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Executive Summary
This report covers the period from 26 February to 31 May, including Easter and the half-term Whitsun Recess.   The House sat for approximately eight weeks during this period which also saw Parliament prorogued as the 2012-2013 session was concluded, and the Queen’s Speech announcing the government’s legislative programme for the 2013-14 session of Parliament was held on 8 May.
The Government’s agenda for the new Parliamentary Session was set out in the Queen’s Speech, which along with the Budget and the Comprehensive Spending Review statement at the end of June, clearly demonstrate the continuation of its programme of cuts, job losses, privatisation and attacks on pay, pensions, employment rights, and terms and conditions.

The Queen’s Speech confirmed it was the intention to press ahead with the implementation of plans for High Speed II via a Bill authorising expenditure in preparation for its construction.  Also outlined was a proposal for a state Pensions Bill which threatens detrimental changes to the pension remunerations for rail and underground workers, and increases the state retirement age to 67. A Deregulation Bill is still to be published, but this could also threaten to further erode employment rights and protections around health and safety and working conditions. The Offender Rehabilitation Bill will privatise most of the core work of the Probation Service, and there are also plans to privatise defence procurement and the Court service. On all of the Government’s programme where there are issues of concern to RMT members the Parliamentary Group will continue to utilise all parliamentary mechanisms available to represent the unions’ interests and actively intervene in the course of parliamentary debates and the legislative process.   

In addition to strategy and other meetings the Parliamentary Group met once formally over this period on 23 April, the agenda of which was as follows:
Group Meeting Agenda: 4.00pm, Tuesday 23 April

Room T, Portcullis House, House of Commons

1. Apologies 
2. Railways and London Underground  

· Attacks on rail and tube workers pensions 
· Jarvis Pensions 

· Delays in Government’s rail franchising programme 

· Save Bombardier jobs campaign 
3.  Maritime 
· Seafarers Exclusion from Equality and National Minimum Wage Legislation  

· Tonnage tax
6.  Offshore / Energy 
· Offshore Safety – reform of HSE in contradiction to recommendations after the Piper Alpha disaster 
7. Other Political and Industrial issues
This period was characterised by continuing debates over the chaos around rail franchising, with contractual extensions offered to current operators as a result.  However, despite all available evidence pointing to the efficient way in which the East Coast Mainline was more effectively run under the publically-managed not-for-profit Directly Operated Railways, the government announced its intention to press ahead with the ideologically-driven plan to re-tender the franchise to a private contractor.   The Group is conscious of the need to keep MPs alerted to the threat of further cuts from the McNulty review, and publicised the Action for Rail seminar with disability and pensioner groups on 24 April, which discussed the particular impact of staff cuts on these groups. 
The Public Service Pensions Act gained its Royal Assent at the end of the last parliamentary session. The RMT Group along with other unions had campaigned vigorously in the Commons but there was no sign of the promised TUC campaign in the Lords, where it proved impossible to get Peers to take up most of the unions’ concerns. The RMT Group did manage to table an amendment on behalf of Jarvis workers through Lord Alf Dubs as a result of which a ministerial meeting is due to take place with Pensions Minister, Steve Webb, on 6 June.
The Group has continued to raise its concerns over the extent of profits, cuts and excessive fare increases in the bus industry, with the deregulation of the market conspicuously failing to deliver the promised benefits for passengers.   
The Group also persisted in raising the situation facing transport cleaners in terms of pay, employment rights, and respect at work – in particular raising the case of the shocking treatment of the 33 sacked Trainpeople workers, the subject of Early Day Motion 1281.     

The Group has been actively raising a number of issues of concern to union members in the maritime sector, in terms of the failure to link the huge tax break that the Tonnage Tax offers shipping companies with the training of UK ratings; the need to ensure that ships using UK ports are not able to circumvent minimum wage legislation; and the need to ratify the Maritime Labour Convention. Numerous parliamentary questions have been tabled to keep the spotlight on these maritime issues, most of which the Parliamentary Group has been campaigning on since its formation, and a detailed policy brief was presented to the the Shadow Transport team at the Policy Review meeting on 26 March. A resheduled meeting has also been arranged with the Shipping Minister Stephen Hammond MP, which is now due to take place in the Department for Transport on 2 July, having been postponed in May at the Minister’s request.
The Group is also preparing to take forward further campaigning on safety in the offshore oil and gas industries.  Since 2013 is the 25th anniversary of the Piper Alpha disaster which killed 167 workers and remains the world’s worst offshore catastrophe, there is clear potential for campaigning around the current safety concerns, exacerbated by the decision to close the Offshore Safety Division as part of the cuts and restructuring to the Health and Safety Executive.
Maria Eagle MP, Shadow Transport Secretary, invited Labour MPs including RMT Group members to a Policy Review meeting on Tuesday, 26 March, which provided an occasion to feed into Agenda 2015 and the Policy Review work being carried out by the Shadow Transport team on rail reform and bus regulation.  She also agreed to meet with the Group in future to discuss all of our issues of concern.
The Group also welcomed union members to Westminster for an RMT political school session which was held on 14 March, addressed by John McDonnell MP and Lord Dubs, and featuring a tour of the Parliamentary estate by Chris Williamson MP.   
During the period of this report detailed briefing material and RMT Press Notices have been widely distributed throughout Parliament on issues including:

· Response to Public Accounts Committee on West Coast Main Line fiasco  
· Great Western tender delays 

· Rail franchising statement 
· Not to support EDM 1267 'Crossrail Carriages' 
· Action for Rail’s Access for Disabled seminar
· Railway Package (EU) – submission to the Transport Select Committee Inquiry on this issue as a briefing to MPs

· Ballot for Northern Rail staff strike action in casualisation dispute
· Government misinformation in bid to re-privatise the East Coast Mainline 
· National Express extension to C2C franchise
· First Group workers hit by company share collapse
· Orkney Ferries Pay Dispute

· Social Dumping in the Shipping Industry

· Collective Redundancies (Statutory Instrument)
· Maritime and Ports: “State of the Nation” 

The Group also tabled the following Early Day Motions in the Parliamentary Session 2012-13:  
	EDM No.
	Title (2012-2013 Parliament)
	Tabling MP
	Signatures

	59
	London Taxis and the Olympic Route Network
	John McDonnell
	18

	61
	15 Year Age Limit for London Taxis
	John McDonnell
	16

	68
	Ban on Pedicabs During the London Olympics
	John McDonnell
	9

	134
	London Midland Ticket Offices
	Frank Dobson
	19

	137
	Training for Seafarers
	Karl Turner
	34

	209
	Falkland Islands Conflict and the Merchant Navy
	Mike Hancock
	15

	291
	Churchill Cleaners
	Ian Mearns
	19

	386
	Catering Facilities on Intercity West Coast Rail Service
	Gerald Kaufman
	27

	419
	Privatisation of Scottish Ferry Services
	Katy Clark
	32

	723
	ISS Cleaners on London Underground
	Jeremy Corbyn
	12

	745
	King's Cross Fire and Staffing on London Underground
	Frank Dobson
	15

	855 
	Fare Rises and Profits in the Bus Industry
	Grahame M. Morris
	26

	986
	Trade Union Rights
	John McDonnell
	26

	1169
	Safety at Level Crossings
	Paul Flynn
	13

	1185
	Manufacture of Crossrail Trains
	Chris Williamson
	31

	1250
	East Coast Mainline Proposed Refranchising
	Ian Mearns
	26

	1281
	Employment Rights on London Underground
	Jeremy Corbyn
	19


The text of these EDMs can be read in full in Annex 3 of this report. Please note these EDMs are now closed to signature since the Parliamentary session ended with prorogation on 30 April 2013. Fresh EDMs will be tabled for the 2013-14 session.  

