, now, Congress, I have to tell you that many of those spivs and politicians who wreaked havoc on our industry are prepared to risk lives again.  They want to get rid of the very staff that protect passenger safety, like our members on First Great Western who have been taking strike action, taking strike action to protect services for passengers and to protect safety for passengers, and for that our members should be applauded.  (Applause)   

I was a rail worker when those terrible rail crashes took place and rail workers welcomed it when much of the industry was put back together. We know it is not perfect. We are still fighting cuts and threats to safety but if your railways are all joined up and less profit driven, then you cut down the safety risks.  Now the Tories want to break up and privatise Network Rail.  They want to put profit before safety.  Congress, I give notice today, if they do that, we will ballot our members and we will beat those ballot thresholds, and we will call the biggest national rail strike in a generation to defend our safety and to keep our railways safe.   (Applause)   

Congress, we have also been debating the European Union this week.  People were saying and do say to me, “Mick, what’s the RMT got against the EU?”  Where do you start?  One of the reasons is because the EU are against us.  It is not just the Tories who want to smash up our railways; the European Union does as well.  Just last week they have been putting the finishing touches on another set of rail directives, directives that will enforce the privatisation and fragmentation of our railways.  It is not just our railways.  In Scotland, the SNP are using European directives to privatise lifeline ferry services.  Our members in Scotland took strike action to defend those services.  They took strike action to take on privatisation by the Scottish government and the EU.  We should salute their action as well.  

In addition, Congress, I want to place on record the appreciation of the RMT to Frances and the TUC for their public support for that action.  I also want to place on record the success of the TUC and the rail unions for the Action for Rail campaign, but we need to campaign just as effectively on buses which are facing wave after wave of cuts.  I sincerely hope we can work together with our brothers and sisters in Unite, and the TUC, and the wider Movement to do that.  We are going to have generalised support, I suppose, to stop these generalised attacks.   There is nothing wrong with “generalised” as a word.  

Congress, we know the way forward, and it is supported by the vast majority of the Labour Party, it is supported by the vast majority of the British people, and that is the railway in public ownership, the buses and ferries in public ownership, all our public services in public ownership.  I move.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Mick.  I call on Unite to second.  Taj. 

Mohammed Taj (Unite) seconded the motion.  

He said:  Congress, Unite has a long and a proud record of representing transport workers and making the case for high-quality transport and for public transport.  I am a bus worker and I want to speak about bus services.  Let’s not forget those immortal lines of Margaret Thatcher, who said: “If you are a young man of 26 still riding on a bus, you are a loser.”  In my case I have been riding them and driving them for over 41 years.  I dread to think what her thoughts would have been about me today.  

Buses are the most frequently used and most democratic form of public transport. They are the lifelines of our communities yet the Campaign for Better Transport reports that there have been 2,000 bus routes cut and since 2010 nearly 500 services cut in the last year alone.  We need more public ownership and accountability.  Privatisation and deregulation is not the answer.  It was a Labour mayor who changed things in London, but under Boris Johnson public transport has been attacked.  I am sure the next Labour mayor of London, the son of a bus driver, will change things again.  (Applause)  

As a bus worker myself I know first hand the disaster of privatisation and deregulation in the bus industry in the last 30 years.  We need an integrated network of properly regulated bus services run for the benefit of passengers and not for excessive profit.  Unite members, and we represent 90,000 bus workers, have been at the forefront of trying to repair the damage caused by bus deregulation.  We will be at the forefront of challenging any threats to bus services that may be in the forthcoming Buses Bill.  

Quality contracts give local authorities the power to determine service delivery, set affordable fares, stipulate decent terms and conditions for bus workers.  It is shameful that operators are against this.  Congress, let’s be clear, a travel policy based on market forces cannot be in the national interest.  I urge you to support the motion.  Thank you.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Taj.  There are no further speakers.  I assume RMT waive their right of reply?  We will go straight to the vote on Motion 36 on Transport.  All those in favour please show?  Thank you.  All those against please show?  Thank you.  That is carried.


*
Motion 36 was CARRIED.

The President:   I now call Motion 37, Public ownership and the break-up of Network Rail.  The General Council supports the motion which is to be moved by TSSA and seconded by ASLEF.  TSSA.  Manuel.

Public ownership and the break-up of Network Rail

Manuel Cortes (Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association) moved Motion 37.  

He said:  Congress, I am really pleased to be standing here in front of you today because this morning the privateers racket, the Rail Delivery Group, actually published a report saying that everything was rosy in the garden.  I suppose what is there not to like if you are one of the fat cats on six and seven-figure salaries for running an essential public service.  Let’s ask the passengers.  Why don’t we do that?  

In the most popular routes since 1995 fares have increased by over 100%.  I am sure we all wish the wages of the members that we represent had gone up by as much, but they have not, so people are being priced off our railways.  As Mick Cash has already alluded to, the break-up of Network Rail will be a disaster waiting to happen.  We will be standing shoulder to shoulder with our sisters and brothers in the RMT on picket lines, if that is the way they decided to go. (Applause)  I tell you, in seven short years, and that is how long it lasted, the private experiment within our infrastructure, we had Hatfield and Potters Bar, people dying, dying because someone wanted to pursue profit.  I say never ever again are we going to have that on our railways.  I am very pleased that we now have a Labour Party leader who is committed to bringing the railways into public ownership with no ifs and no buts. (Applause)  

Let’s face it, Tony Blair did not create Network Rail as a public company because he had a bout of socialism.  He did not.  He did it because people were dying because of the pursuit of profit and he knew fine well that the country would not tolerate it any further.  I am an optimist; that is why I am a socialist.  What I have seen in the last few days is a bout of socialism and what is really important is that we send a very clear message from this hall, that when it comes to our railways we stand shoulder to shoulder with the people of our country.  Every opinion poll that has ever been conducted tells us that people want the railways back where they belong, in public ownership.  This is popular. These are the kinds of policies that Labour should have had in the manifesto and may be, may be, we would have had a Labour government, and it cuts across all parties, the voters that Labour needs to bring back home.  Three-quarters of UK voters want the railways back in public ownership.  The majority of Tories want the railways back in public ownership.  Everybody in this hall wants the railways back in public ownership and soon we are going to get a prime minister that is going to deliver it.  Thank you.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Manuel.  I call upon ASLEF to second.

Gary Boyle (Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen) seconded the motion.  

He said:  This Government’s rail policy is a shambles, wrapped in a fiasco inside a disaster.  The Government made lots of promises about what it was going to do for rail before the election. Strangely enough, after the election these promises became too expensive to meet.  It is the customers – they call them customers but when I started on the railway they were passengers – it is the workers and the passengers who suffer from this short-term.  Private rail means they cannot see beyond the next profit target.  There is no long-term strategy for the railway.  

The Secretary of State for Transport recently said, “The objective of a great government rail policy is to demonstrate by 2020 that rail franchising works.”  They are determined to carry on with a failed model.  It is sad that the Government have so little vision or ambition for one of the country’s most important public services.  Congress restates its support for public ownership for rail each year and we do so again now.  I am sure all of us here, therefore, welcome Jeremy Corbyn’s pledge to return the railways to public hands.  

We are 20 years on from privatisation and there has never been more corporate welfare in the rail industry.  It is not about benefit cheats and scroungers, the rail industry is full of corporate cheats and scroungers; in fact, we see consistently a failure is no barrier to future success of the rail industry.  If you mess up a contract and leave the taxpayer with a bill for tens of billions of pounds, like National Express, then you can be in with a chance of other contracts.  In London, the Mayor’s lieutenant, Peter Hendy, and Mike Brown, have been given promotions and plum jobs costing taxpayers hundreds of millions of pounds in signalling contracts which they have made a mess of.  

Letting companies cream profits from taxpayers’ subsidy is one thing, making profits through cuts to safety is another.  It is morally wrong and history shows us that rail is a safety critical industry; when you cut corners you have accidents and people die.  That is why Network Rail should be kept together as a national rail body in the public sector.  It is not perfect and it does need reform but we must oppose any moves by the Government to return it to the private sector.  

We need one national rail operator to protect our rail freight industry.  Rail freight is a hugely important sector for the UK economy worth nearly £2bn a year.  It reduces road congestion, it is significantly safer, less polluting than road haulage and is highly reliable.  

ASLEF supports the work of the TUC and the Action for Rail campaign which is formed to highlight the wrongs of rail privatisation and has achieved many successes; long may this continue.  Congress, please support this motion.  Thank you.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you.  I have no further speakers.  I assume TSSA will waive their right of reply?  (Waived)  That takes us to the vote on Motion 37.  All those in favour please show?  Thank you very much.  All those against please show?  Thank you very much. 


*
Motion 37 was CARRIED.

The President:  I will take one more motion before lunch so I call Motion 38, Safety in UK airspace.  The General Council supports the motion which is to be moved by Prospect and seconded by BALPA.  Prospect.

Safety in UK airspace

Heather Phillips (Prospect) moved Motion 38.  

She said:  Congress, airport capacity is arguably the most significant policy issue currently in the aviation industry.  The issue continues to be politically charged.  Prospect, along with others, including the GMB and Unite, is supportive of an increase in airport capacity in the south east and many of our members agree.  In September 2012, the Government established the Airports Commission and the Commission’s Final Report was published in July this year.  The clear choice of all the members of that Commission was that a third runway at Heathrow was the best way to deliver capacity by 2030.  

Increased capacity means increased risk and although the aviation industry is heavily regulated, the focus has moved from safety and security to influence in the market, in particular, encouraging price competition at as low a level as possible, but safety and security have a price.  This is clearly at odds with the Long Cross model.  The consequence is a performance regime for air traffic and air navigation services that is skewed towards continual reduction in charges with risks focused on an economic model rather than safety.  Added to the drive to reduce costs operators are increasingly relocating their businesses, their licences, or their area operators certifications, offshore to countries with a lighter touch, basically under a flag of convenience, with cheaper regulation fees, lower or even no taxes and the freedom to employ a cheaper workforce in unregulated labour markets.  

Norwegian Air International, for instance, which operates flags mainly within and to and from the EU, employ cabin crew staff with individual contracts of employment, supplied by an agency in Bangkok.  This allows them to escape the tougher standards required in the EU and its own country.  

Congress, later this year stricter EU rules governing how aviation employees report safety incidents come into force.  The aim of these new regulations is to prevent accidents by reporting, analysing, and following up dangerous occurrences in aviation, near misses, and we must ensure that individuals are not blamed when reporting this.  Honest mistakes happen and employers must operate a just culture, a culture where near misses are acted upon with no blame apportioned.  

Congress, aviation safety affects us all, whether or not we fly.  You can see that in Shoreham this year.  We must ensure that operators do their duty to serve employees and their customers and we must ensure that the Government implements the Commission’s report in full.  Congress, please support.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Heather.  I call on BALPA to second.

John Moore (British Air Line Pilots Association) seconded the motion.  

He said:  President, Congress, flight safety is my union’s number one concern and we therefore strongly support this motion.  One of the biggest threats to flight safety is fatigue caused by ever-increasing commercial pressure, evermore demanding schedules, and punishing roster patterns.  As an example of this, BALPA members have recently reported a number of recent incidents in which pilots have fallen asleep in the cockpit during a critical phase of flight, such as an approach to a busy UK airport.  A big part of the problem is that fatigue is under-reported because pilots often feel stigmatised if they raise the issue.  

We, therefore, very much welcome the introduction of new European incident reporting rules which are designed to do two simple things.  First, as Heather mentioned, to establish a proper blame-free just culture in which pilots, cabin crew, engineers, air traffic controllers, and other safety critical staff can share their concerns about fatigue.  The second is to provide employers with accurate and reliable data to enable them actually to address the issue of fatigue and produce safer rosters and safer working arrangements.  

The other big threat to flight safety, also mentioned by Heather and our colleagues in Nautilus earlier today, is the emergence of a very ugly phenomenon first experienced in the commercial shipping industry, flags of convenience, with operators shopping around the world for the countries with the weakest oversight in terms of maintenance, training standards, and aircraft air worthiness.  We had a tragic example of this in 2011 when two pilots and four passengers were killed in a crash at Cork Airport.  The flight on that occasion was operated by a so-called virtual airline with – and follow this carefully – the aircraft owned by a Spanish bank, leased by another Spanish company but then subleased and operated by a third Spanish company, who was also the official certificate holder, with tickets sold by an Isle of Man company called Manx 2, and with the maintenance provided by yet another fourth Spanish company.  In its report the Irish Air Accident Unit found that the non-transparent structure of the operation and the lack of effective oversight by both the operator and the national authorities were potential factors in causing the fatal accident.  

So, we therefore strongly support efforts being made by Prospect, Unite, the European Cockpit Association and the ITF to address this growing threat to flight safety posed by flags of convenience.  We second this motion and urge Congress to support it.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, John.  There are no further speakers.  I assume Prospect does not want a right of reply?  Thank you.  We will move to the vote on Motion 38, Safety in UK airspace.  Will all those in favour please show?  Thank you.  Will all those against please show?  Thank you.  That is carried.


*
Motion 38 was CARRIED
The President:  Congress, that completes our business for this morning.  Congress is now adjourned until 2.15 but I need to advise you that the Congress Hall will be closed between now and 1.30 so please make sure you take everything that you need with you because you will not be able to access the hall before 1.30.  Thank you very much and see you at 2.15.

Congress adjourned for lunch.

Afternoon session
(Congress resumed at 2.15 p.m.)

The President:  Delegates, I call Congress to order, please.   Many thanks, once again, to The Disciples, who have been playing for us again this afternoon. (Applause)  

As I indicated this morning, copies of Composite 18, Emergency Motions 1 and 2 and the General Council Statement on Europe have been circulated.  The General Council Statement on Refugees will be circulated in due course. 

Respect and a voice at work
We turn this afternoon to Section 4 of the General Council Report: Respect and a voice at work, from page 40.  I call paragraphs 4.1, 4.8 and Motion 71: Statutory recognition – scope of collective bargaining.  The General Council’s position is to support the motion, which will be moved by BALPA and seconded by Prospect. 

Statutory recognition — scope of collective bargaining

John Moore (British Air Line Pilots Association) moved Motion 71.  

He said:  President and Congress, since it was first introduced in 2000, the statutory recognition process has been successfully used by BALPA and other unions to organise new work groups and extend the scope of collective bargaining.  Our experience, like others, is that in the vast majority of cases an employer, faced with a successful recognition ballot, will behave rationally and sign up to a voluntary recognition agreement.  This is invariably in the interests of both the company and the union.  From the employers’ perspective, it means the agreement can be tailored to fit the particular needs of the company or the workplace, and from the union’s perspective, the scope of collective bargaining, although it is not necessarily legally binding is normally fairly broad and includes pay, holidays, hours, including rostering, scheduling, shift arrangements and other contractual terms.   For both sides, the voluntary recognition route means avoiding the highly constrained and the highly inflexible statutory process, and it usually leads to more constructive and professional industrial relations.  

However, during the past 15 years, as BALPA and other unions have gradually worked through their list of target companies, we have turned our attention to what you might call the “rump”, a small number of remaining companies that are anti union and who will stop at nothing to undermine legitimate union attempts to organise and represent their members and who, from our perspective, seem to be using many of the tactics employed by union busters in the United States.   These companies start by campaigning vigorously for a “no” vote in any recognition ballot. When that tactic fails and employees vote strongly in favour of recognition, they change tact and then they resist every reasonable attempt to negotiate a sensible voluntary recognition agreement.  This then results in the CAC imposing the statutory method.   These employers then try to undermine the statutory process in two ways. First of all, they will often implement pay increases or other changes to terms and conditions in advance of any negotiating meetings, trying to render the whole negotiating process meaningless.  Secondly, they try to apply an absurdly restricted definition to an already very restrictive legal definition of collective bargaining which, as you know, is limited to pay, hours and holidays.  

Recently, this tactic has been taken to new extremes by one UK airline, which has argued that the definition of “hours” does not include the actual rostering arrangements which determine the working hours, the days off, the rest periods etc. in areas where members work variable hours.  To our dismay and to the astonishment of our lawyers, the High Court has agreed with this airline’s interpretation.  We, fundamentally, disagree, and we are already in the process of appealing this decision at the Court of Appeal.  

The purpose of this motion is to call on Congress to support the efforts of all affiliated trade unions who find themselves having to challenge this absurdly restrictive interpretation of the law. As a belt-and-braces approach, we also believe that there needs to be revised legislation to restore the original intention of the statutory recognition procedure.  We believe that this can best be achieved by widening the definition of “collection bargaining” under the statutory procedure and bringing it into line with the voluntary definition of “bargaining”, which would normally include all the main terms of employment, including rostering and scheduling arrangements.  Please support this motion.  (Applause)

Mike Clancy (Prospect) seconded the motion.  He said:  Congress, recognition and collective bargaining are fundamental collective rights. We know that right.  They are guaranteed by ILO conventions and they are essential for trade unions to operate in an unfettered manner, to support and protect members in negotiations with employers.  

If you had been at the fringe meeting we have just had, collective bargaining and the rights associated with them are also demonstrably vital in ensuring good macro-economic outcomes.  The work that we, along with other trade unions and the New Economic Foundation, have done have demonstrated that the decline in collective bargaining that we have experienced in this country has reduced gross national product by nearly £30 billion.  These are demonstrable consequences when collective bargaining is denied to people in the workplace. 

The statutory scheme is still important.  It can require employers to engage in collective bargaining but, as ever, we are at the mercy of judges who do not necessarily have an understanding of the industrial reality of the workplace.  Whilst the 1992 Act guarantees unions the statutory right to negotiate on pay, hours and holidays, this High Court decision has narrowed and restricted this definition.  As I say, it belies industrial reality.  

Also, we have to remind ourselves that the voluntary process is also a challenge.  It is rare for Prospect to experience this, but in 2012 we, along with three other affiliated trade unions, experienced a process of being derecognised in the major defence company, Qinetiq.  This was after we had had the temerity to press for some higher wage claims than the company was prepared to engage in at that time.  Many approaches later, the company continues to resist any form of voluntary recognition, despite the fact that unionisation levels have remained high and despite the fact that we have been prepared to consider alternative mechanisms.  So the statutory and voluntary routes of collective bargaining are vitally important.  It is vitally important as well that this motion is supported, and that we send the message that we are not prepared to have these vital rights narrowed by the courts.  Please support the motion. 

The President:   Thank you, Mike.  There are no further speakers.  I assume that BALPA does not want a right of reply?  (Declined)  Thank you very much.  So we move to the vote on Motion 71: Statutory recognition – scope of collective bargaining.  All those in favour, please show?  All those against, please show?  Thank you. That is carried. 


*
Motion 71 was CARRIED.  
The President:  I now call paragraphs 4.4 to 4.7, paragraph 4.12 and Composite Motion 15: Casualisation.  The General Council’s position is to support the composite, which will be moved by UCU and seconded by UCATT, and supported by TSSA.  

Casualisation

Liz Lawrence (University and College Union) moved Composite Motion 15.  
She said:  Congress, job insecurity is a major feature of work experience for far too many workers in the world today.  Casualisation is not just something at the very margins of the economy.  If we take the worse form of casualisation — the unfair labour practice of zero-hour contracts — the Office for National Statistics has reported this month that 2.4% of the total UK workforce work on zero-hour contracts.  This is an increase of 19% since the previous year.  In 2014, 624,000 workers were on zero-hour contracts.  In 2015 the figure is 744,000.  Many workers also suffer the problem of under-employment.  The ONS survey found that 40% of the workers on zero-hour contracts wanted more hours.  

Casualisation takes many forms, including temporary contracts, pseudo self-employment, agency working, zero hours, etc.  In post-school education casualisation of the labour force is widespread.  The Higher Education Statistics Agency figures for 2013-14 reported that 35.7% of UK academic staff were employed on fixed-term contracts.  Of these staff, we also find that 32.7% were not subsequently re-employed.  In some colleges and universities a very substantial percentage of teaching is done on insecure contracts.  

UCU has surveyed the impact of casualisation in our sector.  We surveyed 2,500 casualised staff in further and higher education.  We found that 42% were saying that they struggled to pay household bills, 34% have problems getting a mortgage, 21% even said that they were struggling to put food on the table and 30% were earning less than a thousand pounds a month.  In other words, it is a real problem for people affected by it.  Insecure employment makes it difficult for workers to plan their lives or their finances.  It makes it difficult to find good quality, secure housing.  It makes people wonder how long they will stay in a particular town or city, or will they need to move on to find work.  It can affect personal-life decisions, like when to marry or form a family.  In short, casualisation is bad for people’s financial health, it is bad for their physical health and it is bad for their mental health.  It also impacts on people’s ability to take on citizenship roles, and their capacity to become active in their unions.  

Too often when we have industrial action we find our casualised members saying, “Yes, we will take part, but will we get work next year?  What’s our union going to be able to do to protect us against victimisation?”   We need to look at union-facility agreements.  For people who have got a small amount of part-time work, they don’t want paid time off for union work.  We need facility agreements which say that the employer pays for more hours for the person to take on a union role.  We have to look at the impact of casualisation on service users, too. 

Many workers who are on casualised contracts are highly conscientious, responsible workers, but job insecurity does not make anyone a better worker.  Sometimes workers have to leave a job quickly if more secure work becomes available.  In education we find that this can create instability in the teaching workforce.  

We think that the trade union Movement must make the positive case about how job security can benefit individuals, benefit families, benefit communities and benefit society.  Job security enables workers to plan their training and development.  It gives people a stake in the job and it improves physical and mental health. We need trade union action.  Casualisation is a critical issue for the future of our Movement.  We need to recruit workers on casualised contracts and get them active in unions.  We need to say to young and new entrants to the labour market, “The best way to improve your situation is through joining a union and becoming active.”   We need to create spaces in our representative structures and to see that casualised workers are represented at the negotiating table. We also need political lobbying to address this problem across society.  

The composite calls for TUC research, building on work done by individual unions and other agencies and a lobby of Parliament. Please support this composite.  It is a really important issue for the future of our Movement.  (Applause) 
Brian Rye (Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians) seconded the composite motion.  He said: President, Congress, sisters and brothers, I am a national secretary at UCATT.  Casualisation in the workplace has many forms.  Experience of my union in construction is that casualisation is a byword for exploitation.  There is an historical addiction in construction to casualise working and a blatant refusal to employ workers through PAYE arrangements.  Fed by an unquenchable thirst for profits, we now see a myriad of agencies, umbrella companies, zero-hours contracts and single traders, with most construction employers committed to any means of engagement which will reduce costs.  Yet we are fed the line by Government that the economy is working for everyone.  Our members certainly do not see that.  

Our officers are constantly battling the latest scam in construction. That is why UCATT has consistently campaigned for clear employment-status rules.  The grey areas in our industry are plentiful and they hurt our members — no holiday pay, no maternity pay, no pensions, no paternity leave, no adequate sick-pay provision etc.  It must be stopped!  For these scams are increasingly spreading into all sectors of our economy.  These vulnerable workers in casualised employment need help.  They need our movement more than ever.  We need to increase the pressure on the Government by showing the real-life experiences that sees our members living on a financial cliff edge, unsure of when their wages are paid or how many hours they will get, whilst unscrupulous companies are allowed to use legal experts and accountants to avoid paying taxes and treating workers fairly.   

Not only is it having a serious financial impact in our construction industry, casualised work grossly undermines health and safety in the workplace.  It kills people.  In construction the number of fatalities and those injured in work who are engaged through casualised employment relationships is vast.   Often workers are sent out to work with little or no knowledge of what task they have been given.  This leaves workers dicing with death but, additionally, there is a further impact on skills and training.  

Companies that are committed to a casualised workforce are unlikely to employ any apprentices.   Hence, the massive skill shortages in the construction industry, which results in no apprentices being started on construction sites.  The figures are shocking. Thousands of our young people are being denied the opportunity of apprenticeships.  Our construction industry will never employ people fairly, decently or safely until we end the casualisation mania.  Thank you.  

The President:  Thank you, Brian.  A number of unions want to speak in the debate.  After TSSA, I will call them in this order: Unite, USDAW, PCS, NUT and NASUWT.  I now call TSSA.

Hilary Hosking (Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association) spoke in support of the composite motion.
She said:  Who, in their right mind, thought that zero-hours contracts were a good idea?  Ah, let me think!  Employers who knew they would legally be able to exploit their workforce.  These workers are usually low paid and, as our amendment states, do not have the security that many of us take for granted.  I would imagine that all of us here, at some point, have crossed swords with our employers.  How many of you can honestly say it has not been used against you in some way by them?   Think on, then, about this group of workers who have few employment rights and are worried about losing hours or even jobs.  Without wishing to state the obvious, even if they have no hours they are still “contracted” so are unable to claim benefits.  

I had a conversation with one of the hotel staff last evening, and he stated that he was on a zero-hours contract.  I asked him if he was happy with this, to which he stated he was.  However, he did say that, as he was a student, the variation in the hours suited him.  He was aware that some of his colleagues were not in such a fortunate position.  Other instances are people who arrange for childcare being told that they were to have six hours work, but when they get to work the employer says “No, it is only two”, or having to arrange childcare at a very short notice when an employer calls upon you to come in.  

Another example is a worker at McDonald’s being given less-to-no-hours because they were not “smiley” enough.  

John Bercow mentioned this morning, during his address to us, that he had been instrumental in ensuring that there were no zero-hours contracts for staff employed at the Palace of Westminster.  This should be applauded, although he didn’t mention whether any staff were laid off because of this action.  I hope he can forgive me for being so cynical.  

I will, therefore, take the positives from his actions and state: if it’s good enough for them, why can’t it be good enough for everyone else?  Please support. 

Tony Lewington (Unite) spoke in support of Composite 15.  
He said:  Congress, this is a daily reality for everyone in my sector, which is road transport and logistics.  It is bad for workers, bad for the industry, bad for the communities and bad for safety.  The work of professional drivers and dedicated warehouse workers is contracting into a downward spiral on a never-ending race to the bottom.  Agency workers, zero-hour contracts, bogus self-employment, the abuse of TUPE, labour-management systems, period of availability and the Swedish Derogation are just some of the issues we face as an industry.  These are all types of casualisation under a different name.  

The motion calls on the TUC to research and expose these practices.  Of course, we can take action to oppose, which is something the Unite tanker drivers did in the Enough is Enough Campaign, a national dispute, in 2012, achieving the Petroleum Driver Passport.  In January last year, the Petroleum Driver Passport came into force.  It is a mandatory system covering over six thousand fuel-tanker drivers.  It means that drivers involved in loading, transporting and off-loading petroleum-fuel products are now trained to the highest standard.  No company can undercut on certain issues, especially on training and health standards in our industry.   When drivers are working for cowboy operations they, frequently, are not given the training or guidance they require in relation to the equipment and flammable liquids they use in this industry.  This is a serious concern to our industry, a breach of health and safety regulations and a high risk to all.   

Congress, this passport came about after industrial action by the tanker drivers to stop the race to the bottom.  Yet it is this ability to bring about positive change.  This Government want to take away our trade union rights and impose upon us the Trade Union Bill.  Please support this composite as part of the continuous fight against the decline of workers’ health and safety.  We must have secure jobs for all.  

John Hannett (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers) spoke in support of the composite.  He said: “President and Congress, since the recession there is very clear evidence that the world of work has changed dramatically.  The make-up of the UK labour market has shifted so much so that there no, as we call it, “normal work”; no normal hours.  Members of my union, Usdaw, operate in a seven-day environment, with an increased flexibility that often can be one way and not two ways.  

Delegates, whilst zero-hour contracts grab the headlines, and understandably so, there is a wider, less publicised casualisation of employment, with the prolific use of agency workers on an increased basis, not just for seasonal demands and temporary contracts.  In fact, we are seeing a gradual going back to labour being turned on and off at the will of the employer, more than a balanced, flexible two-way approach. 

There are employers in many sectors gradually replacing their full-time jobs with part-time ones.  That is fine if that is the agreement of the individual, but if it is a forced arrangement, it is a difficult one.  Delegates, one in five workers say they want to work more hours than they can currently get.  Short-hour working is becoming the norm.  This is not just about giving people flexibility to work around their family commitments or their studies.  In fact, far from it.    This is about employers who can use flexibility in a way that suits them and not a progressive employer who strikes that balance between the workers and themselves.    

Delegates, during some weeks a worker on a short-hours contract will be expected to do full-time hours or even more, but on the basis of when the need is there.  In other weeks, they will just get a few hours work, earning a pittance in terms of earnings.  Trying to balance your outgoings with an inconsistency of earnings becomes a problem.  There can be, in those more progressive employers, consideration of the impact on the finances of the workers or their families.  People on short-hour contracts find it more difficult to get credit, and all too often they have no option but to turn to payday loan companies, and the devastation that that can bring.  Getting a mortgage or a rental agreement is made even more difficult.  Even this week an erosion of the tax credits compounds this situation even more.  Of course, childcare is near impossible to plan or to afford.  

With the constant cutting of in-work benefits destroying their safety net, people are so desperate for work that they will take any hours that are on offer; in other words, no choice.  Their jobs are so precarious that they dare not speak out because sometimes the worst employers will get rid of them.  

Delegates, there is a political dimension also to this.  The Government have shown no commitment to tackling under-employment or in-work poverty. They have ignored the TUC’s move call for a legal obligation on employers to offer workers contracts that reflect their normal working hours instead of turning them on and turning them off.  They have not taken any action to address the worst abuses of short-hour contracts.  Please support the motion. Thank you.    

Ian Lawther (Public and Commercial Services Union) spoke in support of Composite 15.  He said:  It is many years now since a relative of mine, Will Lawther, was sat in the same chair that is currently occupied by Leslie, and had the opportunity to address Congress.  However, despite the fact that that was back in 1949, many of the issues we are debating this week would not be unfamiliar to him or to Congress.  In fact, if you compare the issues today with the writings of Robert Noonan, better known as Robert Tressell, in his book The Ragged Trousered Philanthropists, you would think we were reading a piece of modern literature.   In The Ragged Trousered Philanthropists many of the workers described there are casual labourers.  The book describes a situation where the 7d man is at risk of being laid off in favour of the 6d man.  Well, nothing much has changed, has it? 

In the Civil Service we have the absurd situation of a Government sacking experienced staff due to arbitrary cuts targets, then re-recruiting thousands of staff on fixed-term contracts when it becomes clear that they no longer have sufficient staff to get the job done.  The Department for Work and Pensions is currently recruiting 2,800 new staff on fixed-term contracts less than two months after making 3,600 Jobcentre workers redundant.  