Group members have tabled Parliamentary Questions on a wide range of issues of concern to the union, which are included in the text of this report.  Parliamentary Questions have been tabled by Katy Clark MP, Jeremy Corbyn MP, Ian Davidson MP, Kelvin Hopkins MP, John McDonnell MP, Ian Mearns MP, Karl Turner MP and Chris Williamson MP and are included in this report. Several more written Parliamentary Questions have been tabled and await response. Subjects covered include:
· Rail: Shrewsbury-Crewe Railway Line; Railways Industrial Disputes; Railways Franchises; Franchise Advisory Panel; and Network Rail.
· Maritime: Tonnage Tax; Shipping Regulation, Marine and Costguard Agency, 
· Offshore: industry safety; Shipping: Registration, Shipping: Conditions of Employment and Merchant Shipping (Diving Safety) regulations.
· Buses: Bus Services; Travel (Concessions); Railways (Bus Services); Bus Services (Conditions of Employment)
Some written questions tabled towards the end of the last Parliamentary session which have yet to receive answers will need to be re-tabled as they do not carry over between sessions.  
The next Group meeting is scheduled to take place on Wednesday 10 July.  A full schedule of Group meeting dates for the rest of 2013 is currently being finalised.  The next RMT political school is due to take place on 24 October 2013.  
Legislation and Debates
· Public Service Pensions Act
It will be recalled that the Group has sought to raise concerns over the Public Services Pensions Bill, with Lord Alf Dubs re-tabling an amendment on the pensions of Jarvis workers at Report Stage in the Lords.  Although this amendment was ruled out of order by the parliamentary clerks in the Commons, it was accepted for tabling in the Upper House where there is usually more time for debate. The amendment did not make new demands but would have closed a loophole in the 1993 Railways Act. Schedule 11 of the 1993 Railways Act was intended to provide railway workers employed by British Rail at the time of rail privatisation with the right to protected pensions.  The loophole in the 1993 Railways Act was cruelly brought to light in 2010 when the rail engineering company Jarvis went into administration with the loss of 1200 rail jobs. 
Although the government argued that it was not possible to address this issue within the remit of the Bill, which received Royal Assent on 25 April, nevertheless the government did indicate it would be prepared to meet with the Group to discuss the situation, and in response to a letter from the Group, Pensions Minister Steve Webb has agreed to meet on 6 June.   
Rail and London Underground 
Pensions Bill – attack on London Underground and rail workers pensions
In the Queen’s Speech delivered on May 8 2013, the government announced that it would be bringing forward a Pensions Bill which could have serious consequence for the pensions of railway and London Underground workers. The proposals as they currently stand would mean: 

· The abolition of the ability of employers and employees who are members of company pension schemes to pay less National Insurance contributions (“contracting out”) in 2016 could threaten the affordability of Defined Benefit (DB) pension schemes. 
· A statutory override of the Protected Persons Regulations which will override legislation introduced to protect pensions following the privatisation of the Railways and sections of London Underground.
· An ‘employer override’ to allow changes to be made to private sector scheme rules without the need of trustee consent. 
· The replacing of the Basic State Pension with the higher rate Single Tier State Pension will have a major impact on pension scheme members’ future accrual where pension scheme rules have an Integration Factor (offset) linked to the Basic State Pension. That is the higher the basic state pension, the lower the company pension.
· The state pension age (SPA) will increase to age 67 between 2026 and 2028 with the prospect of further increases. 
If the government proceed with the above without protections they will be guilty of a number broken promises namely the legislation introduced after rail and tube privatisation; the conclusions of the industry wide pension commission; assurances given by the previous Secretary of State Justine Greening that the government would not be touching this legislation; and even the McNulty report which recommended the rail industry itself should be left to resolve any pension issues. 

The group is due to meet the Pensions Minister Steven Webb to discuss our concerns. We will also be holding a separate meeting to brief RMT Group member Teresa Pearce MP, who is a member of the Works and Pensions Committee scrutinising the Bill.

High Speed Rail (Preparation) Bill
In the Queen’s Speech the government announced its intention to bring forward a High Speed Rail (Preparation) Bill to authorise expenditure in preparation to implement its plans for High Speed II.  While providing the funding, this bill does not provide permission for construction to get underway. This is dealt with separately by the HS2 hybrid bill which will be introduced to parliament later in the year.
Specifically, the high speed rail (preparation) bill will:

· Enable expenditure by the secretary of state on construction design, ecological surveys and other preparatory work on both the initial and future phases of the line.

· Authorise expenditure on property compensation for landowners affected by the construction of the line

· Provide a clear path for the HS2 hybrid bill, which grants the government permission but not the finance to purchase land affected by the scheme, to be brought before Parliament by the end of the year.
Franchising

On 26 March, Patrick McLoughlin (Secretary of State for Transport) issued a statement to the House on Rail Franchising, which revealed the return of the East Coast Main Line to the private sector:

With permission, Mr Speaker, I wish to make a statement about the future of our railways. It is a positive future. It is almost 50 years ago to the day since Dr Beeching published his report. No one would have imagined then, or even 20 years ago, when the Government privatised the railways, which were still in decline, that the industry would now be booming. Traffic has doubled since privatisation, from 750 million journeys a year to 1.5 billion now. There are more services and record levels of investment, and our railways have the best recent safety record in Europe. That has not been achieved despite privatisation; it has been achieved because of privatisation.

Today I am setting out a programme that can achieve even more, because our country has to compete for jobs and growth. We need a transport system that is second to none, so we are spending unprecedented sums on infrastructure, such as Crossrail, the biggest construction project in Europe, and the northern hub cross-Manchester link, which will transform services across the Pennines. In return, it is right that we demand more from the industry, because for the money that passengers and taxpayers are putting in, we should expect ambition, innovation and even better performance for passengers. This is the way we are going to get it.

Last year, serious and unacceptable mistakes were made when it came to refranchising the west coast main line, but I have put in place a new structure and process in the Department, as the Laidlaw report recommended. In January, I announced our initial proposals for the three franchises most immediately affected: Great Western, Essex Thameside and Thameslink. Today I can confirm that I am accepting the next stage of the findings of the Brown review of rail franchising. I am also pleased that Richard Brown has agreed to chair a new franchise advisory board. I am publishing its terms of reference today. The Brown review called for a full refranchising programme to be announced by the end of April. I am pleased to be announcing it today.

I want to be as open as possible with the market, which is why I am publishing a prior information notice to set out not just the programme for franchising, but the way in which franchises will be let and the benefits they will bring. In doing so, I have applied three principles: first, that the passenger gains; secondly, that the rail industry thrives, with growing companies and new competitors coming into the market; and thirdly, that the taxpayer gains, through a more efficient use of public money and less waste in the industry. Those three principles are essential points on which the future of our railways rests.

Let me turn in detail to what I am announcing today —a programme that will give great improvements to the passenger, certainty to industry and a fair deal to the taxpayer. It will provide stability, so that we can invest more, and flexibility, so that different routes with different demands can be managed in different ways. The programme will also give fair weight to passenger satisfaction, which has not always been respected as it should have been, with long-term franchises that can run for up to 15 years if operators meet the standards they promise at the start. To ensure a competitive market, we will hold no more than three to four competitions a year, starting with a smaller number as the programme gets up to full speed and extending up to 12 current franchises to give certainty to passengers and allow the full programme to get under way.

There are those who would like our railways to go back to the days of state ownership, decline and under-investment. They are wrong. I share the view of the last Labour Government, who said that franchising worked. In 2009, Ministers brought in Directly Operated Railways on the east coast as a short-term stand-in. They did what was needed in difficult circumstances, but the east coast main line, upgraded in the 1980s, now needs revitalising. New trains, to be built in the north-east, are now on order. Now is the right time to invite bidders to put forward proposals for investing and improving those services. This will be the first of the new inter-city franchises to be awarded in 2014 in a programme that meets my three essential principles of better service, better competition and better value.

I wish to make one final point. The Beeching report was about closures and cutbacks, but its 50th anniversary tomorrow sees an industry marked by growth, not decline—investing in High Speed 2 for the future, as well as providing better services today. That is why I am pleased to announce the front runners in our fund to open new stations. They are Lea Bridge in Walthamstow, Pye Corner in Newport West and Ilkeston in Erewash. I expect to announce further winners soon. I commend this statement to the House.
 A number of Group members were ready with challenges: 
Ian Mearns (Gateshead) (Lab): This morning, a statement by the Secretary of State’s own company, Directly Operated Railways, on the east coast main line said:

“Since 2009, the East Coast business has been transformed. The Company has returned more than £640 million in cash to the taxpayer”.

That is not because of privatisation, but because the public sector bailed out the private sector. There is huge support for continued public ownership. The private sector has already let down the travelling public on this route twice. Why risk it again when we are returning so much money to the taxpayer?

 Mr McLoughlin: I was simply referring to what was said by the Secretary of State in the previous Government. It was a short-term measure. By putting out the franchise to the private sector, there will be better services. That is what I am interested in. I am not particularly interested in who owns it. I am interested in getting better services to the hon. Gentleman’s constituents, who want to take advantage of them.

Kelvin Hopkins (Luton North) (Lab): May I suggest to the Secretary of State that there is indeed a public sector comparator for Britain’s railways: the nationalised railway systems on the continent of Europe? McNulty found that they are up to 40% cheaper to run than ours. We have the highest fares in Europe and a ballooning public subsidy. Is not keeping the railways in the private sector just driven by ideology and a desire to put public money into private pockets?

Mr McLoughlin: I am support for the McNulty recommendation that we should take costs out of the railways. I did not expect such support from the hon. Gentleman, but any help I can get, I am always happy somewhat surprised—I am not sure whether the hon. Gentleman was expressing to bag.

Katy Clark (North Ayrshire and Arran) (Lab): Is the Secretary of State aware that tomorrow, to mark the 50th anniversary of Beeching, passenger groups and trade unions will demonstrate outside 80 railway stations against privatisation and job losses? Will he protect passenger safety and rule out job losses on the railways?