Driving down wages, terms and conditions is often a prelude to privatisation.  Private contractors do not want to take on staff on reasonable wages with reasonable pension rights.  If you resist casualisation, we resist privatisation further down the line.  

In the public sector, it is a crisis of austerity.  In the private sector, it is a crisis of greed to drive down workers’ pay to increase profits.  David Cameron and George Osborne boast record numbers in employment, but don’t just look at the quantity. Look at the quality, too.  In-work poverty is at its highest-ever level. We have had the longest period of falling living standards since the 1870s.  In the public sector George Osborne has told us that our pay will continue to be capped at 1% for the next four years.  The number of people on zero-hours contracts, which is the ultimate casualisation, has more than trebled since the crisis.  There is more under-employment, too, since the crisis, with people working part time who want full-time jobs, and people on temporary contracts who want permanent work.  There is a scourge of workfare, unpaid internships, too many low-quality apprenticeships and traineeships.  If we want to stop this rot, it is up to all to organise, to work together, to get more workers into unions and to get the Government out.  Please support this composite motion.  

Susan Amatiello (National Union of Teachers) spoke in support of the composite motion.  
She said:  Casualisation affects all sectors, including education and school teachers, particularly supply teachers.  The NUT alone has 20,000 supply-teacher members working casually, directly for schools or local authorities or, more commonly, through agencies.  Supply can be a great way to work.  I am proud to be a supply teacher, and I know that I do a good job, but for those of us not working directly for the schools or local authorities, those of us working with agencies, and a NUT survey found that to be 69% of supply teachers, there are issues.  One is low pay.  The same survey showed that only 8% of supply teachers who responded believed that they received the national rate.  Now, that is the rate to which they are entitled due to their training and experience.  There is no access to the Teachers’ Pension Scheme.  Teachers who work through supply agencies cannot access the Teachers’ Pension Scheme.  We have very little access to continuous professional development, no opportunities to advance in our career, and forget holidays.  Those long 13 weeks of holidays that everybody envies are 13 weeks without pay, 13 weeks of struggle and worry.  

We often have very little information on children when we arrive at a school.  Often we are not told who to contact for any health and safety issues or safeguarding issues.  

If we are looking for a permanent job, and more than a third of us would, apparently, like a permanent job if one was offered, then we are damaging our chances by working through an agency due to the pernicious “finder’s fees”.  I have worked at 23 different schools in less than three years, mostly through agencies, and I know that most of those schools would not be able to afford to take me on because they wouldn’t be able to pay the £5,000 that it would take to buy me off an agency.  

But most worrying, I think, is isolation.   A lot of supply teachers, along with other casual workers, don’t understand their rights.  They don’t realise that they can join a union, and these are the people who we need to reach out to. There are also teachers working on long-term contracts on day-to-day supply rates, taking on extra work, such as marking, planning, assessment and parents’ evenings for no extra work.  I have heard of teachers working up to two years in these conditions, two years of extra work for day-to-day supply rates.  They know that if they challenge their position, they will just be taken off the job and that somebody else will be brought in.  They may even be blacklisted by their agency.  This causes disruption, not only for them and the school but for the children they teach.  Please support.  

Ruth Duncan (NASUWT) spoke in support of Motion 72 on casualisation.  She said:  Congress, I am speaking in support of Motion 72 on casualisation and with particular reference to the amendments from the TSSA.  

The labour Movement cannot be strong if its most vulnerable members remain weak and exploited.  The two-tier workforce in the UK as a source of scandal.  It exists only in the interests of a government that is opposed to the interests of working people.  The NASUWT is proud to fight for justice for the most vulnerable workers, and workers on zero-hour contracts are the most vulnerable workers of all.  Supply teachers and other agency workers tend to be employed on contracts which amount to zero hours.  In practical terms, for a supply teacher, this often means sitting in, waiting for the phone call early in the morning, telling you that you have some work that day.  Otherwise, you remain unemployed.  This is the most unequal employer/employee relationship that there can ever be.  

NASUWT research carried out earlier this year exposed the reality of profound exploitation.  It found that two-thirds of supply teachers have been asked to sign contracts or agreements with either umbrella companies or offshore organisations.  This is a scandal, and some supply agencies use such arrangements as it allows them to avoid tax and National Insurance liabilities, and engage in exploitative employment practices.  

Despite promises from the Chancellor, the Government have failed to close the loopholes that exist, which allow unscrupulous agencies and employers to exploit supply teachers and other agency workers.  Instead, research by the NASUWT has found that 63% of supply teachers say that they are not paid at a level that recognises their experience.  Three-quarters of teachers working for the supply agencies do so because this is their only route for obtaining work.  63% say they have not had access to training and professional development opportunities.  89% say that they are not given appropriate information to support them when they enter school for the first time.  41% of supply teachers say that they do not always have access to food and drink facilities.  The NASUWT believes that radical reform for the Agency Workers’ Regulations is needed to end fundamental exploitation of agency workers which is such a significant component of the scandal of zero-hour contracts.  Please support.  

The President:   There are no further speakers.  Does the UCU want to reply?  (Waived)  Thank you very much.  We will move to the vote on Composite Motion 15: Casualisation.  All those in favour, please show?  All those against?  That is carried.

*
Composite Motion 15 was CARRIED.
General Secretary’s Address including General Council Statement on the TUC Campaign Plan
The President:  Delegates, it now gives me enormous pleasure to invite Frances, our General Secretary, to address Congress and to move the General Council Statement on the TUC Campaign Plan.  Following the address by Frances I will move to the vote on the General Council Statement.  Frances.  
The General Secretary:  Thank you, President for your wisdom over what has been quite a challenging year.  And thank you, delegates, for the opportunity to move the General Council Statement on our Movement’s campaign plan.  

There seems to have been a fair bit of excitement in the world of politics over the last few weeks.  Apparently, there has been a leadership contest going on.  I am not talking about the one involve George, Boris and Teresa.  That one already feels like it has been running for ever, a bit like the X-Factor, only fewer laughs, and no doubt you will make your own minds up about the level of talent.  But I am referring, of course, to the leadership of the Labour Party.  I am sure that you will join me in giving our warmest congratulations not just to Jeremy and to Tom, but to what we have now seen is the new Shadow Cabinet, the first-ever majority women Shadow Cabinet in history.  (Applause)   
After the disappointment of the general election results, few people would have dreamed that we would see so many people — especially young people — cramming into town halls and community halls wanting to get involved in politics.  Few would have dared hope that Labour had a chance of becoming a genuinely mass political party once again.  But make no mistake, leading Labour, and making it fit to fight for power again, is a serious job, and it’s a tough job. 

Now, I’m all too aware that the one thing that any new leader never lacks is offers of advice.  Nevertheless, I would make this observation.  A political party has to be a good deal more than a fan club.  Its success depends on membership, unity and mutual respect.  It must reach well beyond its own ranks, and appeal to the country at large.  And it must have a higher collective purpose, beyond that of any one individual or any one constituency of interest.  

Labour’s purpose is clear: to deliver wealth and opportunity to the many and not the few, but that means winning a general election to deliver it.  So now the contest is over.  On behalf of working people, my message to Labour is this: look sharp; pull together; and do what working people are crying out for Her Majesty’s Opposition to do — get stuck in and oppose.  (Applause)  Show the grit, the discipline and the determination needed to win back economic trust, win back political power and change Britain for the better.  

If you just look around this hall, you will find workers from all walks of life, people whose labour creates the wealth on which Britain’s future depends.  We’ve got scientists and engineers coming up with inventive solutions to climate change; manufacturing and construction workers rebuilding Britain; entertainers and educators, who inspire the next generation; hi tech, energy and transport workers; not forgetting the people’s posties, who work, come rain or shine, to network the nation.  And we have dedicated NHS staff who tend our sick.  And — listen up, Mr. Hunt — they already cover seven long days a week.  (Applause)
The slogan for this TUC Congress is “Great Jobs for Everyone”, and it is not complicated.  That means fair pay, it means secure contracts, time to spend with your family, a voice at work and respect for a job well done.  But Britain’s unions don’t just want a fair share of the cake for workers.  We know we have to grow that cake, too, building a sustainable recovery, raising investment and productivity and, yes, raising wages and living standards, too. 

We want a practical plan to deliver fair shares and greener growth for all.  You would think that that’s what any government would want, too, but this Government would then have to come up with some fresh ideas.  After all, we’ve already had five years of their failed remedy.  Remember when they told us that austerity would wipe the slate clean?  The Chancellor slashed taxes for the idle rich, and slashed benefits for the working poor.  But we still have a current account deficit on a scale unprecedented in peace time.  We still have the slowest recovery on record, and our balance of trade just keeps getting worse.  But there is a better plan for Britain, and the Government should want to talk to businesses and unions about how to deliver it.  

I wrote to the Prime Minister just after the election offering, on your behalf, to do just that.  You would think that a Prime Minister who says his is the party of blue-collar workers would want to meet the leaders of real unions representing millions. But nearly 18 weeks later I still haven’t even received the courtesy of a reply.  No. 10, by the way, can’t pin this one on David Ward and his members.  So it seems to me that this Government top priority isn’t getting Britain back on its feet.  Instead, it wants to cut Britain’s unions off at the knees.   Barely had the Conservatives took office than they published their Trade Union Reform Bill.  

Earlier this year the Prime Minister went to Washington to pay homage to the civil rights leader, Martin Luther King.  He visited his monument.  He called him the Great Man. But he doesn’t seem to know much about Dr. King; his beliefs or what he stood for.  So I want to share with you what Dr. King said about trade unions.  He said, and I quote: “The labour movement does not diminish the strength of a nation but enlarges it. By raising the living standards of millions, labour miraculously created a market for industry and lifted the whole nation to undreamed levels of production.  Those who attack labour forget these simple truths.  But history remembers them.”  

Delegates, history will remember this Conservative Government’s Trade Union Bill as the biggest attack in more than 30 years, not just against trade unions, but against our best chance of raising productivity, pay and demand.  Because here is a simple truth.  You can’t create wealth without the workforce, and you can’t spread that wealth around fairly without trade unions.  (Applause)  So I make no apologies for defending strong trade unions, including making sure that workers have the right to strike — if they need to.  

If an employer believed that workers couldn’t strike, they wouldn’t bother to bargain.  We wouldn’t have safe workplaces, we wouldn’t have paid holidays; and — let’s remember, delegates, those brave Ford sewing machinists — we wouldn’t have the right to equal pay, either.  Of course, no one takes the decision to strike lightly.  It’s the route of last resort, when your employer just won’t talk, won’t negotiate and won’t compromise.  

Just ask the steel workers who balloted for strike action.  They wanted to protect their pension scheme.  Like most ballots it led to a settlement without anyone ever having to walk out, but does anyone really believe the employer would have got round the table if the unions hadn’t given notice of a strike, or just to protect a decent income in old age?  And they won.  Or ask the Hovis workers.  When staff saw new starters employed on zero-hours contracts, they were appalled. How can you raise a family, run your life or manage your finances, if you don’t know how many hours you’ll get or how much you are going to bring home?  They tried to reason with the company but nobody listened.  So, together, union members decided to strike — those on guaranteed hours supporting those on zero hours.  The strong helping the weak — and they won.  

Or ask the midwives. You could even call them.  133 years of the Royal College of Midwives, and never a day of industrial action.  But after years of below-inflation increases, they went on strike for a pay rise.  Not much.  Just the modest 1 per cent their independent pay review body said they were entitled to and that the Government could afford, but the Government said no.  Dedicated to the mothers and babies they serve, the midwives made sure that every woman giving birth got the help she needed.  But I have to tell you, delegates, that spectacle of midwives, proud in their uniforms, standing on picket lines alongside other health workers, that is one I am never going to forget, and they won, too.  (Applause)
So when you ask the public, as we have done, do they support the right to strike, they get it?  It’s a fundamental human right.  They know that sometimes employers can be unreasonable or just plain greedy.  A strike is the last line of defence against those bosses who ignore or exploit staff, or who want to take advantage of their vocation to public service.   Nobody would deny that strikes can be inconvenient, but when it comes to a threat to that fundamental right to strike, the public are with us, because that’s exactly what this Government is doing.  They are attacking the very principle of the right to strike.  Even the Government’s own independent watchdog has said that this Bill is not fit for purpose.  No evidence; no reason; rammed through at a rate of knots.  

Just think about the proposals on agency workers.  For 40 years employers have been banned from using agency temps to bust strikes, because everyone understands that if you can just replace workers overnight, replace those strikes, that undermines all the power that workers have to bring to the bargaining table.  Imagine the impact on the safety of whole workplaces run by untrained, inexperienced, temporary staff.  Think about what that would mean in education, energy or border control, but that is exactly what this Government plans to do.  

And just think about the proposals to restrict lawful protests and picketing during a strike.  Unions, and their representatives, will be required by law to produce two weeks in advance a protest plan, and then hand it over to the boss, the authorities and the police!   The protest plan has to set out every single detail.  Will you be carrying a placard, a loudhailer?  Are you going to tweet?  Post on Facebook?  Are you going to be on YouTube?  Will you write a blog? What exactly do you plan to say in that blog?  All at two weeks’ notice.  And not only that, each picket will have to have a named lead person, and they will have to give their details to the police and their employer.  Delegates, this is a recipe for victimisation.  (Applause)  

In this Movement we know all about victimisation. For decades big construction companies paid a fiver a time for the names of trade unionists, who then mysteriously couldn’t ever find work again in the industry, stripped of their livelihoods, all because, in a dangerous industry, they stood up for fellow workers to keep them safe.  

Imagine that, but in every unionised workplace.  Employers and the police crawling through tweets and Facebook posts, gathering the name of picketers, online and offline surveillance on a massive scale, and all at a time when the police are stretched thin, and even their leaders admit that they may not be able to attend every burglary report.  What a massive waste of police time.  What’s more, more than 70 per cent of the public agree with us.  

Of course, there is more. Attacks on political funds, limits on the time reps can spend representing their members and attacks on check-off, too.  And new thresholds on ballots that turn every abstention into a ‘no’ vote.  The Government says it’s all because it wants to see higher turnouts.  Do me a favour!   If that was really what the Government wanted, they would allow us to use secure electronic and workplace balloting.  (Applause)  After all, delegates, if Conservative Party members can choose their candidate for London Mayor by voting online, then why can’t we exercise our democratic right to strike by voting online?  (Applause)
But I think it would be a mistake to see this attack on unions in isolation.  I believe it is part of a political strategy to keep the Conservatives in power for a generation, and we need to take this power grab seriously.  They know that globalisation has created losers as well as winners.  They know that extremely unequal societies can become extremely unstable.  So they’ve taken lessons from right-wing friends around the world — US Republicans and Tony Abbott in Australia.  Although news is just in — you may be aware — that Tony Abbott is no longer the Prime Minister in Australia.  (Applause)  

Anyway, the key lesson, I believe, that the Conservative Party is taking is that they want to target those blue-collar workers who feel forgotten, derided and ripped off, who can’t see any future of skilled jobs or a decent reward for a hard week’s work.   Then tell ‘em that the Tories are on their side.  Tell ‘em that they feel their pain.  Tell ‘em that it’s all the migrants’ fault and whip up hatred on claimants.  And then try and steal the TUC’s clothes by promising the working poor a pay rise.  Never mind that most people on benefits are working, and never mind that migrants are no different to any other worker: hoping for a better life, contributing to our country, facing the same struggle that any other worker faces to earn a decent living, just like my family who came here from Ireland, and just like many of your families here in the hall.  

And then there’s the European Union.  Our country’s Prime Minister, in an undignified scuttle around the capitals of Europe, thumping tables, desperate to find some red meat to chuck to his backbenchers.  If David Cameron was really battling for blue-collar Britain, he’d be fighting for stronger rights, not weaker ones.  He would be trying to stop bosses getting away with pitting worker against worker to undercut pay.  He would be fighting for an investment plan so that young people get good job opportunities, and fighting against those trade agreements, like TTIP, and the secret courts that come with them to stop big corporations cannibalising our public services.  

But I think we need to wake up, because the Conservative Party no longer represents the interests of industry in general.  Its main purpose now is to serve just one — global finance.  It has become the political wing of the City of London.  Money, and only money, talks in today’s Conservative Party, the national interest trumped by vested interests, the common good sold for a quick buck.  

You know that the Conservatives take every opportunity there is to claim that Labour is in the pocket of the unions.  As if the small amounts of hard-earned money given freely by thousands of nurses, shop workers and refuse collectors was something to sneer about.  But the Conservative Party is in a pocket that’s a whole lot larger, and it belongs to just a handful of rich men .  

There is only one way George Osborne’s strategy to divide people and crush dissent will succeed, and that’s if people of good conscience stay silent.  But I can tell you this.  The Government has woefully miscalculated the resilience of working people and their trade unions.  (Applause)  Let me make it clear, and I want us all to send a strong message from this hall, with every ounce of our strength we will oppose this bad Trade Union Bill.  (Applause)  

I am very proud to be a trade unionist.  I am proud of our values rooted in putting working people first, proud that we are fighting for a society where no one gets left behind.  I know that you feel that pride, too.  That’s why we say to every worker worried about their future, everyone who wants not just a job but a career, everyone who wants enough time to spend with the people they love; and a decent home to live in, join us.  Join a trade union.  Be part of our movement, because together we are strong.  

So, delegates, I ask you to support the campaign plan endorsed by your General Council for a fair economy, for strong rights at work, for great jobs for everyone, world-class public services, and for a free trade union Movement. 

Let’s unite, let’s stand proud together, and let’s fight to win.  Thank you.  (A standing ovation)

Delegates, you will notice that I have been joined on the stage by a group of workers.  (Cheers and applause)  Each of them represents a different job and a different profession, and each of those has been on strike at some point during the last two years.  Give them a warm welcome.  (A standing ovation)   I am delighted to invite three of them, very briefly, who are going to share their stories of why they felt they had no choice but to go on strike.  

Lucy Masood:  Delegates, I have been a fire-fighter for the last 10 years. (Applause)  Of course, I am also a very proud member of the FBU.  The reason I joined the Fire Service — the reason why I became a fire-fighter — was for one reason alone, and that was to help people.  Never in a million years would I ever have thought that I would have to go on strike.  That’s not why I became a fire-fighter, but over the last few years I have seen a savage attack on my beloved Fire Service, and I have seen this Government slowly dismantle my profession.   Some people have said to me that they believe that fire-fighters should never go on strike, and that we should show goodwill, but where was the Government’s goodwill when they attacked my pension, where was the Government’s goodwill when they attacked my working conditions, and where was the Government’s goodwill when they put my health and safety as well as the public’s health and safety at risk?  (Applause)  

On the few occasions I have been on strike it has always — always — been with a very heavy heart. It has always been the last resort, but one thing is for certain: it’s always been the right thing to do for the right reasons.   Thank you.  (Applause)  

Daisy Barsan:  Hello.  I am part of an on-going campaign at the Ritzy Picturehouse Cinema in Brixton.  (Applause)  Our union is BECTU, and we are fighting for a minimum of the real living wage for all of our staff.   Last year, after months of negotiation with no result, we voted to go on strike.  Over three months we took 13 days of strike action, and we won a 26% pay rise but no living wage.  Throughout the strikes I endured a huge range of manipulation, scare tactics and bullying in an attempt to dishearten me.  On one occasion staff were offered a full day’s pay and film screenings to cross the picket line.  On another day they put up riot barriers around the cinema and got in the management to sell popcorn in our absence.   It was clear throughout our campaign that the Picturehouse was afraid of contamination and other workers getting the same idea.  This is what the Conservatives are afraid of, too.  

The right to strike is a basic right of workers, and taking that right away takes away the little power that we have to stand up for ourselves.  Industrial action is always a last resort, a decision that is never taken lightly but is sometimes necessary.  If you take that away, you leave people open to exploitation and in-work poverty.  Is this the legacy being left for the next young generation?  

Our decision to go on strike was met with threats of redundancies to 50 out of 70 of our staff but, because of the law, because of our union and because of public support, jobs at the Ritzy were saved for now, but take away my right to strike and what do I have to protect myself next time?  Thank you.  (Cheers and applause)
Natalie (No surname given):  Hello.  My name is Natalie and I am a very proud NHS midwife.  Last year the Royal College of Midwives took the difficult decision to go on strike for the first time in our 134 year history.  You know things are a mess when the midwives protest.  As a midwife I regularly work above and beyond my terms and conditions.  I do this through goodwill because I want to be there for my women.  Jeremy Hunt’s decision to reject the recommendation for a 1% pay rise was an insult to me and my NHS colleagues.  Enough was enough.  Strike action was definitely a last resort for us, but it is what took Jeremy Hunt to come to the negotiation table and negotiate with us fairly, and we won!   (Applause)  We achieved a 1% pay rise for the majority of NHS staff, and that was thanks to the hard work of the RCM and all the other health unions that worked together hard and tirelessly to get that success. 

Midwives working conditions are women’s birthing conditions.  Valuing your midwives values birth, values women and values new families.  Thank you.  (Applause)

The General Secretary:   As Natalie, Lucy and Daisy have each highlighted, strikes are a last resort, but now the Government’s Trade Union Bill threatens that fundamental right to strike.  The aim is to roll back rights that we have fought for for generations.  Make no mistake, attacking unions threatens the rights of all workers, whether you are in a union or not, because it will snowball.  If employers can replace union members with agency staff on worse terms and conditions, think what they can do to everyone else.  That is why we want everyone to join us at the demonstration in Manchester on October 4th and the mass lobby of Westminster on November 2nd.  (Applause)  Later today the Government will bring their Trade Union Bill before Parliament for its first proper debate and vote.  Brothers and sisters, fellow workers, here in this hall and at home, please, contact your MP today and urge them to vote against that Trade Union Bill tonight.  Together let’s protect the right to strike.  Thank you very much, indeed.  (Applause)
The President:  Thank you, Frances.  Let me thank and applaud all the workers who joined you on the stage.  

Congress, we now move to the vote on the General Council’s Statement on the TUC Campaign Plan, moved by Frances.  Will all those in favour, please show?  Will all those against, please show?  Thank you very much.  That is carried. 

*
The General Council Statement on the TUC Campaign plan was CARRIED.

Fair Pay and a Living Wage

The President:  We now turn to section 2 of the General Council Report: Fair Pay and a Living Wage: Public Services, from page 24.  I call paragraphs 2.1 to 2.5 and Motion 22: Pay and collective bargaining.  The General Council position is to support the motion, which will be moved by Unite and seconded by the NUT. 

Pay and collective bargaining

Tony Burke (Unite) moved Motion 22.   He said:  Thanks very much, President.  This motion concerns pay and collective bargaining.  Soon after their general election victory, David Cameron announced that he wanted to see a high-waged, low-tax, low-welfare society.  This was just another example of Orwellian doublespeak from the Government, alongside such despicable practices as making examples of people who were pleased to have their benefits sanctioned, and calling an increase in the National Minimum Wage for people over 25 years of age a national living wage.  We know that lower tax really means tax cuts for the very wealthy, the spivs and the speculators, who make up just 1% of our population.  We know that lower welfare means scything through our benefits system.  It does not mean an attack on the cause of poverty.  It means launching an assault on those experiencing poverty. Such is the scale of this assault, they are now even in the process of removing a statutory duty to publish poverty figures and targets for poverty reduction.  

This brings me to the call in the motion, President, for higher wages.  We know that higher wages don’t just come from above, and the Government know that as well.  Since the late 1970s the law shackling trade unions in this country has tightened even further.  Employment rights have been weakened and collective bargaining at sector level, or at company level, has been dismantled in many instances.  Inequality has grown, and the share of economic wealth going to people who created that wealth has continued to plunge.  Wages for those in the middle and the bottom have stagnated, while those at the top have soared away.  

Congress, we have spoken before about the need to reverse the real fall in wages that people have experienced because of this Government’s austerity packages.  As part of the campaigning that Unite has been doing on austerity, we have been making the argument that better living standards and a more sustainable and productive economy involves decent work for all with wages that you can live on, not just survive on.  And I mean survive!  How many of our members have suffered real pay cuts, leaving them running out of money before the month is out?  Part of winning higher wages is having strong trade unions backed up by strong collective bargaining.  

We know that British workers are amongst the least protected in Europe, and we know that we, as trade unionists, are now even more heavily regulated, but we know that we make a difference day in and day out.  We are winning pay increases, particularly where we are well organised and have continued to maintain collective bargaining, such as in manufacturing.  The Government’s own statistics show that trade union wage premium is 8% in organised workplaces in the private sector.  When we look at the difference made to individuals, the pay difference for women is a huge 30%.   

The Chancellor of the Exchequer says that he wants to rebalance the economy.  Well, I’ve got news for you, George.  Your plans are not working and they won’t work while ordinary people face poverty pay, precarious work and with a government that’s hell bent on an assault on trade unions and working people.  Your “march of the makers” is in reverse, and your rebalancing of the economy has all but been abandoned.

Mr Osborne, as Frances said, you will never, ever be the party of working people.  It’s not in your nature and stop trying to kid us, as you are doing at the moment.  So I say to Osborne: if you want better productivity, take a look at Germany and France, where collective bargaining works across all sectors and all workers benefit from it.  It is supported by government and the public as well.  

Congress, you have seen the work that our union did in the past couple of weeks in Pizza Express against this terrible situation where people’s tips were being taken off them.  You’ve seen the work that we did at Sports Direct to help people get decent pay and conditions.  Just think about what our situation could be if we had collective bargaining across the board with fairer distribution of wealth.  We have got to build strong unions in order to get that collective bargaining.  

Congress, I say support decent wages for all, support collective bargaining for all and support a fairer economy.  Thank you.    

Ian Murch (National Union of Teachers) seconded Motion 22.  He said:  Congress, I am grateful for the chance to second this motion.  How long is “long enough”?  I asked myself this question when I looked at the 40 years of growing inequality in our country that this motion highlights.  How long is “long enough”?  We need to ask ourselves the same question when we look at the 30 years of unrelenting privatisation and marketisation of what were once our public services, because this has been the biggest driver of the increase in poverty pay and the undermining of collective bargaining.  How long is “long enough” when it comes to a public sector pay freeze?  It’s been eight years now for many employees, including my members, who have lost 15% of the value of their pay.  

Many brave fights have been staged by our unions and their members against this devaluation of the ordinary worker in our country, but we have to be honest and say that sometimes it feels as though we have one hand tied behind our backs.  For that reason, we have to ask, as nicely as we can, how long is “long enough” for Labour governments and Oppositions to say, “We would like to reverse these trends, but it’s the hidden hand of the market, the greedy hands of the bankers, the shifting centre of British politics”?  Believe me, both of our hands are tied.  How long is “long enough” to wait for a sign that just, maybe, this is not the way that things have to be?  Sometimes it seems too long, maybe so long that we don’t all quite believe the sign when it comes.  

Congress, the Labour leadership election is a inconvenient truth for our opponents, not for us.  If tens of thousands of young people flock to a political party because someone speaks out simply and unequivocally to say that we can end poverty pay, we can overcome inequality, we can restore our public services and we can give people back their rights at work, this is a huge opportunity for our movement, because these aims are our aims. These young people are not turned off by politics after all, only by the politics of no hope.  They must be the next generation of our trade union Movement.  We’ve waited long enough for such an opportunity to rebuild our movement.  Let’s make sure that we take it now.  I second.  (Applause)

John Skewes (Royal College of Midwives) supported the motion.

He said: The Royal College of Midwives agrees with Unite’s call to Congress to make the case that collective bargaining and strong unions are the best way of ensuring that workers start to receive real pay increases and start some of the catch-up for the pay restraint over the last five years.  

Last year, you have heard (interminably now no doubt) that we took industrial action for the first time in our 134-year history because the recommendations of the NHS pay review body were rejected by Jeremy Hunt.  The independent pay review body for NHS staff was put in place 30 years ago by, guess who, Margaret Thatcher and actually it has kept the peace within the NHS.  It has underpinned good industrial relations over that time. 

We ran a pay campaign with every other single trade union in the NHS.  It was a case of collective action and collective campaigning.  As you heard from Natalie earlier on, we were successful in that, but only successful in winning 1% in one year.  In fact, what it now seems the Government are intent on doing is interfering both with that pay review body and with collective bargaining arrangements into the future.

We are deeply concerned by the Government’s proposals to legislate to introduce a cap on redundancy payments for public sector workers.  We have just agreed in the NHS Staff Council new proposals for redundancy payments which are fair to everybody and fair to the taxpayer as well, but those have been set aside at the whim of the Chancellor and the Secretary of State.  So where does that leave the collective bargaining machinery if they can simply step in and, by edict, change things which we, in our well-established bargaining arrangements, have used and developed over the years? 

My view is that if they break these things, they will have to mend them.  They had to do that over pay last year and I think it is incumbent upon us to make sure that we put that pressure on in other circumstances.  George Osborne used his summer Budget to announce that he plans to constrain the pay review bodies for the next four years, only allowing them to pay 1%, and then he says he wants that 1% to be targeted.  Well, you tell me how you target 1% across the biggest workforce in Britain today?

In 2014, the RCM calculated that if an average midwife had seen their salary rise with inflation since 2010 rather than having pay freezes or pay rises capped at 1%, their salary would have been over £4,000 higher.  That is the kind of pressure which working people are facing as a result of those policies and they simply cannot sustain that drop in living standards over that length of time. 

We need an NHS pay review body, but we also need to have decent collective bargaining as well.  (Applause)
The President:   Thank you.  Unite does not want to reply so we will move straight to the vote on Motion 22: Pay and collective bargaining.  All those in favour please show?  All those against please show?  

*
Motion 22 was CARRIED  
Strong unions

The President:  We turn now to Section 5 of the General Council Report, Strong unions, from page 54.  I call Motion 80, very happily entitled Collective bargaining in dance.  The General Council’s position is to support the motion, to be moved by Equity and seconded by BECTU.

Collective bargaining in dance

Christine Payne (Equity) moved Motion 80.

She said:  This motion was to be moved by our member, Rachel Birch-Lawson, who is a dancer – I  am anything but a dancer – but unfortunately, Rachel is travelling back from Italy and she is not going to get here until later today so she has asked me to say to you what she would say if she was here.

The first thing that she wanted to do was to bring a message of solidarity from our Freelance Dance Network, from our newly-formed Dance Committee and from dancers throughout the United Kingdom.  The Freelance Dance Network has gone from strength to strength and this is why the union has now set up the separate Dance Committee.  It was this committee which brought this motion to the Equity Council and it was the Equity Council which brought this motion to this Congress.  Dancers are very proud of this achievement and to have this motion here before you today.