Mr McLoughlin: I am not sure the hon. Lady was listening to my statement. I pointed out that we have had a better safety record on our railways in the past few years than for a number of years, and we are one of the safest rail operators in Europe. Jobs have been created as a result of more people using the railways. Privatisation has doubled the number of people using the railways. I would have expected the hon. Lady to welcome that, and unions to be out welcoming it too.

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmhansrd/cm130326/debtext/130326-0002.htm
The Group will be challenging the claims, in justification of re-privatisation, by Rail Minister Simon Burns that the East Coast Main Line earns less than the West Coast Main Line. We are tabling questions seeking to establish whether he has misled Parliament with assertions such as that made during acrimonious exchanges in Transport Questions on 25th April: 

Mr Burns: As my right hon. Friend the Secretary of State announced in his statement to the House on 26 March, the east coast main line will return to a franchise operation.

Ian Mearns (Gateshead) (Lab): Scandalous!

Mr Burns: Notwithstanding the hon. Gentleman’s cry, that was, of course, the intended policy of the previous Labour Secretary of State and the previous Labour Minister for Transport. We anticipate that the line will return to a franchise operation by February 2015.

Maria Eagle (Garston and Halewood) (Lab): Will the Minister explain why he has chosen to prioritise a completely unnecessary and costly competition for the east coast main line rail franchise, which will also require him to waste taxpayers’ money on expensive extensions to other contracts, some for as long as four years?

Mr Burns: I am afraid that the premise of the shadow Secretary of State’s question is factually incorrect and misguided. The reason why we are moving the east coast main line back to a franchise is exactly the same—[Interruption.] The hon. Lady should stop chuntering.

Mr Barry Sheerman (Huddersfield) (Lab/Co-op): Answer the question.

Mr Burns: I am answering the question. The reason why we are moving the line back to a franchise is exactly the same as why the shadow Secretary of State’s right honourable friend Lord Adonis was going to do it when he said:

“I do not believe that it would be in the public interest for us to have a nationalised train operating company indefinitely”.—[Official Report, House of Lords, 1 July 2009; Vol. 712, c. 232.]

Nor do we, and that is why we are ending it.

Maria Eagle: It does not sound like the Minister actually knows what is happening on the east coast main line: 3 million more seats, best ever punctuality, lowest taxpayer subsidy, £40 million of extra profit invested and £800 million returned to the taxpayer. He should stop talking it down. Will he confirm that all of the planned east coast upgrade—all the investment that his hon. and right hon. Friends claim is necessary—will be paid for by the taxpayer? None of this investment is dependent on privatisation. The fact is that private train companies now receive more from the taxpayer each year than they pay back in, so why is he doing this?

Mr Burns: I sometimes wonder which world the shadow Secretary of State lives in. If she would just do us all a favour and listen for one minute, I will offer her an explanation. First, the premium that the east coast main line pays to the Treasury is less than that paid by the west coast main line. Secondly, if the hon. Lady looks at reliability over the latest four-week period, she will see that the east coast main line is the worst of the 19 operators. Thirdly, we have found that the operator did a reasonable job in difficult circumstances when it had to take over the direct operation, but that it has now reached a plateau. Fourthly, yes, there will be taxpayers’ money involved in investing in the east coast main line, but, more importantly, the involvement of the private sector means that we can increase, over and above the taxpayers’ money, the money that can be invested in enhancing and improving the service for passengers.

Ian Mearns (Gateshead) (Lab): The east coast main line has returned £640 million to the public purse since 2009. Sadly, private ownership has failed the travelling public of the east coast franchise. What possible public benefit can be gained by another wasteful and expensive round of refranchising, when east coast is already where the vast majority of the public want it, in public ownership?

Mr McLoughlin: I point the hon. Gentleman to what was said by the last Labour Transport Secretary, the right hon. Member for Tooting (Sadiq Khan) who now sits on the Opposition Front Bench. It is worth pointing out that National Express paid £185 million in 2007-08, £145 million in 2008-09 and £8 million in 2009-10, which is when the franchise ended. The way that the track excess charges were calculated was then changed, so direct comparisons are not valid.

Ian Lavery (Wansbeck) (Lab): Two weeks ago, Lord Adonis published a report on the north-east local enterprise partnerships suggesting that political consideration should be given to the extension of the Tyne and Wear metro into south-east Northumberland. Will the Secretary of State agree to meet me and interested parties to discuss that possibility and other possibilities for railway links from south-east Northumberland into the cities of the north-east?

Mr McLoughlin: I am pleased that the hon. Gentleman is calling Lord Adonis in support; other people were attacking what he did when he was Secretary of State. I am aware of the report and was in the north-east a few months ago. I am happy to meet the hon. Gentleman and discuss some of the important points within that report.
Group members also attended a Transport Policy Review meeting for Labour MPs with Maria Eagle on 26 March.  Kelvin Hopkins emphasised the case for public ownership. The   Shadow Secretary of State thought the Government had made a massive mistake on the East Coast announcement and was not dismissive of the case for re-nationalistion. Several MPs were keen for a campaign to slow the East Coast franchise process down. However for Labour the problem is that in all debates in Westminster the Government fall back position is always: “we’re only carrying out policies you supported when you were in power!”
Andy McDonald, MP for Middlesbrough, secured an adjournment debate in Westminster Hall on 5th June on the subject of the East Coast Rail Franchise. No vote is taken at the end of adjournment debates but they are answered by the appropriate Minister and are fully reported in Hansard so they are an important means of keeping parliamentary focus. In advance of the debate a detailed briefing was circulated widely amongst MPs pointing out that Directly Operated Railways (DOR) Ltd paid the government higher premium payments, achieved improved punctuality and passenger satisfaction levels on the ECML and was virtually subsidy free. Returning the ECML to the private sector would lead to higher fares and cost the taxpayer more. Although presented as a cost saving and efficiency promoting policy, privatisation actually takes billions out of the rail industry and provides a much poorer service. 
The Group also continues to keep MPs alerted to the threat of further cuts from the McNulty review and we publicised and attended the Action for Rail Campaign and RMT’s seminar on 24th April which, with disability and pensioner groups, discussed the impact of staff cuts. 
The group along with the Opposition opposed the EU’s fourth rail package in parliament (see annex 1, page 32)

Parliamentary Questions: RAIL
We have continued to seek detailed data from the Department for Transport on current contracts and conditions and to assess the performance of privateers. During the period of this report, Group members have tabled parliamentary questions on a wide range of issues, including the Shrewsbury-Crewe Railway Line; Railways Franchises; Railways Industrial Disputes; Network Rail; Franchise Advisory Panel; Directly Operated Railways and Finance. 
Shrewsbury-Crewe Railway Line

Paul Flynn: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what the reasons are for the time taken to implement the Crewe to Shrewsbury modular signalling scheme; and when he now expects the scheme to be completed. [149985]

Mr Simon Burns: As explained in my previous answers of 14 March 2013, Official Report, columns 285-86W, this scheme is an operational matter for Network Rail and any questions should be directed to the chief executive at the following address:

Network Rail, Kings Place, 90 York Way, London N1 9AG.

Paul Flynn: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what recent discussions he has had about implementation of the Crewe to Shrewsbury modular signalling scheme. [147712]

Mr Simon Burns: The Secretary of State for Transport, my right hon. Friend the Member for Derbyshire Dales (Mr McLoughlin) has not had any recent discussions regarding the implementation of this scheme, which is an operational matter for Network Rail.

Paul Flynn: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport whether any safety concerns have been expressed to him about implementation of the Crewe to Shrewsbury modular signalling scheme. [147713]

Mr Simon Burns: The Secretary of State for Transport, my right hon. Friend the Member for Derbyshire Dales (Mr McLoughlin) has not received any representations concerning the safety of this scheme.
Railways: Franchises

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport how many passenger rail franchises have been tendered by his Department since 2005; and what the total cost to (a) his Department and (b) the bidders was in each case. [147914]

Mr Simon Burns: The Department has issued 10 Invitations to Tender for passenger rail franchises since 2005.

The Department has not been able to capture precise historic costs by franchise and tendering of rail services.

In the past, when a rail service has been tendered, permanent staff members have been seconded to work on this project for its duration and return to other duties following its completion. These members of staff came from many parts of the Department (e.g. Procurement, Rail Commercial, Franchise Specification, Legal, and Finance) and their costs were captured within their substantive areas of work and have not been separated by project.

The Department has captured its internal and external costs incurred on the Intercity West Coast procurement competition. These were published on 7 December 2012 by the National Audit Office (NAO) in their report on the termination of this procurement competition.

The Department does not capture bidders' costs. With regards to reimbursing bid costs for the Intercity West Coast procurement competition, discussions with bidders are ongoing. When final agreements have been reached the Department will be transparent about the outcome.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what changes in legislation would be required to allow Network Rail to permanently operate franchised rail passenger services. [155142]

Mr Simon Burns: Network Rail does not operate rail passenger services. It operates the rail network and infrastructure, by maintaining and developing rail tracks, signalling, bridges, tunnels, level crossings, viaducts and certain stations.

The Department has not analysed what changes in legislation would be required to allow Network Rail to take over the operation of franchised passenger services. Current domestic and EU law and policy has as an objective the separation of rail infrastructure from service provision and this degree of separation is proposed to be increased further in the 4th Railway Package. This is for reasons including the prevention of conflicts of interest and the promotion of competition for services.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what assessment he has made of the implications for the domestic rail (a) industry and (b) staff of the European Commission's Fourth Rail Package requirement for EU member states to regularly tender all or some of their rail passenger services; and what the current deadline is for transposing this requirement into UK law. [155143]

Mr Simon Burns: The Department for Transport is still considering the implications of this EU proposal. However, the European Commission has carried out its own impact assessment which was published alongside the EU proposal. This is available on the European Commission's website at

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=SWD:2013:0011:FIN:EN:PDF
There is no current deadline for the entry into force of the final regulation relating to the tendering of rail passenger services: EU regulations have direct effect and would not generally need to be transposed into UK law.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport in respect of the current negotiations between his Department and the incumbent franchisee for an extended rail passenger service contract for the (a) Essex Thameside, (b) Thameslink, (c) Inter City West Coast, (d) Great Western, (e) Greater Anglia, (f) Northern, (g) London Midland, (h) East Midlands and (i) South Eastern lines, which of these existing contracts currently require revenue support; and what the amount of such support is in each case. [155148]

Mr Simon Burns: The most recent available figures, for 2011-12, had the following contracts requiring revenue support:

	
	£ million

	(b) FCC (Thameslink)
	32.1

	(c) Intercity West Coast
	44.0

	(d) Greater Western
	209.4

	(h) East Midlands
	25.7

	(i) LSER (South Eastern)
	48.9


The following contracts did not require revenue support:

(a) C2C (Essex Thameside);

(e) Greater Anglia;

(f) Northern; and

(g) LOM (London Midland).

Please note that more recent figures, for 2012-13, are not available yet as we have not reconciled them to the statutory accounts for the respective train operating companies.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport in respect of the current negotiations between his Department and the incumbent franchisee for an extended rail passenger service contract for the (a) Essex Thameside, (b) Thameslink, (c) Inter City West Coast, (d) Great Western, (e) Greater Anglia, (f) Northern, (g) London Midland, (h) East Midlands and (i) South Eastern lines, what assessment he has made of the (i) amount and (ii) duration of revenue support the franchisee will require under the extended contract in each case; and whether the Office for Rail Regulation plans to publish this information. [155149]

Mr Simon Burns: In all discussions with incumbent operators, whether to extend the current franchise or enter into a new directly awarded franchise, the financial position of each franchise will be a key consideration. The premium paid to government or subsidy required will be published at the time each franchise award is announced, as will the commercial terms of the award, including whether the government retains any revenue risk.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport whether his Department is subject to a legal duty to undertake a consultation exercise on the content of rail franchises prior to issuing an invitation to tender. [155144]

Mr Simon Burns: The Department is under no express statutory duty to consult the public on the content of rail franchises but is subject to an overriding duty to act fairly in the exercise of its functions. The Railways Acts do include obligations to consult with certain devolved Administrations, Passenger Transport Executives and other bodies before issuing an Invitation to Tender. In the past we have carried out a public consultation on the service specification for each franchise prior to the issue of an Invitation to Tender and we expect to do so for future competitions.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport whether his Department is required to publish the results of consultations over the content of rail passenger franchise contracts; and if he will publish the results of any such consultations concluded in the last two years. [155145]

Mr Simon Burns: The Government's guidance for consultation can be found on the Cabinet Office website at

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/consultation-principles-guidance
For rail franchises we have published a summary of responses as part of the pack of documents issued with the Invitation to Tender for each franchise and we would expect to continue to do this.

The Department carried out formal consultation on the three current franchises (Essex Thameside; Thameslink, Southern and Great Northern (TSGN); and InterCity East Coast) in 2012. The summary of responses for the consultation carried out on the Essex Thameside franchise was published with the ITT in July 2012

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/essex-thameside-franchise-invitation-to-tender
We expect to publish a summary of responses to each of the TSGN and InterCity East Coast consultations in summer this year.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport whether his Department plans to undertake further consultation on the content of contracts for rail passenger franchises prior to issuing any new invitations to tender for such contracts, in light of the (a) revised rail franchise schedule published on 26 March 2013 and (b) recommendations of the Brown review of the rail franchising programme; and if he will make a statement. [155146]

Mr Simon Burns: The Government is in frequent dialogue with the rail industry, local authorities and passengers regarding the development of rail franchises. The Department has previously carried out formal consultation on each specific franchise prior to the issue of the Invitation to Tender for them and we intend to continue to do so.

The Department has previously consulted on the Essex Thameside; Thameslink, Southern and Great Northern; and East Coast franchises. When formulating the Invitations to Tender for these competitions we will take into account the views expressed in the responses to these consultations alongside the recommendations of the Brown review, which Richard Brown stated should be "implemented on a phased basis".

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport if he will list the EU (a) regulations and (b) directives his Department has taken cognisance of when awarding (i) contract extensions and (ii) temporary contracts to incumbent rail passenger franchisees. [155150]

Mr Simon Burns: In some cases the Department is exercising an existing contractual right to extend the franchise and in others the Department is negotiating with incumbent operators with a view to entering into a new, directly awarded franchise agreement for a further term before an invitation to tender can be issued and a full open competition held to operate the relevant franchise. In all cases, the Secretary of State for Transport, my right hon. Friend the Member for Derbyshire Dales (Mr McLoughlin), is cognisant of all of his duties and obligations under the Railways Acts (including Section 26 and his policy published thereunder) and under domestic and European procurement, competition and state aid law, including in particular Regulation 1370/2007 on public passenger transport services by rail and by road.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport whether train operating companies are able to bid for contracts tendered by Network Rail. [155152]
Mr Simon Burns: Train operating companies are restricted under the terms of their Franchise Agreement from carrying out any business or activities other than the provision and operation of its Franchise Services (as so defined in their Franchise Agreement) unless they have the prior written consent of the Secretary of State.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what the deadline is for completing negotiations with the incumbent franchisee for an extended rail passenger service contract on the (a) Essex Thameside, (b) Thameslink, (c) Inter City West Coast, (d) Great Western, (e) Greater Anglia, (f) Northern, (g) London Midland, (h) East Midlands and (i) South Eastern line; and what the (i) projected cost and (ii) cost to date is of the negotiations in each instance. [154404]

Mr Simon Burns: All negotiations need to be completed ahead of the end of the franchises, which are currently:

(a) 26 May 2013 for c2c (Essex Thameside);

(b) 1 April 2014 for First Capital Connect (Thameslink);

(c) 9 November 2014 for Virgin Trains (Intercity West Coast);

(d) 13 October 2013 for First Great Western (Great Western);

(e) 20 July 2014 for Greater Anglia (Greater Anglia);

(f) 1 April 2014 for Northern (Northern);

(g) 20 September 2015 for London Midland (London Midland);

(h) 1 April 2015 for East Midlands Trains (East Midlands); and

(i) 12 October 2014 for South Eastern (South Eastern).

The cost to the Department of resourcing the negotiations in each instance is not expected to exceed £1 million. The costs to the Department of resourcing the negotiations as of the end of March 2013 were:

(a) £146,000 for c2c (Essex Thameside);

(b) £0 for First Capital Connect (Thameslink);

(c) £0 for Virgin Trains (InterCity West Coast);

(d) £124,000 for First Great Western (Great Western);

(e) £0 for Greater Anglia (Greater Anglia);

(f) £0 for Northern (Northern);

(g) £0 for London Midland (London Midland);

(h) £0 for East Midlands Trains (East Midlands); and

(i) £0 for South Eastern (South Eastern).

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what steps he is taking to protect the existing (a) collective bargaining rights and (b) contracts of employment for staff during negotiations with the incumbent franchisee for an extended rail passenger service contract on the (i) Essex Thameside, (ii) Thameslink, (iii) Inter City West Coast, (iv) Great Western, (v) Greater Anglia, (vi) Northern, (vii) London Midland, (viii) East Midlands and (ix) South Eastern line; and if he will make a statement. [154405]

Mr Simon Burns: Terms and conditions of employment are a matter for the incumbent franchise operators, as employers. The move from existing franchise agreements to directly awarded contracts for an extended term will not, in and of itself, affect employees' rights or contracts of employment, nor will this involve a transfer of staff to a new employer. If negotiations with any incumbent operator were not to succeed, Directly Operated Railways may need to step in and operate services—if this were to happen there would be a TUPE transfer of employees on their current terms and conditions. Franchise agreements also contain “last 12 months” restrictions on changes to staff terms and conditions or staff numbers in the final year of a franchise without the Secretary of State's consent.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport how many staff from (a) his Department and (b) other government departments are involved in negotiations with the incumbent franchisee for an extended rail passenger service contract on the (i) Essex Thameside, (ii) Thameslink, (iii) Inter City West Coast, (iv) Great Western, (v) Greater Anglia, (vi) Northern, (vii) London Midland, (viii) East Midlands and (ix) South Eastern line. [154406]

Mr Simon Burns: As of the end of March 2013, the number of Department of Transport staff directly involved in negotiations with the incumbent franchisees for the extended rail passenger service contracts were (i) six staff for c2c (Essex Thameside), (ii) nil for First Capital Connect (Thameslink), (iii) nil for Intercity West Coast, (iv) eight staff for First Great Western, (v) nil for Greater Anglia, (vi) nil for Northern, (vii) nil for London Midland, (viii) nil for East Midlands and (ix) nil for South Eastern. No staff from other Government Departments are directly involved in negotiations with the incumbent franchisee for the extended rail passenger service contracts.