Our members are asking Congress to support the unionisation of freelance dancers through Equity’s Freelance Dance Network and to support their campaign to get publicly-funded companies to participate in collective bargaining.  

Life as a professional dancer is a story of highs and lows.  Whilst working as a professional dancer can be a dream come true, for most a career in dance is plagued by insecurity, low pay and a struggle to make ends meet.  Few dancers have a permanent contract.  Most work freelance and are constantly looking for the next job.  A recent survey of professional dancers in the UK found that more than half earned less than £5,000 for their dance work and only half had one week of paid work within a month.  Last year, a giant trans-national company advertised for professional dancers to work in exchange for soft drinks and merchandise.

The good news is that dancers are fighting back. They are getting organised and they want collective agreements.  Most importantly, they want to be involved in negotiating those collective agreements.  Through their union, dancers are learning of their rights and they are working out how to achieve them.  As most dancers work freelance, they cannot be reached through regular workplaces.  They are literally spread throughout the world on land and sea because many of them work on cruise ships.  

Therefore, it is impossible for them to organise in the traditional way, but they are computer-literate and they know how to use social media so they set up the Freelance Dance Network and reached out, using social media, to dancers wherever they were working.  They started to identify what was wrong.  They wanted to change and they realised that the only way that they were going to change anything was together in their union.  As a start, they strongly believe that companies who receive public funding through arts councils should engage dancers and that Equity agree contracts.  They are using the union’s nationwide campaign, “Professionally Made Professionally Paid”, to achieve that aim.

Millions of pounds of our money, your money, public money will be invested in dance by Arts Council England between 2015 and 2018.  Arts Council England do not monitor whether the companies they fund employ their workers on union agreements and many of those companies who get this funding are refusing to engage dancers on union-approved contracts.  It is our view that any company that is in receipt of public funding should be obliged to engage their workers on union agreements.

As Charlotte said yesterday, arts cuts mean that this situation could get worse so dancers are determined to fight back by getting organised.  They are now at the start of their fight for their rights to dignity and fairness at work and a voice to improve their working conditions through collective bargaining.  Please support them and please support this motion.  (Applause)
Spencer MacDonald (Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union) seconded Motion 80.

He said: Extending collective bargaining for freelance workers is a key strategy for BECTU.  More than half of our membership operates in a casualised, freelance market across the audio-visual sector.  A characteristic feature of the freelance labour market is the long hours in our industry.  Daily hours are commonly 12 or more.  That is just standard.  

The problem is further compounded by the practice of employers routinely issuing contracts containing an opt-out from the Working Time Directive.  There is strong pressure on the freelancer to be compliant within a freelance employment relationship.  It is not just the current contracts, but the offer and prospect of future work is at risk.  Therefore, speaking out can mean that the promise of future work just does not materialise.

I will give you an example that one of our members phoned us about.  He was a freelance lighting technician working on a micro-budget feature film.  “Micro-budget” just means that they have not got any money and they want you to work all hours and flog you to death!  He was working 16 hours a day, six days a week.  He was driving home from the studio and taking his shoes and socks off so that he could feel the pedals.  He was opening the window so that he could feel the wind on his face.  He also had the radio going so that he could have all his senses working at once. This was so that he would not fall asleep and end up in a ditch or bash into a tree. 

I spoke to the producer, who was extremely posh.  He was, of course, called Henry.  It was a bit like trying to negotiate with a drunk.  In the end, the only thing that actually broke him was when everybody collectively stood together and told Henry that he could actually stick his job in a very unhygienic place.  He then decided to give people proper rest breaks. 

Another significant factor for freelance workers is the lack of safety reps.  The consequence is that the whole of the film, TV and independent production sectors function without any effective system for safety representation.  This is particularly undesirable in view of the long hours, the tight deadlines and the highly pressurised nature of the work.  

Collective bargaining proposed by Equity for dancers is the only way in which we can achieve social justice for freelance workers in the entertainment sector.  Therefore, for all of those reasons, please support this motion.  (Applause)  
The President:  There are no further speakers.  Equity waives its right to reply so we will move to the vote on Motion 80: Collective bargaining in dance.  Will all those in favour please show?  Will all those against please show? 

*
Motion 80 was CARRIED  
The President:  I now move to Motion 81: Fast Food Rights/Hungary for Justice campaigns.  The General Council’s position is to support the motion, which will be moved by the Bakers, Food and Allied Workers’ Union and seconded by the GMB.

Fast Food Rights/Hungary for Justice campaigns

Ronnie Draper (Bakers, Food and Allied Workers’ Union) moved Motion 81.

He said:  Congress, the motion is self-explanatory.  Let me start by thanking the hundreds and hundreds of trade unionists from Unite, PCS, NUT and Unison who have helped in this campaign to try and end the misery of thousands of young people.  

These are our four aims.  They are to end zero hours with a £10 minimum wage (which is above TUC policy).  Probably more important is to end youth rates and to gain union recognition.  These are not unique to fast food companies.  We all have examples across the country and on the high street.

The fast food industry is amongst the largest employers of young people globally.  A company like McDonald’s is the second biggest employer in the world and the biggest exploiter of young people.  It is a company which counts its profits in billions, but yet treats its workers abysmally.  These employers export a low-pay model across the world, which forces others in the same trading category to compare rates to decimate working conditions in a never ending race to the bottom.  

In the UK, McDonald’s employs 97,000 people, who are mainly under 22 years of age, with an average pay of £5.00 per hour.  Of course, to get that average of £5.00, there have to be an awful lot of people earning less than that.  £10 million was accessed from apprentice schemes without a single job being created.  Why would they have an apprenticeship just to flip burgers or to fry chips?  The answer is cost.  Why do you never see anybody behind the counter in McDonald’s of my age?  It is not because we look old or because we are not dextrous or mobile enough or do not have the skills.  Again, it is purely down to cost.  

When Osborne’s scam minimum wage comes in, the differential between an over 25-year old and an apprentice in McDonald’s will potentially be £3.90 per hour and all of them are on zero hour contracts.  This is the same apprentice who is old enough to join the armed services, old enough to marry, old enough to drive a car and, in some cases, old enough to vote, but in the eyes of these exploitative employers, they are not old enough to earn an adult wage. 

Matt Wrack mentioned a famous trade union slogan yesterday.  I will give you another one today which we have used on many occasions: “Equal pay for work of equal value”.  However, in the fast food industry, it is not just work of equal value; it is exactly the same work that is being exploited.  This is positive discrimination against young people and, in the absence of a government that gives a damn, it is down to us, in the trades union Movement, to make the change.

For a long time, I have believed that the only real opposition in this country is the trades union Movement and we have to prove that.  I salute the victory of the workers and the trade union, Unite, and I also salute my own members who helped in the campaigns relating to Pizza Express and what is going on in Sports Direct.  It is a victory for justice and fairness, but it should not be the pinnacle; it should be the start of where we move in the future.

The fast foods campaign is not a publicity stunt by our union.  We do not believe that McDonald’s, Burger King and Subway are good for our CV and it is definitely not going to bring riches to our union.  In fact, it costs a lot of money to do it.  However, sometimes trade unions have to take the moral ground and we can do something about it.

While McDonald’s have, allegedly, avoided £75 million in tax over the last five years, their employees are left with poverty pay, zero hours, workfare arrangements and little or no hope.  In conclusion, we are working with unions globally to bring success. Look at the “$15 now” campaign in America and what success that has brought across New York and Seattle.  Joe Biden has now advocated $15 for every fast food worker in the United States.  The campaign has brought an end to zero hour contracts in New Zealand. 

Today, we have launched the first of four animations dealing with the minimum wage.  On Wednesday, we are going to hold a rally at Congress House, which we hope you can attend, between 10.00 a.m. and 6.00 p.m.  It is a national organising day.  The support and endorsement of the TUC is pivotal in this, but the practical support of thousands of trade unions could end misery for thousands.  I move.   (Applause) 
The President:   Thank you very much, Ronnie.  I call on the GMB to second.  I will also be calling Unite to speak afterwards.

Tim Roache  (GMB) seconded Motion 81.

He said:  The exploitation of young people working in fast food outlets epitomises everything that is bad about our unequal society and about this uncaring Government.  In 2015 Tory Britain, the richest 100 people have the combined wealth of the bottom 19 million.  In 2015 Tory Britain, many highly profitable employers treat the national minimum wage as the maximum wage.  In 2015 Tory Britain, our young people have no hope at all.  They have no hope of a decent job, no hope of being treated fairly and with dignity and respect, and no hope of getting their own place to live in.

Many young people, therefore, find themselves working in these fast food outlets where they are abused, bullied and harassed.  Congress, we have a responsibility to help them.  It is a scandal that employers like McDonald’s, KFC and Pizza Express can pay young people sometimes less than £4.00 an hour when they weigh their profits in the billions.

Let us have a look at the devastating impact of low pay.  My union, the GMB, recently conducted a “Life on the living wage” survey and these are just some of the findings.  90% of people who earn less than the £10 an hour of TUC policy have to borrow regularly from their families and friends just to make ends meet.  83% say they are unable to save for an emergency let alone a holiday, a car or any other luxury.  Over half of them are constantly fighting for more hours at work.  

Here are just a few of the quotes of the people who responded:  “The cinema or eating out are saved for a birthday treat once a year”; “I panic when the children need new clothes and I always go without so they do not have to”; “It is exhausting always fighting for more hours at work and fighting to make ends meet at home”; and “Never being able to say yes to your kids is truly soul-destroying.”

Congress, it does not have to be this way.  Employers who can pay people higher than the minimum wage should be made to do so.  What we have now is a country where employers pay the minimum wage and those employees then have to claim top-up benefits just to make ends meet.  Who pays those benefits?  We do, the taxpayer, so it is taxpayers who are subsidising these greedy unscrupulous bastards and it has got to stop.  (Applause)  It is the employer who should beg for the handouts, not the workers, not the people we represent.

However, this will not just happen.  We have heard that from this rostrum time and time again.  No employer has ever given us anything without a fight.  Like everything else secured for workers, we are going to have to fight for it.  The GMB and our members’ section has targeted next another highly profitable, unscrupulous, low-paying employer on 19th September as part of our “£10 an hour” campaign.  That campaign will go on and on until we get Next to pay people the riches they deserve.  

Our unions constantly ask why we struggle to attract young people?  Let us show them that we care about them, that we are relevant to them, that we can help them and that we will fight alongside them.  Please support this motion.  (Applause)
Suki Sangha (Unite) supported the motion.

She said:  Congress, Unite are supporting this motion, but with strong reservations and I would like to explain our reasons for that.  

Some of the worst exploitation of workers takes place in non-unionised workplaces: care, hospitality, pub and club chains, contract cleaning and some parts of retail.  The explosion of zero and short-hour contracts which started in these sectors has spread to other industries.  We all know workers in precarious workplaces on chronic low pay, struggling to feed their families.  We know bar workers who are forced to walk home at 2.00 a.m. because they cannot afford to two hours’ wages on a taxi.  Young workers and women in particular are bearing the brunt of some of the worst abuses.

Thousands of people, without the collective solidarity of our trades union Movement, have no capacity to fight back against their draconian bosses, but where trade unions are organising, important gains are being made.  Last week, young workers at Unite went on a protest against the Victorian employment practices of Sports Direct, a company which makes millions of pounds whilst delivering poverty to its workers.  This summer, waiting staff in restaurant chains like Pizza Express, Giraffe and Zizi were confident enough to fight back and take action against the theft of part of their tips.  These workers did that because they knew that they had a trade union in their corner fighting for their rights at work.  We need to expose bad bosses whether they are large chains or small independent businesses down the road.  There will be many battles ahead. 

 Congress, this really brings us to why Unite have serious reservations with this motion.  Fast food workers in the US are an inspiration, a mass movement mobilising hundreds of thousands of people across the United States in their fight for justice.  We congratulate the Bakers’ union on the work that has been done so far and we have worked with them in tackling this abuse on the high street.  However, we believe a TUC campaign should take on the whole of the retail, hospitality, cleaning and the catering industries in the fight against impecunious work.

As a Movement, we need to take on more than just the exploitative practices taking place in fast food outlets.  We need to broaden our work and build alliances across the whole of our Movement, arguing for a positive vision and decent work for all.  It is bigger than the narrow interests of small unrepresentative groups who stand outside.  We need to raise our sights.  Workers in those sections need trade unions and they need us to aim as high as possible and organise as well as possible.  There is a whole generation who need a way to fight back against their employer, to challenge exploitation and to take power back for themselves. Let us give them the tools to do that.   (Applause) 
The President:   Thank you, Suki.  Do the Bakers want a reply to the debate?  (Declined) That is waived.  That, therefore, takes us to the vote on Motion 81.  Will all those in favour please show?  Will all those against please show?  

*
Motion 81 was CARRIED 
The President:  Delegates, at some time later this afternoon, we may need to take additional business.  That would be Emergency Motion 1 on Colombia, which is to be moved by Aslef and seconded by UCU; and Emergency Motion 2, the Met Office Weather Forecasting Service for the BBC, moved by Prospect and seconded by BECTU.  I will advise Congress nearer the time, but could those unions please be ready.  Thank you very much.

Jobs, growth and a new economy
We now turn to Section 1 of the General Council Report: Jobs, Growth and a new economy and Housing from page 17.  I call paragraph 1.8 and Composite Motion 2: The housing crisis.  The General Council supports the composite motion, which will be moved by Unison, seconded by USDAW and supported by UCATT and the NASUWT.   

The Housing Crisis

John Gray (Unison) moved Composite Motion 2.  

He said:  Congress, housing is a fundamental human right yet successive UK governments have failed to ensure that its citizens are adequately housed.  The result is that this nation faces a desperate crisis and an acute shortage of housing, overcrowding and homelessness.  Decades of under-investment in housing have led to 1.5 million fewer social and affordable homes for rent.  This has actually pushed up rents and house prices and squeezed incomes of citizens, with young people and young families with children in particular struggling to find a decent and affordable home to rent or buy.

As a consequence of this housing crisis, the nation faces a huge task of building at least 250,000 new homes every single year to meet demand, but less than half of these homes are actually being built.  The shortage of social housing and the unaffordability of home ownership have also seen the private rental sector fail to deliver.  We know that young people in particular have had a poor housing deal with many of them trapped in the cycle of expensive, insecure, short-term lets in very poor and even unsafe housing. 

While Government cuts to benefits and soaring rents have left thousands of people facing a housing benefit shortfall and at risk of rent arrears, evictions, homelessness and widespread financial hardship, in London, where I am a housing worker, welfare reforms have led to the social cleansing of many families who have fallen behind with their rent payments.  In England, homelessness has increased by 9% since 2014 and across the nation 1.6 million children live in temporary accommodation.

Congress, given the evidence that social homes have declined dramatically and given that the Government’s 2012 promise of one-to-one replacements of stock sold in the right-to-buy has been clearly broken, it is incredible that the Government have announced proposals to extend the right to buy to housing association tenants in England.   This will mean a worsening housing crisis with less social housing available. The policy undermines the financial ability of housing associations to build and develop genuinely affordable housing and will undermine the finances of local authorities forced to sell off their high-value council housing to support the extension of the policy.  