Railways: Industrial Disputes

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport pursuant to the answer of 18 March 2013, Official Report, column 457W, on railways: industrial disputes, which train operating companies have applied to his Department for compensation payments for loss of revenue during industrial disputes in each year since 2006-07; and on what date each such request was received. [152715]

Norman Baker: In the event of an industrial dispute in a franchised train operating company, the Department would expect to discuss the financial and other implications with the operator. Information on any such discussions is not centrally recorded and would in any case be commercially confidential, since it could prejudice the position of the Department or train operators in relation to the relevant or future industrial disputes. However, I am not aware of any specific applications having been made by operators since 2006-07 for compensation for lost revenue. 

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport how much has been paid, and on what dates, through (a) his Department, (b) Network Rail and (c) the Office of Rail Regulation to individual train operating companies in respect of compensation for loss of revenue during industrial disputes in each year since 2004-05. [147915]

Norman Baker: The Secretary of State has discretion to reimburse or ameliorate net losses of a franchised rail operator arising from industrial action, where he or she is satisfied that the franchisee has taken all reasonable steps to mitigate its effects. In 2004-05 payments totalling £844,061 were made by the Strategic Rail Authority to a number of operators. In 2006-07 a further payment was made by the Department to a single operator. As explained in the answer given to the hon. Member by the then Minister of State, the right hon. Member for Chipping Barnet (Mrs Villiers), on 17 February 2011, Official Report, column 969W, the Department for Transport takes the view that the details of this case should remain commercially confidential as their release would enable identification of the individual payment and operator concerned. No payments have been made since 2006-07.

The Department is not aware of any provision under which either Network Rail or the Office of Rail Regulation would pay compensation to train operators specifically for loss of revenue arising from industrial action, and is not aware of any such payments being made. However, in the event that industrial action by Network Rail staff prevented an operator from running services, Network Rail may be required to make payments to the operator under the terms of Schedules 4 or 8 of the operator's Track Access Agreement. Any such payments would be a commercially confidential matter for the industry parties concerned.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport pursuant to the answer of 18 March 2013, Official Report, column 457W, on railways: industrial disputes, how much was paid by his Department as compensation for loss of revenue during industrial disputes in 2006-07. [150475]

Norman Baker: As my Answer of 18 March explained, the amount concerned is commercially confidential as it relates to a single payment to a single operator.

I can however inform the hon. Member that the amount concerned was less than £250,000.
Network Rail

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport (1) whether Network Rail is permitted to submit bids to operate rail passenger services; [154461]

 (2) whether Network Rail's current licences allow it to submit bids to operate rail passenger services; and what changes are needed to the licensing process that would be required to permit Network Rail to submit such bids. [154462]

Mr Simon Burns: With minor exceptions (for example the Royal Train and track maintenance vehicles), Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (the network operator) is prohibited under its licence from having interests in train operations or engaging in activities outside network management except in so far as the ORR consents. Network Rail would also need to comply with EU law requirements for independence between the infrastructure manager and train operators, for example, in relation to the infrastructure manager's charging functions and its role in allocating capacity.

These considerations do not prevent Network Rail from co-operating closely with train operators to generate efficiencies, as for example with the Wessex alliance with South West Trains. They would however make it difficult for Network Rail to bid for a franchise given the way it is currently constituted.

Rail Franchise Advisory Panel

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what the annual rate of pay will be for each member of the Rail Franchise Advisory Panel. [154464]

Mr Simon Burns: The time commitment is expected to equate to a one-two days per month averaged over the year as part of the panel members’ appointment. The panel members were offered a day rate as part of their appointment and any costs to Government, up to approximately £10,000-£25,000 per member, from the panel will be published as part of the Department for Transport's annual accounts.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what input the Rail Franchise Advisory Panel will have on the content of contracts to be tendered by his Department for rail passenger services on the (a) East Coast Main, (b) Essex Thameside and (c) Thameslink lines. [154465]

Mr Simon Burns: In line with their terms of reference, published March 2013, which can be found on the following link:

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/170571/rail-franchise-advisory-panel-tor.pdf
The advisory panel will perform an advisory and assurance role supporting both the Secretary of State and Franchising Director as the franchising programme progresses. The advisory panel will not be making decisions in relation to-franchise awards or the content of contracts.
Directly Operated Railways

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what estimate he has made of staffing levels at Directly Operated Railways for the next two years; and what the job description will be for each grade. [155147]

Mr Simon Burns: We do not anticipate any change in staffing levels for Directly Operated Railways' core functions from those published in the latest accounts at: www.directlyoperatedrailways.co.uk
This level of resource will be adjusted if further work is necessary in connection with fulfilling the Secretary of State's duties under section 30 of the Railways Act 1993.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what changes in legislation would be required to allow Directly Operated Railways to permanently operate franchised rail passenger services. [155151]

Mr Simon Burns: The Department has not analysed in detail what changes in legislation would be required to allow this.

The current statutory regime under section 26 Railways Act 1993 is that the Secretary of State for Transport may select the person who is to be the franchisee in relation to a franchise agreement from among those who submit tenders in response to an invitation to tender and the Secretary of State intends to select all franchise operators in this way unless the exceptions set out in his section 26 policy statement apply.

Directly Operated Railways (DOR) was set up to act as the "operator of last resort" in the event that Secretary of State needs to step in to secure the provision of rail passenger services in accordance with his duty under section 30 of the Railways Act 1993. Section 25 of the same Act would prevent DOR from itself responding to invitation to tenders to operate franchised rail passenger services. In order to allow DOR to permanently operate passenger rail services these provisions of domestic law at a minimum would need to be changed and we would also have to be mindful of European law regarding procurement and competition.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport how many staff were employed by Directly Operated Railways in the last two years; and what roles were performed by each grade of staff. [155156]

Mr Simon Burns: The number of staff employed at Directly Operated Railways along with the activities that are undertaken by the company in any given year are published in their annual report and accounts which are available on the company's website at: www.directlyoperatedrailways.co.uk
Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport which rail passenger franchises Directly Operated Railways are currently on standby to take over if negotiations between his Department and the incumbent operator for a contract extension are not successful. [155153]

Mr Simon Burns: The Secretary of State for Transport, my right hon. Friend the Member for Derbyshire Dales (Mr McLoughlin), announcement on Rail Passenger franchising on 26 March 2013 setting out the Government’s future franchising programme including the proposals for Direct Awards. At that time, the Department made it clear that the Government’s preference is to negotiate direct awards with the current operators but that Directly Operated Railways will be readied in case agreement cannot be reached. This remains the case and the company has plans in place to ensure that it can take over any franchise where commercial agreement cannot be reached as part of the direct award programme.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what assessment he has made of Directly Operated Railways' capacity to take over the operation of rail passenger franchises if it proves impossible to conclude negotiations successfully with the incumbent operator for a contract extension. [155154]

Mr Simon Burns: The Department has made a full assessment of the capacity required for Directly Operated Railways to take over the operation of rail passenger franchises if it proves impossible to conclude negotiations with the incumbent operator for a Direct Award. A detailed plan has been submitted by Directly Operated Railways on how they will resource for each competition following the announcement of the Rail Franchise Schedule on 26 March.

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport for how many rail passenger franchises Directly Operated Railways could take over responsibility in the event that it is not possible for his Department to successfully conclude contract extension negotiations with the incumbent train operating company. [155155]

Mr Simon Burns: The Secretary of State has the responsibility under the Railways Act 1993 as amended, to maintain the continuity of passenger rail services. Under Section 30 of the Act the Secretary of State has the power to transfer the operation of services to an "operator of last resort." Directly Operated Railways fulfil the function of that "operator of last resort." In the event that the Department is unable to successfully conclude negotiations for a Direct Award with the incumbent train operating company, we do not foresee any problem with Directly Operated Railways continuing to fulfil the Secretary of State's duty under the Act.
Railways: Finance

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport if he will list the total annual amounts paid in track access charges to Network Rail by each train operating company contracted to provide rail passenger services since April 2004. [156218]

Mr Simon Burns: The data requested refer to transactions between private train operating companies and Network Rail which is not held by the Department. However, information for recent years is contained within Network Rail's Regulatory Financial Statements which are available on their website at:
A number of other questions have been tabled but have yet to receive a response in this reporting period. 
Bus Industry
It will be recalled that in December 2012, Grahame Morris tabled on behalf of the Early Day Motion 855 Group on the subject of Fare Rises and Profits in the Bus Industry, which attracted 26 signatures.  With the start of the new parliamentary session this EDM is no longer open, the Group will be looking to make further interventions to raise this issue which con.