Congress, given the deepening housing crisis, soaring housing costs, reduced benefits and the depleted social housing stock, there is clearly an urgent need for housing policies that recognise the need for more social and affordable homes, not less.  The Government’s housing policies, including right to buy, starter homes, help to buy and pay to stay do nothing to tackle the core housing problem, which is essentially a crisis of supply and affordability across all housing markets.  Their policies will lead to the death of the social housing sector as they risk taking money from it to support limited home ownership and sub-market renting.  As a consequence, there will be fewer social homes at social rents available, leaving thousands of people on low and middle incomes struggling to find a decent home they can afford to live in.

Congress, what is the solution?  Unison is pleased that Jeremy Corbyn has just appointed John Healey as the Shadow Minister for Housing and Planning.  We cannot wait until 2020.  We must press the Government to increase their investment in housing and commit to a national public house-building programme with local authorities and housing associations playing a significant role in its delivery to ensure that we build the homes that people need at prices and rents they can afford.  

This composite sets out a programme of work that will enable us to campaign for further messages to tackle the housing crisis, such as developing a coherent and consistent housing policy, allowing local authorities to be set free and borrow to invest in council housing. Reform of the policy and enabling the transition from benefits to bricks effectively regulates the private rental sector and controls rents.  Such a policy makes sense economically.  Building more homes of all types will create jobs and boost the economy.  It will also reduce the cost of housing overall for everyone ultimately leading to a lower housing benefit bill.  Ensuring that people have access to decent and secure housing will give them the stability and security they need to raise their families in strong local communities.

Finally, Congress, it is the right thing to do.  The mark of a civilised nation is one that ensures that its citizens are adequately housed.  Please support this composite.    (Applause)
Jeff Broome (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers) seconded the motion.  

He said:   Congress, we face a mounting crisis like nothing we have seen for a generation.  The UK is currently suffering from a serious shortage of affordable houses to buy and an even greater shortage of good-quality social housing at affordable rents. The Tories have chosen to play politics with the issue. Social rent increases have been slashed as a way of manipulating the benefits bill. Social landlords are now facing huge cuts and will struggle to support families in need.  I know from talking to USDAW members that housing is a huge challenge that hard-pressed families are struggling to deal with.

Our members, like many others, work hard to keep a roof over their heads, but with councils, charities and registered providers now facing further cuts or financial ruin, many people are either facing the threat of eviction or are more often than not simply going without help into arrears.   Due to the chronic social housing shortage, more and more people are being pushed into over-priced private rented accommodation provided by greedy landlords.  Currently, the standards of housing and rents in the private sector are totally unregulated.  Landlords are free to provide low standards of accommodation at any price that they are able to gain and tenants are terrified that if they object, they will be evicted and left homeless.  Those unscrupulous landlords are making huge profits from housing people in cramped and poor-quality accommodation.  

What is the Government’s answer to the crisis?  It is cutting the rents that social housing landlords can earn, but still allowing private landlords to charge the earth, selling off houses owned by social landlords and meddling with planning laws rather than commissioning a building programme.  Congress, we all know that something has to give.  We cannot afford to let it be the living standards of our members.  We need to build more houses, we need better protection for renters and let us demand good-quality affordable housing for all. We must keep lobbying the politicians and keep supporting those charities that do so much.  We need to do everything we can.  Congress, I second the composite motion on the housing crisis. 
The President:   Thank you, Jeff.  A number of unions want to speak in the debate so after UCATT and NASUWT, I will call them in this order: Unite, GMB, NUT and RMT. 

Lee Jackson (Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians) supported the motion.

He said:  Congress, it seems that every key issue that we are here to address is being driven by the pursuit of the capitalist agenda of the Tory Government.  In housing, the experience is no different.

With millions of council homes sold off and our communities devastated with the lack of investment, rather than build the decent council and social homes required, this Government is embarking upon yet more policies to worsen the housing crisis, e.g. reinvigorating the right to buy and extending this to cover housing associations with the false promise that each home bought will be replaced like for like.  That is absolute lies.  Today, the best estimate is that just 25% of homes sold will be rebuilt. 

My union represents workers in the construction industry including building workers engaged in the maintenance of council and social homes.  Our jobs have been outsourced as homes were sold off and councils lost the responsibility for housing.  Now, we are at further risk as the latest moves will reduce the small number of social stock remaining. This will impact upon jobs, communities and families and there is just no need for this sell-off.  We need at least one million homes over the next four years just to stand still, but the Tories are hell-bent on marketing every inch of our housing estates, pushing up social rents when we need rent controls and means-testing what the tenants will pay due to their income.  

God forbid any social tenant who aspires to a better standard of living when, if your family earns just £30,000 a year, you will have to pay full commercial rent for a council property, forcing people to buy their homes as this is likely to be cheaper than renting.  We all know the Tories could not care less about council housing.  They could not care less about hardworking tenants trying to get on in life.  The Tories are looking to move social housing to the outskirts of society.  We must oppose their actions and work together with housing charities and campaigning organisations to oppose the UK Government policies (which are doomed to fail) and deliver the huge number of social houses needed, which are of a good standard at a fair price for all.  Please support the motion.  (Applause) 
Geoff Branner (NASUWT) spoke in support of the motion.

He said:  Since 2010, the Conservative-led Government’s failure to address the escalating housing crisis has had, and is having, a profound and lifelong effect upon the futures of hundreds of thousands of children and young people in the UK today.  The issue of housing is often portrayed as simply being about the need for young adults to get on the property ladder without exposing the wider issues that there are for those young adults to gain affordable housing, or for the impacts that poor housing can have on children and young people, and the pressing need that exists is to renew and add to the housing stock of the UK.

Key issues regarding housing concern the fact that home ownership is increasingly out of reach for more people.  Housing costs are hugely expensive and are becoming more so in certain areas of the country. More families have to rent from private landlords with no social responsibility and levels of homelessness are rising.

For all workers, including teachers and nurses, the need to be able to obtain affordable housing is a pressing concern.  The failure to address the issue is putting a huge strain on public services so that they are under threat.  For children and young people, the link between poor-quality housing or indeed homelessness and their future outcomes has been amply demonstrated.  Research by Shelter has found that bad housing affects children’s ability to learn at school and to study at home.  For example, homeless children are two to three times more likely to be absent from school than other children.  Children in unfit and overcrowded homes miss more school more frequently due to illnesses and infections and overcrowding is linked to the delayed development of cognitive and communication skills.

Since 2010, this situation has gone from bad to worse.  According to official figures in the year up to March of this year, just 125,110 homes were built in England, a shortfall of 47% of the number of homes needed this year, meaning that the problem is getting markedly worse.  

In a survey conducted by the NASUWT this year, a third of teachers surveyed had seen pupils who had either left or arrived at their school mid-term because they were forced to leave their homes.  One in four had seen pupils who had lost their homes due to financial pressures.  One in three had seen pupils who had been living in temporary accommodation.

The NASUWT welcomes this motion from Unison and asks Congress to endorse the campaign for urgent action to address the housing crisis.  Congress, please support the motion.  (Applause)
Steve Turner (Unite) spoke in support of the motion.

He said:  Congress, we welcome the composite and the clear arguments contained within it.  Most importantly, we welcome the comments of our new Labour leader, Jeremy Corbyn.  He is someone who finally is committed to addressing what is clearly a housing crisis, with clear plans to home our people and to use housing as an economic driver to grow our economy.
The challenge for Generation Rent and the growing number of families forced into B&Bs is huge.  For our kids, living at home in childhood bedrooms, that is where they will stay until their thirties, with housing benefit removed and a benefit cut effectively class-cleansing our inner cities.  For those in a home, rent is now the highest in Europe, costing an obscene 50% of income. Without action, it is predicted to rise twice as fast as wages over the next 25 years. Owning a home is becoming an impossible dream.  The TUC’s own research exposes house prices five times local salaries in over 90% of our nation.  

Congress, we congratulate our comrades in Scotland for consigning the right to buy scheme to the dustbin of history whilst elsewhere we have to continue to fight that disastrous policy being extended into our housing associations’ stock as well.  We congratulate our communities for obstructing the obscenity of evictions from our streets and the demolition of housing estates for homes that nobody but the rich can afford.  

Congress, none of this needs to happen.  A safe, secure and affordable roof over your head is a human right.  We can build one million homes.  We can protect our existing stock as homes and not as pension pots or investment opportunities.  We can invest public money to make this happen and free local authorities to borrow in order to do so.  We can reclaim land banks at the price paid for them.  We can introduce rent controls alongside secure tenancies and punitive penalties for exploitative landlords.  Congress, if we are really serious, we can abolish the right to buy.

Congress, housing is not just about construction.  Jeremy is right as it is an essential policy area and an economic driver.  It creates jobs, investment and apprenticeships as well as homes for all.  For every £1.00 invested in housing, £2.00 is generated in economic output.  92p stays in the UK.  56p returns to the Treasury in tax and benefits savings.

Congress, be proud to be bold.  Stand up in the fight for decent homes.  Do not be conned. We are the sixth richest nation on this planet so we can afford it.  Support Composite Motion 2. 

Dave Clements (GMB) supported the motion.

He said:  Congress, many of the leading chief executives in the housing sector have stated that the Chancellor’s summer Budget will have serious implications for social housing landlords.  The Government’s guidance on Rents for Social Housing from 2015-16, published in May 2014, confirmed the intention to proceed with the policy of ending rent converters in April of this year and that CPI plus 1% would form the basis of rent increases in the next ten years.

This was short-lived as in the summer Budget, the Chancellor announced that rents in social housing would be reduced by 1% a year for four years, resulting in a 12% reduction in average rents by 2020-21.  This measure is forecast to save housing benefit expenditure of £1.4 billion by 2021.  

Many housing sector CEOs have greeted this news with some dismay and are now having to evaluate the impact on their business plans.  In his maiden speech in the House of Lords in June, Lord Kerslake, Chair of the Peabody Trust, denounced the Government’s flagship plan to extend the right to buy to 1.3 million housing association tenants, saying that it is wrong in principle and in practice and it will not address the urgent need to build more affordable homes.

A reduction in rental income, the right to buy of housing association homes and the “Pay to stay” scheme will undoubtedly limit the budgets to build new homes.  An estimated 27,000 new homes may not be built by housing associations.  In addition, the local housing allowance rates have been frozen for four years, making London increasingly unaffordable for people on a low income.  LHA rates have fallen behind actual rates in 70% of England.  It means that people, through no fault of their own, find they can no longer afford to live in the place they call home, a home which is local to the schools that their children attend, local to the job that provides them with an income, and local to the support network of family and friends who help in times of happiness and in need.  There is also the historic and sentimental attachment to the community and locality.

The cost of housing is a penal taxation on working people.  Housing is in crisis and the changes to social housing announced in the summer Budget make it far worse.  We must campaign for policies which include an end to the right to buy across the whole of the UK.  We must also introduce control, regulation and taxation treatments to break the obsession of buy to let, which has become the main source of private rented housing in the UK.  
The President: Will you wind up, please, Dave? 

Dave Clements:  The GMB supports the call for the TUC to campaign for a housing policy to address the housing crisis.  This really is a crisis.  The GMB supports.  (Applause)

Jan Nielsen (National Union of Teachers) supported the motion.

She said:  Congress, social housing has been at the centre of British social policy since the 1945 Labour Government, despite the enormous debts and the devastation that the war incurred, built hundreds and thousands of council homes for ordinary people.  If they could do it then, why can’t we do it now? 

We have seen, over the last 30 years, that neo-liberal politics have turned homes for need into houses for greed.  We live in a two-world housing Britain.  For the vast majority, it is rising waiting lists, homelessness and overcrowding, the rise of the vulture private landlords who suck off the housing benefit system, and a record number of evictions.  I live in London, one of the richest cities in the world, and we have got a swarm.  It is the swarm of the international super-rich, who come to our cities and buy swathes of attractive properties in the centre of London.  You can walk the length of the River Thames in London and never see a light on at night because these are not homes; they are investments for the international rich.

I am a teacher and this has a special effect on young people.  Firstly, there is a phenomenon in our schools called “the disappeared”.  They are the children who, overnight, are deported from cities into areas in which they have no contact and no support network.  They are the victims of the bedroom tax.  

I also teach A-level students, many of them immigrants and refugees, who sleep in armchairs in their parents’ living rooms.  They are the victims of mass overcrowding.  In every staffroom across the land – and I believe in every public sector workplace – the key issue for anyone under 35 is housing.  How can we recruit to vital public services when all of our new recruits are paying exorbitant proportions of their income on private rented accommodation?  It is the key issue.  

Congress, we have said that the political Tectonic plates are moving. There are lessons to be learnt from Jeremy Corbyn’s victory.  He recruited hundreds of thousands of young people because he talked about the things that were important to them.  
The President: Can you wind up, please? 

Jan Nielsen:  He talked about rent controls.  There is nothing more important than housing.  It is where we thrive.  It is where relationships and families develop.  Please, let us support all those rank-and-file campaigns bubbling up against evictions and demolitions and join Jeremy ----- 
The President: Can you wind up, please?

Jan Nielsen:  ----- in the call for rent controls.  (Applause)

Chris Davidson (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) supported the motion.

He said:  I will be brief, President, because most of what I wanted to say has already been said.  It is an absolute disgrace.  Let us not forget why Margaret Thatcher introduced the right to buy council houses.  It was because she knew that if she offered them off cheaply enough, people would buy them and they would have mortgages. Therefore, if we ever took industrial action again on the scale that we had before, they would be evicted because they would not be able to pay their mortgages. However, you cannot evict a council tenant under those circumstances.   It is a disgrace.

We have been debating some very serious issues this week and we will continue to do so, but this is a very important issue.  How can we expect to get anywhere without proper foundations?  A proper foundation is a decent and secure place to live in which families are able to raise their children and give them a good start in life. You are not going to get a good start in life if you are being moved on every couple of months because you cannot afford the rent in the area in which you are living.  Due to the caps on housing benefits now, families are sometimes being moved up to 100 miles away from their previous location, cut off from all their support. It is an absolute disgrace.  It is something that the TUC has to do something about because without proper foundations, we are just fighting a losing battle.  Support Composite Motion 2.  (Applause) 
The President:  Thank you, Chris.  There are no further speakers.  Does Unison want to reply to the debate? (Declined)  Thank you very much.  We will move to the vote on Composite Motion 2 on the housing crisis.  All those in favour please show?  All those against please show?  

*
Composite Motion 2 was CARRIED  
         Jobs, growth and a new economy

The President:  Congress, we turn now to Section 1 of the General Council Report, Jobs, growth and a new economy, on page 8.  I call Composite Motion 5 on electoral reform.  The General Council supports the composite motion with a reservation and I am going to call the General Secretary to explain that position.

Frances O’Grady (General Secretary):  Thank you, President.   The General Council supports this composite motion with an important reservation.

The President:  Congress, the motion raises a number of important concerns about our electoral system.  This May, the Conservatives were able to form a majority government having secured the support of just 24% of all those entitled to vote.   It was not what you would call a resounding mandate, but even so it was enough for the Government to try and force through a hard right agenda of austerity, privatisation and attacks on trade unions.

During the election campaign, we also saw political parties chasing swing voters in marginal seats, often to the detriment of other voters and the broader political debate.  So as this composite makes clear, the time is surely right for the General Council to commission independent research to consider any options for change.  That would also give unions time and space to develop their own policy in this crucial area.

However, the text of the motion seems to pre-empt the outcome of the independent research that it calls for, suggesting that the first-past-the-post system has “already passed its sell-by date” and therefore taking a position on the need for reform before we have fully considered the facts, the evidence and the consequences.