At the Transport Policy Review with Maria Eagle on 26 March, MPs were told that the front bench team were intending to introduce "deregulation exemption zones" for buses - from day one of a Labour Government, in acknowledgement of the lack of local competition and excessive fare increases.  

The Group has also sought to raise the profile of the 33 cleaning staff summarily dismissed from cleaning jobs on London Underground services by Trainpeople, with Jeremy Corbyn tabling Early Day Motion 1281 regarding Employment Rights in London Underground (for full text see Annex X).   
Parliamentary Questions: Buses
Travel: Concessions

Ian Mearns: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what his policy is on the provision of concessionary travel schemes for people aged under 18 years in education or training; and what recent discussions he has had with bus operators on the implications for concessionary fare schemes of the increase in the school leaving age to (a) 17 in 2013 and (b) 18 in 2015. [144861]

Norman Baker: The responsibility for post 16 transport support lies with local authorities. The authorities have a legal duty to set out in a transport statement the arrangements they consider necessary to enable young people to attend post-16 education. The Government recognises that some students find it difficult to pay for education-related costs, and this is one of the reasons why it introduced the 16-19 Bursary Fund. Local authorities and providers are encouraged to work together to ensure that post 16 transport support, and the 16-19 Bursary fund are used effectively together to help meet transport costs.

I hold regular discussions with bus operators—and other stakeholders—and have asked the industry to consider offering travel discounts to all those aged 18 and under, not just to those in education but to youngsters entering the world of work for the first time, for example in an apprenticeship.

Railways: Bus Services

Kelvin Hopkins: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what proportion of passenger rail journeys involved (a) planned and (b) unplanned bus replacement services for each of the last five years for which figures are available. [150916]

Norman Baker: This information requested is not held by the Department for Transport. The Office of Rail Regulation has published the total number of rail replacement bus service hours for the years 2009-10 to 2011-12, which are as follows:

2009-10: 154531

2010-11: 129662

2011-12: 121901

I continue to encourage train operators to reduce wherever practicable the use of buses in place of rail services. I announced last year that we intend removing - from October 2013 - the entitlement for those operating rail replacement bus services to claim Bus Service Operator Grant, to ensure that such services are no longer subsidised by the taxpayer.

Bus Services: Conditions of Employment

Chris Williamson: To ask the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government what guidance his Department issues to local authorities on the application of the Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) Regulations 2006 when a bus company contracted to provide transport services goes into administration. [147669]

Brandon Lewis: The Department of Communities and Local Government does not produce such guidance.

The Department for Business Innovation and Skills has policy responsibility for employment rights.

Bus Services
Grahame M. Morris: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport which regulations affecting the bus industry have been withdrawn since May 2010. [155246]

Norman Baker: The Department for Transport published the outcome of the Road Transportation Red Tape Challenge, which includes regulations relating to buses, in December 2011. This document is published on the internet at the following address and can be made available in the Library of the House:

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/road-transport-red-tape-challenge

Although no repeals have yet taken effect, the Department is now preparing legislation which will give effect to some of these measures.
Traffic Commissioners

Grahame M. Morris: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what his policy is on the future regulatory role of traffic commissioners in respect of the bus industry; and if he will take steps to (a) expand the regulatory remit and (b) increase the resourcing of traffic commissioners. [155209]

Norman Baker: I have no plans to change the regulatory role or resourcing of Traffic Commissioners in respect of the bus industry at this time.

The Department is due to carry out a review of the role of Traffic Commissioners later in the year.
MARITIME
The Group has been actively raising a number of issues of concern to union members in the maritime sector.

Following a letter with accompanying briefing from Group Convenor John McDonnell MP, the Group is in contact with the office of Yvette Cooper, Shadow Home Secretary, regarding the situation where shipping companies using UK ports are able to employ foreign workers at below the national minimum wage, since the relevant legislation does not apply where the bulk of the journey occurs outside UK territorial waters.   Assurances were received at a preliminary meeting with her political advisor that the front bench are sympathetic and would be keen to examine the situation as part of their migrant workers review.

MPs were alerted to an event being held by the Nautilus union in Parliament, and RMT representatives intervented to make representations regarding the government’s delay in ratifying the Maritime Labour Convention.  
MPs were also briefed on a range of maritime issues ahead of a meeting of the All Party Parliamentary Group on Maritime and Ports, at which Shipping Minister Stephen Hammond MP addressed an audience mainly from the industry.  Steve Todd was able to remind the Minister that although the Tonnage Tax represented a very significant tax break for the companies, over the same period there has been a dramatic fall in the employment of UK-born ratings, and no link established to training young people
The Group’s own meeting with the Minister in the Department for Transport, originally scheduled for 9 May, was postponed at his request.  The revised date for this meeting is 2 July.
Parliamentary Questions:  Shipping
Ferries: Registration

Karl Turner: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport how many vessels with valid licences to operate in the UK ferry sector are registered under (a) non-UK and (b) non-EU flags. [155067]

Stephen Hammond: The number of individual vessels currently operating in the UK ferry sector is as follows:

	
	Number

	(a) Non-UK
	95

	(b) Non-EU
	20


Shipping: Exhaust Emissions

Karl Turner: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport with reference to the report by AMEC produced for the UK Chamber of Shipping in March 2013, what assessment he has made of the effect on (a) employment and (b) freight in the short sea shipping sector of the UK shipping industry complying with the provisions of MARPOL Annex VI. [148612]

Stephen Hammond: The Department welcomes the report commissioned by the Chamber of Shipping and I will ensure that we will consider its findings carefully. The evidence about the impact on employment and freight operations from this and other relevant studies will be incorporated into the Department's Impact Assessment on the new sulphur requirements, which will be published later this year. Our assessment will also consider the economic cost to the UK as well as the benefits in terms of improved public health and reduced damage to the environment.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport (1) pursuant to the answer of 18 June 2012, Official Report, column 643W, on shipping: pollution, if he will publish a detailed assessment of the effect on employment levels for seafarers of the UK shipping industry's compliance with Annex VI of the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships; and if he will make a statement; [148795]

(2) pursuant to the answer of 17 December 2012, Official Report, column 548W, on shipping: exhaust emissions, when he plans to respond to the findings of the report commissioned by the Chamber of Shipping to study the economic and social impacts of MARPOL Annex VI; what other reports into MARPOL Annex VI were commissioned by attendees of the roundtable discussion on 22 October 2012; and when he last discussed the provisions of the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships with officials from trades unions that represent UK seafarers. [148796]

Stephen Hammond: The Chamber of Shipping has recently published a study which includes an assessment about the impact on employment of the new sulphur limits. I will ensure that we consider its findings carefully.

The evidence about employment from this and other relevant studies will be incorporated into the Department's impact assessment on the new sulphur requirements, which will be published later this year. Our assessment will consider the economic cost to the UK as well as the benefits in terms of improved public health and reduced damage to the environment.

In addition to the study commissioned by the Chamber, representatives from the freight and the ports industries also indicated during the round table discussion that they had been gathering evidence on the impact of the new sulphur requirements for their members.

Whereas I have not discussed the provisions of the MARPOL convention with the trade unions, I would be happy to discuss any concerns that seafarers may have about the new limits with their representatives.

Shipping: Liquefied Natural Gas

Karl Turner: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what proportion of vessels of over 500 gross tonnage registered under the UK flag can be fuelled by liquefied natural gas. [148555]

Stephen Hammond: Currently, there are no vessels over 500 gross tonnage registered under the UK flag that can be fuelled by liquefied natural gas.

For an existing vessel to be capable of using liquefied natural gas as fuel, major modifications to the fuel system and engines will be required.

Internationally, new vessels are being designed and built to operate on liquefied natural gas fuel, which incorporate the special fuel storage requirements and engines but, as far as we are aware, currently there are no such vessels intended to be registered under the UK flag.

Shipping: Training

Katy Clark: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport if he will make it his policy to introduce a Certificate of Competency to meet the requirements of the International Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers for officers on workboats under 500 gross tonnage. [147911]

Stephen Hammond: I fully support the introduction of the new Certificate of Competency for Masters of Workboats less than 500 GT. After listening to representation from industry about the importance of this situation I have made extra resources available to expedite the necessary regulatory procedures.