The General Council supports the motion, but with this important reservation; that the research should take place without any prior judgments being made about possible alternative systems.  Congress, it is absolutely right that we are having this debate, but let us not prejudge its outcome before we have considered that research and thought through the consequences.  Thank you.   (Applause)
Electoral reform

The President: Thank you, Frances.   Composite Motion 5 will be moved by PCS and seconded by NAPO.  I will also call Unison, NASUWT and CWU in that order.

Kevin McHugh (Public and Commercial Services Union) moved Composite Motion 5.

He said:  I welcome the comments from Frances O’Grady, but PCS does have a position on this.  

Congress, I suspect that nobody in this hall was pleased by the election result on 7th May, but although the Tories now have a majority, they have it on a very weak mandate.  Only 24% of the electorate voted for the Tories, but yet that gave them a majority government to put through some of the most aggressive right-wing legislation in more than a generation, such as the Welfare Bill and the Trade Union Bill.

In the general election, a larger swathe of the electorate did not vote at all than voted for any other party.  34% of people did not vote at all.  The days when the mainstream parties could get 90% of the votes on an 80% turnout are long gone.  Now, the two main parties struggle to get two-thirds of the vote on a two-thirds turnout.  

People do not vote because in too many constituencies, they feel that their vote is wasted and because across the country, people feel that none of the parties represent them.  Our current system, first past the post, encourages Labour and the Tories to ignore its safe areas and chase votes in marginals.  This has now led to many traditional Labour-voting areas switching to the SNP, Plaid Cymru, the Greens or simply not voting.  Even worse, they have voted UKIP as a protest.  Some people have described the SNP vote in Scotland as a vote for nationalism, but mostly it was a rejection of the Westminster parties.  It was a vote for a party which opposed Trident and stood at that election on an anti-austerity platform.

I make clear that PCS has supported proportional representation since 2008.  We believe that PR is the key to opening up politics, inspiring people to vote and making sure that every vote counts in every part of the country.  If all votes were exactly proportional, you would have needed 47,259 votes to win a seat and yet the Conservatives got only 34,000 per MP whereas Labour had to get 40,000.  However, that pales in comparison against the 1.15 million votes which enabled the Greens to get just one MP.  I am no fan of UKIP, but it cannot be right that a party gets nearly 4 million votes and just ends up with one MP.

I want UKIP defeated, but not by a flawed voting system. I want their arguments to be taken on and defeated and we can do that if every vote counts.  Historically, our voting system has produced perverse results.  In 1951, Labour won more votes, but lost the election.  In February 1974, the Tories polled more votes, but won fewer seats.  There are anomalies. In Wales, the Tories polled 408,000 votes and had 11 MPs.  In Scotland, they polled 434,000 votes and got one MP.

We use forms of proportional representation for the Scottish Parliament, the Welsh Assembly, the Greater London Assembly and for European elections.  It is only in Westminster that we stick with first-past-the-post system.  However, these historical results, as I said earlier, are in no way as perverse as this year’s result, a Conservative Government voted for by just 24% of the electorate.  

We now have the Greens, the Lib Dems, the SNP, Plaid Cymru and an increasing number of Labour MPs calling for proportional representation.  In the Labour leadership and deputy leadership elections, the union-backed candidates, Jeremy Corbyn – congratulations, Jeremy – and Angela Eagle both called for a constitutional convention to reassess our voting system.  Let us have that debate: should we, shouldn’t we?  What should it be?  Should it be on a constituency basis with a single transferable vote?  Let us have that debate.  Congress, support the motion. Let us join in with that debate.  Let us make our members’ votes count.  (Applause)

The President:  Thank you, Kevin.  I call NAPO to second.

Ian Lawrence (NAPO) seconded the motion.  

He said:  We welcome the reservations expressed by Frances about the General Council position and fully understand that any review, as sought, must look at all the options.  Colleagues, you cannot ignore the fact that many people out there in the wider public believe first past the post is beyond any means of useful repair.  That is an important factor when considering your vote on this motion.  

How ironic in a week where we will have heard much prompting from Westminster about the inconvenience produced by strikes, that some members of the public on less than 50% turnout are parading before us.  We are going to have to put up for the next five years with the inconvenience from a government that received a pitiful – pitiful –24% of the available vote in the election.  We are hacked off as well.  If there ever was a case for a steward’s inquiry then that is definitely it.

As Kevin has said, one of the principal reasons for the argument against electoral reform is that it would open the doors to so-called extremist parties.  Let’s not forget that the arguments against that have often been posited by the beneficiaries of the two-party system that is represented in this country and there will not be any apologists here for UKIP, I am sure.  Kevin also alluded to the proportion of the vote they received, and we should not forget the proportion of the vote that the Green Party received, half of that secured by Liberal Democrats.  It is a reasonable point, whatever the politics of UKIP the questions are raised why they and the Greens only secured one seat apiece, so there is a review needed of the system.

I also welcome the prospect of having a system that actually allows the electorate to make informed choices about the racist xenophobia offered by far-right parties so that people can understand and when they cast a vote it means something and not see it frittered away because, effectively, they do not live in the 120 key marginal constituencies.   Any system that allows that to happen is no longer fit for purpose.

This motion seeks a review, no more, no less, but it is an issue, electoral reform, that this Movement has to be big enough to grasp, just as it has to be big enough to grasp the question of Europe.  It is too important an issue to allow politicians to have hold of it.  This movement has a stake in democracy in this country and it is about time we flexed our muscles and said what we thought, and think.  

We want the review to be comprehensive, to inform our Movement, our members, and the wider public, and allow the TUC to take a public position, which, hopefully, will lead to positive and progressive changes in society, a system that will encourage and incentivise the electorate to give a damn again about who it is they entrust with the power to govern the country, and one, hopefully, that will shake the hegemony of the two-party electoral state to its very foundations.   Congress, it may not happen soon but mark these words, it will one day happen and like today signal the start of that quest for fairness and an electoral system that will offer genuine freedom of choice.  Thank you.  (Applause)  

The President:  Thank you, Ian.  I call Unison.

Conroy Lawrence (Unison) supported the motion.  

He said:  Comrades, the result of the 2015 general election, coupled with five-year Parliaments, has made a painful and obvious case for change.  My colleagues from the PCS and NAPO have made the case for a new type of politics that allows voices against austerity to be heard at the ballot box for Westminster.  The TUC should consider the case for changing the way we vote.  We can learn from the new democratic development in Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland, London, and even the Labour Party, all with different voting systems but let us not reinvent the wheel and learn the wrong lessons.  

In 2009, Congress, we passed a motion to investigate electoral reform and the General Council’s conclusions are as valid today as they were then.  Whether it be first past the post, alternative vote, single transferrable vote, or alternative vote plus constituency link, there are pros and cons for each.  What it will always boil down to is a question of organised people, organised money and which side you are on.  If we are to change politics, we need also to tackle the House of Lords, voting registration rules, donations to shadowy business and associations which never reveal their true members, media ownership in the hands of a few rich men and under-representation of workers, whether women, black, disabled, or LGBT.  

Congress, I have not erased the memory of Nick Griffin representing the north west of England in the European Parliament for the BNP, or BNP councillors in the council chamber of the London Borough of Barking.  I refuse to forget the danger the far right possesses to our people.  

Every day in London, hospital workers, or the hospital I work in, I could not be prouder of the health team of workers from all backgrounds who fight disease whether with a mop, spreadsheet or a scalpel, our team shares with patients and their families a simple desire to save communities’ good health and decent jobs.  That is what drives me forward when I campaign against the far right.  It drives my friends from the North West who took their annual leave and knocked on doors and delivered leaflets to get Griffin elected, not Nick Griffin but Theresa Griffin, a Unison officer and successful Labour candidate who knocked the BNP out in 2014. 

Congress, let’s consider the options again as a new mood sweeps Europe and reaches Brighton’s beach.  We owe it to our young workers to offer them hope.  Never forget whatever the voting system we need organised workers speaking up for their communities whether in their union or at the ballot box.  Thank you.  Please support the composite.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Conroy.  I call NASUWT.

Nick Trier (NASUWT) spoke against the motion.  

He said:  I am speaking against Composite 5 and am a first-time Congress speaker.  (Applause) It is not nearly as intimidating as teaching a class of 30 teenagers.  Congress, the NASUWT does not believe that the current first past the post system is perfect, nor are we opposed to electoral reform, but we should not be misled by arguments which advocate proportional representation on the premise that such a change would make a more progressive and trade union friendly government more likely.  

The terms “electoral reform” and “proportional representation” have different meanings; they are not interchangeable.  While analysis of the votes cast at the 2015 general election shows that PR would have deprived the Tories of an overall majority, the results would have been worse.  The 89 fewer seats that they would have won would instead have gone to UKIP.  This would have created the prospect of a Conservative/UKIP coalition in Westminster, a government that would have been even more right wing and more regressive than it is today.  This does not mean that electoral reform is wrong but we should enter the debate with our eyes open.  

Congress, much needs to be done to increase engagement in politics and the accountability of parliamentarians, including increased use of technology, greater genuine public engagement, and investment in educating citizens in the importance of democracy and democratic engagement, but PR is not a panacea.  The motion commits the TUC to PR and calls for the TUC to undertake new research on electoral reform.  

Congress, there is an abundance of research out there on electoral systems and electoral reform, including research by the TUC.  We do not agree that further research is needed.  The TUC Touchstone pamphlet on trade unions and electoral reform in 2010 remains as relevant today as when it was first published, and we should continue to use that document to our advantage.  

Finally, it is clear that many unions have not yet adopted a position on PR and it will be premature for the TUC to commit fully to PR at this time.  Congress, I urge you to oppose the composite.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Nick.  I call CWU.

Tony Kearns (Communication Workers Union) opposed the motion.  

He said:  Congress, Frances outlined some reasons for reservations but those reservations are the reasons the CWU is opposing it.  If you look at the motion itself, and this is the motion that is before us, it says that the first past the post outcome at this year’s election “indicates that the British electoral system is no longer fit for purpose”. That may be the view but it is an assertion that at this point in time is not borne out by any facts.  As Nick from the NASUWT said, if you have the List system not the constituency system, the List system, in 2015 the conservatives instead of getting 331 seats would have got 240, and UKIP instead of getting one seat would have got 85.  Together, they would just have one short of an overall majority in the House of Commons, but that would need every other party to form a united alliance against them.  

I think what we are in danger of doing here, if we carry this motion, is trying to substitute systems for policies.  It talks about, “Congress believes that proportional representation has the potential to inspire people to vote” and I think what we are doing here is putting an alternative system.  People vote for policies, in my opinion, and the reason people did not vote for anti-austerity parties, as the motions says, in 2015 was because they did not have anti-austerity parties in great numbers to vote for.  What you are trying to do is change the system and not at the same time change policies.  

It makes the point that people switched votes because they were taken for granted.  It says they “take their core vote for granted”.  It is the words of the motion.  I will just give you one example.  Steve Rotheram won his constituency in Liverpool with a 20,000 majority.  Some people in this room know Steve Rotheram much better than I do.  Day in, day out, in every election he does not take that majority for granted.  He is on the knocker day in, day out, has meeting after meeting with his constituents to prove his point.  

I do not accept, and this is the problem, the premise in the motion leads you to a conclusion.  Then it says what happens in the Welsh Assembly, European elections, and the London Assembly.  At the General Election this year there was a 66% turnout; for the Scottish Parliament 2011, a 50% turnout.  Where is the evidence that PR engaged the electorate more?   At the last Welsh Assembly, there was a 41% turnout, and at the European elections 2014, a 34% turnout.  

The motion that you are being asked to vote for makes an assertion that changing the system engages people and makes more people vote: absolutely no evidence at all to back that assertion.  This is the point, as Frances raised in her reservation, on the one hand, when you instruct the General Council to commission an independent research which will consider the options for change, that is fine, but that is not what the final sentence says.  So, we have another report, we commission the independent research, we do not know what it is going to throw up, but the last sentence says, “Congress calls on the General Council to launch a broad-based campaign”.  What is the campaign for?  Conroy said there are pros and cons for each of the various PR so which pro am I being asked to campaign for and which con am I being asked to campaign against.  The motion is entirely unclear, it is entirely contradictory, and for the reasons that Frances had a reservation the CWU urges you to oppose the motion.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Tony.  There are no further speakers.  Kevin, do you want a right of reply?

Kevin McHugh (Public and Commercial Services Union) exercised his right of reply.  He said:  Our motion that was put in, Tony, and from the NASUWT, was actually composited with a NAPO motion and just like all composites at the TUC they are pushed together in some kind of fudge.  I put forward my union’s position as what we believe, that PR is better than the current system.  We do actually call in the NAPO motion for a review.  Let’s look at the systems; let’s see what they are. 

For instance, Tony has just given us some quotes there, he quoted the Scottish turnout.  Well, I will tell you what, after the referendum let’s see what the turnout is in Scotland next time.  It was massive at the referendum and I believe it will be massive again.  They say we will never have a majority under PR but in Scotland we have seen how the PR system does in fact produce that.  

We believe that constituency links can be preserved, and again that is PCS’s view, and there are many systems out there in use in the UK, and around the world, that would do that.  As to UKIP, or indeed the BNP, we cannot fight racism or fascism by using or hiding behind an unfair electoral system.  It certainly turns more and more people away from politics and their cynicism feeds into support for UKIP, so we need to take them on and win that argument.  

The arguments that seem to come from Tony are that he accepts, “Let’s have a review”, but he seems to be saying, “Let’s keep first past the post”.  We are saying that we do not believe first past the post is working any more.  We believe that it is stagnant, that our democracy is stagnant, and debate is stifled.  We want to put our trade unions and our members at the heart of the change we need.  So, let’s have this debate, let’s look at the different systems, and then let’s come back and talk about it.  Congress, support the motion.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Kevin.   We will now move to the vote on Composite Motion 5, Electoral reform.  Would all those in favour please show?  Thank you.  All those against please show?  That is carried.  Thank you, Congress.


*
Composite Motion 5 was CARRIED
The President:  There clearly is going to be time to take the Emergency Motions I referred to earlier, so I now call Emergency Motion 1, Colombia.  The General Council supports the Emergency Motion to be moved by ASLEF, seconded by UCU, and United and NUT will speak in the debate later.  ASLEF.

Colombia
Mick Whelan (ASLEF) moved Emergency Motion 1.  

He said:  Thank you, President.  Thank you, Congress.  It gives me great pleasure to move this emergency motion on behalf of Colombia.  The Colombian people are extremely grateful for the support the TUC and the UK movement has given them but I think there is more to do and that is why this motion comes forward today.  

There are thousands of political prisoners in Colombia, human rights activists, community organisers, trade unionists, imprisoned for standing up for justice and a fairer society.  Miguel Beltran is a university lecturer, an academic and a trade unionist who spoke out for peace, who spoke openly about his criticisms of the state’s role in the armed conflict and, as a result, he has suffered horrific persecution against him and his family.  This culminated on 31st July in him being arrested and taken away from his family.  How can peace in Colombia possibly be achieved when the freedom of speech continues to be undermined so emphatically?  

It is, of course, not just Miguel Beltran, together with Justice for Colombia we have campaigned for many years for the release of the human rights activist David Ravelo, and of course Huber Ballesteros, who we heard from yesterday and who has now been imprisoned for over two years without having faced any trial.  

Our Government continues to play down these horrific abuses of democratic process whilst promoting ever expanding business deals.  Generally, Colombia is at an exciting yet controversial stage of its history.  While the peace process seeking an end to the world’s longest running arms conflict is happening, it nears its third year and enters into unprecedented territory.  Human rights abuses and attacks against trade unions continue to characterise Colombian politics.  Beyond the legal persecution of the social and political activists they face physical attacks, and it is not just we who are saying this, the UN recently reported that 69 activists, including trade unionists, were killed in the first eight months of 2015.  That is more than two activists being killed every week in Colombia.  If the judicial response is used as a gauge of the Colombian government’s commitment to protect Colombian trade unionists and activists, in all of 2014 there was not one prosecution.  

We know that trade unionists are targeted.  We have seen it.  We have heard from them in the past.  The last few months have seen a number of trade unionists killed.  On 14th July, two trade unionists working for Bogota’s water company were killed.  Between April and June, three further trade unionists in North Santander region were murdered.   Just last week the body of Juliana Pulgarin, an 18-year old daughter of a trade union leader, was found dead after she had disappeared one week before.  They do not just target the trade unionists, they target their families.  

My union gives its full support to Justice for Colombia, the peace campaign, and seeks to build international support for the ongoing peace process in Colombia and the ground-breaking achievements they have achieved so far.  The campaign has already mobilised a huge amount of international support taking numerous delegations of politicians and trade unionists with experience working on the Good Friday Agreement to meet both the government and the guerrilla forces.  

A letter of support, and signed by 250 politicians in the UK, Ireland and the USA, was also sent to negotiating teams as a result of the work being done by Justice for Colombia.  We must continue working for peace in Colombia.  It will not solve all Colombia’s problems but it will be an important step in the search for greater equality, for justice, and an end to the violence being suffered on a daily basis by so many of our Colombian colleagues, brothers and sisters.  

This work in support of peace must go hand in hand with our commitment to work and highlight the abuses, to demand the protection of trade unionists and to refuse to allow people like Miguel Beltran to spend one more day locked up behind bars without justice and where there is no peace.  

Colleagues, we are fighting this week for our rights, our voice, and not have our justice taken away in the UK but, at the end of the day, we will not disappear, we will not be kidnapped, and we will not be murdered.  Please support the motion.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Mick.  I call the UCU. 

Vicky Knight (University and College Union) seconded the motion.  

She said:  Congress, Colombia is still the most dangerous place on the planet to be a trade unionist.  Colombian comrades literally take their own lives and the lives of their families in their hands when simply speaking out for justice for workers, when opposing injustice in society, and when seeking justice in the face of state and political corruption.  

Dr. Miguel Angel Beltran has been one of the most prominent prisoners of conscience and UCU have been really proud to have supported him throughout his unjust incarceration.  On June 7th 2011, Miguel was released from prison by the Colombian Supreme Court following the notorious FARCS evidence being ruled illegal.  In UCU we welcomed him to our Congress the following year.  I met him and it was a truly humbling experience.  Although at the time of his release 200-plus supporters met him at the prison gates, it was probable that Miguel’s safety would soon be at risk and, sure enough, as predicted, the media campaign started accusing him of being a terrorist in spite of his innocence being repeatedly proven.  Now he has been newly imprisoned on the grounds of rebellion.  Since July this year he has been physically and mentally abused by his captors, denied access from his family.  His wife gave birth when he was incarcerated the first time and he missed the early years of his child’s life. She is pregnant again and the same will happen.  This is done for a reason.  He has been denied access to his family, his legal advisers and his supporters.  

Congress, this does in fact, as Mick said, require a renewed clear, strong, response from trade unionists, from human rights activists and all those supporting the efforts for peace in Colombia.  Sixty-nine activists have been killed so far this year; there will be more to come.  Thousands of political prisoners held without charge or trial.  We cannot, Congress, let this continue, not on our watch.  Miguel’s crime was in fact his job.  He is an academic who researched, published, and criticised the state, based on fact, based on research, which is why we must protect academic freedoms worldwide.  We cannot allow the criminalisation of dissent.   

Congress, the President yesterday talked about our rights to organise, inform, and to speak the truth to power, and that we must, comrades, devoid of fear and devoid of reprisals.  Support the motion.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Vicky.  I call Unite.

Jim Kelly (Unite) supported the motion.  

He said:  Congress, recently myself and Tony Woodhouse had the honour of visiting Colombia in a delegation organised by Justice for Colombia and it is something that will stay with us for a very long time.  You can hear the figures and the stories, we know about the extreme levels of violence, but meeting with the trade unionists in the firing line, speaking with mothers of children killed by the army, travelling to areas of abject poverty, to areas controlled by paramilitaries, has made it all so much more real.  What was most remarkable above everything else was the commitment, the conviction, and the dedication in spite of all the consequences that the people we met with had to continue in their struggle for justice, for workers’ rights, and for peace.  They were an inspiration.  

These people do not want charity, they want solidarity, and we need to work together with them, together with Justice for Colombia, to raise awareness, to pressure our government and to pressure the Colombian authorities on all the individual cases of abuse like that of Miguel Beltran and Huber Ballesteros.  Yesterday, you heard from Huber Ballesteros, and my union, along with so many others in the TUC, has actively supported the campaign for his release.  Myself and Tony Woodhouse went to see Huber in his prison cell in Bogota.  We heard directly how he continues to be denied the special dietary arrangements he requires for his diabetes. This is somebody being punished just for being a trade unionist.  Two years in prison, no trial, and on top of that he has been deliberately denied medical treatment he needs, and his health is deteriorating.  

As I have already mentioned, we are not talking about a charity case.  Huber is not sitting on his hands while in prison.  He has recently published an organising manual for rural trade unionists in Colombia.  It is sponsored by the NUT and Justice for Colombia.  He has been organising the prisoners.  He has been campaigning for improved conditions in the prisons across Colombia.  We also met with David Ravelo, a human rights activist, who has been in prison since 2010.  I will never forget what he said to myself and Tony when I asked him if he regretted being involved in human rights, he was unequivocal.  He said, “Never.  No regrets. I am more determined than ever.”  This is a man sentenced to more than 18 years in prison on trumped murder charges.  

If these people continue to be so upbeat, constructive and committed in the face of these unimaginable circumstances, so must we in the campaign to secure their freedom.  As well as meeting with trade unionists and a huge number of political and social activists, we met with the Attorney-General’s office and with the presidential human rights department.  Colleagues, be assured that the struggle is going to be a long one.  In one meeting a government representative celebrated the fact that only – only – 26 trade unionists were killed in 2013.  We all know that there is nothing to celebrate until not a single trade unionist is killed and not a single one remains locked up behind bars.  

Yesterday we heard from Huber from his prison cell, a political hostage.  Colleagues, let’s resolve to strengthen the campaign to free him, let’s organise to ensure that Huber can address Congress as a free man, a free leader of the biggest union in Colombia, able to speak to Congress, not from his prison cell but in person from this rostrum.  Support the motion.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Jim.  NUT.  

Christine Blower (National Union of Teachers) supported the motion.  

She said:  President, delegates, I, too, had the opportunity to meet Miguel Beltran in his prison in Bogota and then we were delighted when he was released that we had the opportunity to meet him in a meeting of the NUT National Executive.  Imagine how badly people feel about the fact that he has been re-arrested, and re-arrested on something that is so obviously nonsensical.  This rebellion charge is just a catch-all to take in trade unionists and those who stand for freedom and liberty in Colombia.  We really have to put all our efforts into campaigning on this. 

JfC and the NUT, as you just heard from Jim, have also supported Huber Ballesteros in his campaign to remain oppositional while he is prison and write that extremely good organising manual.   The Hispanics among you will be able to read it easily. Those who do not read Spanish will have to wait until we get it translated.  The fact is that we have to work to make sure that all of these people are released from prison.  

I want to say to you that JfC does utterly remarkable work.  I know you know this but it does utterly remarkable work and, frankly, with pitiful resources.  ASLEF houses JfC and provides significant financial support.  My union has just decided to increase our support for JfC.  It is beyond belief what they are actually managing to do.  We heard the message from Huber in Congress.  It all made us feel great that he is thanking us for the solidarity that we provide for them.  Every person in this room needs to go to their union branch and say, “How much money and time are you devoting to the campaigns that are run by JfC?”  Every one of those prisoners, every one of their families, every one of their children, needs all the support we can possibly give from this trades union Movement.  The fact is we are going to spend an enormous amount of energy opposing the Trade Union Bill; quite right, it is an absolute attack, but we also need to muster the energy to defend and support our comrades internationally.  Please make sure that you look at all of those things, 1 to 3 at the bottom, and do them.  Thank you.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you very much.  I see there are no further speakers. I assume ASLEF does not want a right of reply?  No?  So, we will move directly to the vote on Emergency Motion 1, Colombia.  All those in favour please show?  Thank you.  All those against please show?  That is carried.  Thank you.  


*
Emergency Motion 1 was CARRIED
The President:  I now call Emergency Motion 2, the Met Office weather forecasting service for the BBC.  The General Council supports the Emergency Motion which will be moved by Prospect and seconded by BECTU.  Prospect.   Sue.

The Met Office weather forecasting service for the BBC
Sue Ferns (Prospect) moved Emergency Motion 2.  

She said:  Yesterday we heard many tributes to the work of the BBC, and rightly so.  Today, I want to talk about another aspect of that work, the weather forecast.  It was surprising to find any delegate in this hall who does not make use of this service but, be warned, this may be about to change.  In late August, the BBC made it known that it would not be renewing its weather forecasting contract with the Met Office: how strange that this information came into the public domain at a relatively early stage of what is supposed to be a confidential tendering process.  How strange, too, that an arrangement that had worked well for more than 90 years, involving two of the UK’s longest standing and most trusted public service providers, should suddenly be deemed unfit for purpose.  It is stranger still when you consider that the Met Office reworked this contract just five years ago because of its recognised ability and commitment to delivering a high-quality public service.

So, you may wonder what has gone wrong in the last five years.  Well, there does not seem to be an answer to this question, or at least not one based on evidence though we know, of course, that both organisations are under political attack.  Prospect believes the Government should call a halt to this process, at the very least so there is transparency about the procurement arrangements and decision-making criteria, but there also needs to be a more fundamental rethink about what is going on here.  

The Met Office’s main concern is to ensure public safety.  It works with the police, the Fire and Rescue Service and local authorities on COBRA, the Government’s emergency response committee.  We all saw the importance of a joined up public service response during the winter storms of 2013/14 but this work is just as important at local level, for example, in ensuring that social services can get through to vulnerable people during severe weather episodes.  Similarly, the knowledge that severe winds can cause widespread power cuts, structural damage, and possibly fatal injuries, focuses forecasters on pinpointing the main areas of risk.

Congress, the Met Office can do this for two reasons.  One, it has a super computer that allows forecasters to have an immediate focus on changes in local weather patterns.  Two, this data is interpreted by professional scientists.  You may not realise that every time you watch or listen to a BBC weather forecast you are benefiting from a specialist interpreting scientific data and who is able to understand how it changes minute by minute.  This is a capability unique to the Met Office, so much so that if the BBC proceeds with its plans, it will have to pay another organisation to use the Met Office data.

It is quite simply wrong to assume that an approach focused on driving down BBC costs in this area will deliver value for taxpayers’ money.  The work will still need to be done to safeguard the UK’s public forecasting capability and it plainly cannot be efficient to pay for it to be done twice.

On 28th August, Prospect wrote to Jo Johnson, the Science Minister, and Ed Vaizey, Culture Minister, to ask them to intervene.  As I stand here today, we have had no response but we are not alone in this, by the way; some very relevant parliamentary questions have yet to be answered.  That is why we are asking for your support for our campaign.  The partnership between the BBC and the Met Office works well.  It works in the public interest and we all rely on the high-quality service it provides.  It is not too late to intervene.  The contract runs out in April 2016 so let’s act now.  I move.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Sue.  I call BECTU to second. Tony.  

Tony Lennon (Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union) seconded the motion.  

He said:  Colleagues, what we are watching here is a public sector stitch-up in which one national institution called the BBC, which we pay for, has pulled the rug out from another national institution called the Met Office, which we also pay for, after 90 years of close collaboration.  

I know weather forecasters do not always have the best of reputations.  There is a joke about economists that goes: Why were economists invented in the first place?  The answer is: To make weather forecasters look good at predicting things.  Actually, the cooperation between the Met and the BBC has created world-class weather forecasting services for the British public and for all the users that Sue Ferns has described.  The stuff that they did when computers came along could only have been done through public sector collaboration.  All the people involved in it admit that the private sector would not have done it.  The first computer graphics for weather were in this country on the BBC in 1985 as a result of that fantastic collaboration.

Just go back to 1985 and try and remember how many people even knew really what computers did.  This was cutting-edge stuff.  They revamped the system 10 years later and they started to become the envy of the world of broadcasting, globally.  I worked in television centres through the ‘90s and almost every day you would bump into the head of weather with yet another group of foreign broadcasters who had come to see how the Met and the BBC did it, two public organisations with the scale and the commitment to do new things and to do new things well.  I have actually spoken to that head of weather this morning because I got hold of his phone number and he said, in his own words, “The rest of the world was queuing up to see what we were doing with the Met.”  

The BBC says they are under some sort of legal obligation to run one of these procurement exercises in which the cheapest bid wins.  We say they do not have to.  If you look at the European Procurement Directive, which is the legislation that covers the BBC and other public bodies, it specifically exempts television services, and it does it for a reason.  When you buy TV programmes you do not just do it on price, it is about the quality of service and it is about, in this case, the accuracy and information that the Met Office is able to bring to the BBC’s audiences.  It is not just about price and to prove the point the BBC spends about £900m a year on TV programming and only a tiny, tiny fraction of it ever goes through any sort of procurement.  So, in insisting on procurement, the cheapest price, in the case of the Met actually, to use a meteorological allusion, they are straining on a zephyr after swallowing a tornado with £900m worth of programmes.

Colleagues, we have to support this campaign.  BECTU is very pleased to use its influence within the BBC to try and get this divorce between the Met Office and the BBC reconsidered before we see one of our latest fantastic public centre successes being overlooked by a government-appointed management of the BBC who seem only interested in cash.  Please support Emergency Motion 2.  (Applause) 

The President:  Thank you, Tony.  There are no further speakers.  I assume Prospect does not want a right of reply?  So, we will move to the vote on Emergency Motion 2.  All those in favour please show?  Thank you. All those against please show?  Thank you.  That is carried.


*
Emergency Motion 2 was CARRIED
The President:  Congress, that concludes this afternoon’s business but just before I close Congress I have a few announcements to make.

May I remind delegates to complete and return the equality monitoring forms that have been sent to them.  Delegates should have received the lilac forms which should be returned to their delegation leaders.  If any delegate has not received such a form, please see your delegate leader.  Delegation leaders should return their pink forms in the box provided at the TUC Information stand situated on the lower ground floor of the Brighton Centre.  

Could I also remind delegation leaders that the ballot for Section C of the General Council and also for the General Purposes Committee takes place tomorrow morning.  Unions eligible to vote for Section C and for the GPC should collect their ballot papers from the TUC Information stand. Ballot papers will only be provided in exchange for the official delegate form, and please note that the ballot closes at 12 noon tomorrow.  

Thank you, Congress.  Congress is now adjourned until 9.30 sharp tomorrow morning.  Have a good evening and see you tomorrow.

Conference adjourned.
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