Shipping: Registration

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport when he last met with officials in the Maritime and Coastguard Agency; and whether the Maritime Labour Convention was discussed. [147567]

Stephen Hammond: Ministers in the Department meet with officials from the Maritime and Coastguard Agency on a regular basis to discuss the work of the agency. In particular I met with officials on Thursday 10 January, and during that meeting matters relating to the Maritime Labour Convention (MLC) were discussed. More recently, I met with representatives from the shipping industry and other Government Departments on Monday 11 March to discuss growth opportunities for the UK maritime sector. This included ratification of the MLC.

Shipping: Regulation

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport which regulations applying to the maritime industry his Department has proposed to ministerial colleagues in the Cabinet Office for consideration as part of the Red Tape Challenge. [147568]

Stephen Hammond: Over 200 maritime regulations were examined as part of the Red Tape Challenge. A full list of these regulations can be found on the Red Tape Challenge website at:

http://www.redtapechallenge.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/themehome/maritime/

The Government plans to make a public announcement on the outcome shortly.

Shipping: Training

Katy Clark: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport if he will meet representatives of the National Workboat Association to discuss the establishment of an internationally-recognised Certificate of Competency for officers on workboats under 500 gross tonnage in the UK. [147910]

Stephen Hammond: I am happy to meet the National Workboat Association (NWA) to discuss this matter. The NWA should contact my office to arrange a suitable time for this meeting.

Shipping: Registration

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what assessment he has made of recent progress made by Category 1 members of the Red Ensign Group in ratifying the Maritime Labour Convention 2006. [145556]

Stephen Hammond: The Department for Transport is monitoring progress by the Category 1 members of the Red Ensign Group, and working with those which are intending to ratify the convention to ensure that their legislation is in line with the Maritime Labour Convention, 2006 and with United Kingdom policy.

The current position is:

Bermuda—draft legislation has been reviewed by the United Kingdom and the Bermuda administration is considering comments.

British Virgin Islands-intends to adopt United Kingdom implementing legislation through an Enactment Order.

Cayman Islands—legislation is under development.

Gibraltar—draft legislation submitted for consideration by UK.

Isle of Man—legislation being prepared for submission, via the Attorney-General's Office, to the United Kingdom for review.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport whether Category 2 members of the Red Ensign Group are required to ratify the Maritime Labour Convention 2006 in full. [145557]

Stephen Hammond: No. It is a decision for each Administration whether they implement the provisions of the Maritime Labour Convention, 2006 (MLC). When the United Kingdom is ready to ratify the MLC, ratification will be extended to those REG Administrations of either Category 1 or Category 2 which the UK is satisfied are compliant with the convention.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport whether the Maritime and Coastguard Agency has provided advice to (a) Category 1 and (b) Category 2 members of the Red Ensign Group on the ratification process for the Maritime Labour Convention 2006. [145558]

Stephen Hammond: The Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) has hosted a number of discussions on the implementation and ratification of the Maritime Labour Convention, 2006 (MLC) at the Red Ensign Group conference and intervening technical forums since 2008.

A representative of the Red Ensign Group (REG) attends the MCA's Tripartite Working Group which advises on implementation of the MLC, and papers are circulated to all members for information, as are all consultation documents on the United Kingdom's implementing legislation.

The MCA has provided training to REG surveyors on MLC flag state and port state inspections.

In addition, the MCA has corresponded with individual Administrations on specific issues as the need arises, and is reviewing draft implementing legislation produced by REG Administrations in order to advise on compliance.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport how many ships are currently registered under each (a) Category 1 and (b) Category 2 member of the Red Ensign Group. [145559]

Stephen Hammond: Based on the statistics provided by individual Red Ensign Group (REG) registers, the total combined Red Ensign fleet stands at 10,761 vessels and a gross tonnage (GT) of 50,092,295. The following table provides the breakdown of the British commercial fleet between the different REG registers:

	REG Member
	Number of Vessels
	Total GT

	Category 1 Registers
	
	

	UK
	8,557
	18,206,901

	Isle of Man
	534
	13,806,467

	Bermuda
	184
	12,419,552

	Cayman Islands
	464
	3,597,868

	Gibraltar
	303
	1,993,419

	British Virgin Islands
	75
	11,709

	
	
	

	Category 2 Registers
	
	

	Falkland Islands
	28
	45,428

	Jersey
	210
	3,076

	Guernsey
	213
	2,788

	Anguilla
	171
	2,728

	St Helena
	2
	1,387

	Turks and Caicos Islands
	17
	862

	Montserrat
	3
	110


Tonnage Tax

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what (a) proportion and (b) number of ships under each flag registered by company groups for inclusion in the tonnage tax scheme in each year since 2001 traded to or from UK ports in each such year. [150309]

Stephen Hammond: The Department does not hold the information as requested.

Shipping: Registration

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what discussions he has had with ministerial colleagues in the (a) Cabinet Office and (b) Department for Business, Innovation and Skills regarding the timetable for UK ratification of the Maritime Labour Convention; and when he next intends to hold such discussions. [147566]

Stephen Hammond: Ministers from all three Departments are engaged with the processes that are associated with the implementation of the Maritime Labour Convention, 2006, and will continue to be so.

Tonnage Tax

John McDonnell: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer how many officials in (a) HM Revenue and Customs and (b) its predecessor departments worked on administration of the tonnage tax scheme in each year since 2000-01. [151508]

Sajid Javid: In 2012-13 we estimate that HMRC had 5.5 staff units employed on tonnage tax administration. We do not hold this information for earlier years.

Karl Turner: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what proportion of seafarer (a) ratings and (b) officers working on vessels registered under the (i) UK and (ii) Red Ensign Group flag were (A) UK nations, (B) non-UK nationals and (C) non-EU nationals in the latest period for which figures are available. [155029]

Stephen Hammond: Information on the proportion of seafarer ratings and officers working on vessels registered on the flags of the UK and other Category 1 members of the Red Ensign Group (REG) (Bermuda, British Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Gibraltar and the Isle of Man), is not held by the Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA). Records may be maintained separately by the other individual Category 1 Administrations.

The MCA does however maintain a record of Certificates of Competency that it issues to (a) UK nationals, (b) EU nationals, (c) REG nationals and (d) Non EU nationals. This information is provided in the following table detailing the number of Certificates of Competency issued to personnel working on board all types of vessels including Deck, Engine, Yachts, Tugs and Inshore Craft during 2011 and 2012.

	
	Number of certificates issued

	Seafarer nationality
	2011
	2012

	UK Nationals
	1275
	1343

	Non UK Nationals
	5938
	2326

	Total
	7213
	3669

	Red Ensign Nationals (including UK National)
	1276
	1344

	Non Red Ensign Nationals
	5937
	2325

	Total
	7213
	3669

	EU Nationals (including UK National)
	2843
	1970

	Non EU Nationals
	4370
	1699

	Total
	7213
	3669


Shipping: Conditions of Employment

Karl Turner: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what estimate he has made of the total number of commercial vessels over 500 gross tonnage working on routes to and from UK ports that will not be covered by laws implementing the Maritime Labour Convention 2006 after the Convention comes into force. [155066]

Stephen Hammond: The Maritime and Coastguard Agency estimates there are currently 107 commercial vessels over 500 gross tonnage operating from UK ports which will not be subject to survey or inspection under regulations implementing the Maritime Labour Convention 2006 after the convention comes into force.

However, many of the UK standards implementing the Maritime Labour Convention 2006 apply to all seagoing ships, including these vessels.

Shipping: Registration

Karl Turner: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what proportion of the ships over 500 gross tonnage working on commercial routes to and from UK ports were registered under (a) non-UK and (b) non-EU flags in each of the last five years. [155065]

Stephen Hammond: The proportion of commercial ships over 500 gross tonnes arriving at UK ports that are registered under non UK and non EU flags can be seen in the following table.

On average, over the last five years, 68% of all commercial ships over 500gt arriving at UK ports were registered under (a) non-UK flags, and 54% were registered under (b) non-EU flags.
	Proportion of arrivals for ships over 500gt (percentage)

	Country of registration
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011

	(a) Non-UK
	72
	71
	66
	64
	67

	(b) Non-EU
	57
	57
	52
	51
	55


Please note that 2011 is the latest year currently available.

Tonnage Tax

Karl Turner: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport how many new training roles for UK seafarers were created under the approved core training commitments submitted by company groups that qualified for the tonnage tax scheme for 2012-13. [155056]

Stephen Hammond: Approved core training commitments for the 2012-13 training commitment year are around 600 for new first year officer trainees. Additionally, company groups are required to provide second and third year training for trainees taken on during the previous two years when they were in the tonnage tax. The cumulative training commitment for 2012-13 is therefore around 1,800 officer trainees.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what the current total is for Payments in Lieu of Training made by shipping company groups that qualified for the tonnage tax scheme in 2012-13. [155241]

Stephen Hammond: The tonnage tax training requirement is monitored on the basis of training commitment years, which run from October to September, rather than on a financial year basis. Payments in Lieu of Training (PILOT) are made to the Maritime Training Trust, the independent industry body set up for this purpose. The current total of PILOT payments due for Period 1, October 2012 to January 2013, is £380,514. This figure may change when outstanding End of Period Adjustment returns are received.
Tonnage Tax

John McDonnell: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer what revenue accrued to the Exchequer from shipping companies in the tonnage tax scheme in each year since 2000-01. [155242]

Sajid Javid: The following table shows estimated tax liabilities due to tonnage tax for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2010-11 (the latest year for which full data is currently available).

	Tax year
	Tax liabilities (£ million)

	2000-01
	1.4

	2001-02
	2.1

	2002-03
	2.6

	2003-04
	3

	2004-05
	3.6

	2005-06
	3.7

	2006-07
	4.4

	2007-08
	4.3

	2008-09
	4.5

	2009-10
	4.6

	2010-11
	4.7


Merchant Shipping (Diving Safety) Regulations 2002

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport when he next plans to discuss repeal of the Merchant Shipping (Diving Safety) Regulations 2002 with officials from the Health and Safety Executive (HSE); and if he will publish the (a) dates and (b) minutes of all previous meetings his Department has held with HSE officials to discuss that subject. [155249]

Stephen Hammond: The Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) notified the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) of their proposal to revoke the Merchant Shipping (Diving Safety) Regulations 2002 as part of the liaison between the HSE and the MCA on the Red Tape Challenge in October 2011 and January 2012. No meetings have been held to discuss this specific proposal to date; however, a more detailed discussion will be held prior to any changes to the regulations.

Tonnage Tax

John McDonnell: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer what the total value of concessions given by HM Revenue and Customs to shipping companies in respect of the tonnage tax scheme was in 2012-13. [154407]

Sajid Javid: HMRC have granted no concessions to shipping companies in respect of the tonnage tax scheme in 2012-13.

Statistics are published by HMRC on .the estimated reduction in tax liabilities accrued by the UK Shipping Industry through the tonnage tax regime for 2011 -12 and 2012-13. These are available at the following link:

http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/statistics/expenditures/table1-5.pdf

As complete tax returns data for 2012-13 are not yet available, the estimate is based on projecting forward data from tax returns for 2010.

John McDonnell: To ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer how many vessels qualified for the tonnage tax scheme in 2012-13; and how many have qualified to date for the scheme in 2013-14. [154408]

Sajid Javid: The information requested is not available, as the tax returns data for the years requested are not yet complete.

Tonnage Tax

Karl Turner: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport how many new training roles for UK seafarers were created under the approved core training commitments submitted by company groups that qualified for the tonnage tax scheme for 2012-13. [155056]

Stephen Hammond: Approved core training commitments for the 2012-13 training commitment year are around 600 for new first year officer trainees. Additionally, company groups are required to provide second and third year training for trainees taken on during the previous two years when they were in the tonnage tax. The cumulative training commitment for 2012-13 is therefore around 1,800 officer trainees.

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what the current total is for Payments in Lieu of Training made by shipping company groups that qualified for the tonnage tax scheme in 2012-13. [155241]

Stephen Hammond: The tonnage tax training requirement is monitored on the basis of training commitment years, which run from October to September, rather than on a financial year basis. Payments in Lieu of Training (PILOT) are made to the Maritime Training Trust, the independent industry body set up for this purpose. The current total of PILOT payments due for Period 1, October 2012 to January 2013, is £380,514. This figure may change when outstanding End of Period Adjustment returns are received.

Maritime and Coastguard Agency

John McDonnell: To ask the Secretary of State for Transport what the budget was for the Maritime and Coastguard Agency in each year since its creation. [151570]

Stephen Hammond: The budget for the Maritime and Coastguard Agency, for each year where information is readily available, is shown in the following table.

	
	£000

	2012-13
	162,254

	2011-12((a))
	159,057

	2010-11
	143,687

	2009-10((b))
	145,242

	2008-09((a))
	137,430

	2007-08((b))
	140,087

	2006-07((b))
	130,526

	2005-06((b))
	127,309

	2004-05((b))
	125,236


	2003-04((b))
	121,763

	2002-03((b))
	117,218

	2001-02((c))
	107,017

	2000-01((b))
	99,130

	1999-2000
	91,494


	Note: All figures are taken from the published main estimates on the HM Treasury website, with the exception of: ((a)) taken from the published winter supplementaries, also available on the website. ((b)) taken from the published spring supplementaries, also available on the website. ((c)) In 2001-02, the MCA was not shown as a separate agency within the published main estimate or supplementaries. This figure is taken from the MCA’s internally allocated budget. 

OFFSHORE
The Group has been briefed regarding the abolition of the Offshore Safety Division (OSD - originally was set up on the recommendation of Lord Cullen following the Piper Alpha disaster on 6th July 1988), as part of a government exercise to restructure the Health and Safety Executive (HSE).  In particular, the Group will be making clear its unhappiness at the HSE’s lack of consultation with trade unions and industry prior to the introduction of these changes on  April this year; and will also be seeking to raise awareness the imminent European Union Directive on offshore safety will require further reorganisation of the offshore safety regime for the UK oil and gas sector

Given that 2013 is the 25th anniversary of the Piper Alpha disaster which killed 167 workers and remains the world’s worst offshore catastrophe, there is clear potential for campaigning around the current safety concerns in the industry.  The Group plans to work with Alex Cunningham to table an Early Day Motion and seek a 90 minute Adjournment debate on the issue when the House returns from Whitsun recess.  
Parliamentary Questions:

Tom Greatrex: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions (1) what recent assessment he has made of the effect on the Health and Safety Executive of the draft European Union Directive on Safety in the offshore oil and gas sector; [155907]

(2) what assessment he has made of the effect of the restructuring of the Health and Safety Executive on the offshore oil and gas (a) industry and (b) workforce; and what recent discussions he has had with representatives of that workforce on this restructuring; [155916]

(3) when the decision to abolish the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) offshore safety division was taken; and whether (a) his Department and (b) the HSE consulted (i) trade unions representing offshore employees and (ii) representatives of employers in the offshore oil and gas sector before this decision was taken; [155918]

 (4) what recent assessment he has made of the effect on the culture of the safety regime for the UK oil and gas sector from the (a) restructuring of the Health and Safety Executive inspection regime and (b) draft European Union Directive on Offshore Safety; [155922]

(5) what assessment he has made of the effect on the safety inspection regime in the UK continental shelf of the Health and Safety Executive's decision to transfer specialist offshore safety inspectors to a new energy division overseeing the safety regime in mines, gas and pipeline industries and the offshore oil and gas industry; [156049]

(6) if he will publish the evidence base for the Health and Safety Executive's decision to transfer specialist offshore safety inspectors to a new energy division. [156050]

Mr Hoban: On 1 April 2013, the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) created a new Energy Division, brigading what were the Offshore Division with HSE's pipeline specialists and its Mines Inspectorate. This relatively simple restructuring will strengthen HSE's ability to regulate the offshore industry.

All of the HSE's offshore regulatory programmes and priorities are completely unaffected by the change and so there will be no adverse impacts on industry or the workforce. Furthermore, HSE will be recruiting additional offshore inspectors.

HSE discussed these at meetings of the Step Change Leadership Team on 13 February and 17 April 2013. HSE communicated the rationale for the creation of the Energy Division to industry and trade unions at the Offshore Industry Advisory Committee (OIAC) on 19 March 2013; HSE consulted its own trade unions in making these changes, however it was not appropriate for DWP or HSE to consult with industry employee trade unions or employers.

Following the meeting of 19 March 2013, an open paper was circulated to all OIAC members. Judith Hackitt, HSE Chair, wrote directly to MPs/MSPs with a particular interest in the offshore industry to explain the changes. No further publications are planned.

The directive on the safety of offshore oil and gas operations has not yet been adopted. We expect the directive will further improve the UK's offshore safety regime by:

introducing a new competent authority for offshore safety and environmental regulation;

integrating management of safety and environmental risks; and,

improving information sharing.

HSE intends to implement the directive in a way that will ensure it plays its part in promoting a proper level of safety culture.

Tom Greatrex: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions what the average age is of offshore safety inspectors working in the new energy division of the Health and Safety Executive. [155912]

Mr Hoban: The average age of the inspectors, currently working in the Energy Division is 51.6 years.

Tom Greatrex: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions how many surveys of safety 

inspectors in the

(a) offshore safety division and

(b) hazardous industries division were carried out by the Health and Safety Executive in (i) 2007, (ii) 2008, (iii) 2009, (iv) 2010, (v) 2011 and (vi) 2012; and if he will place copies of the results of each such inspection in the Library. [155913]

Mr Hoban: The performance of inspectors in the Health and Safety Executive's Hazardous Installations Directorate is formally reviewed and assessed twice a year via the staff appraisal process. The Health and Safety Executive also surveys all of its staff each year using the 'Civil Service People Survey'. The detailed information from both approaches is confidential and is not made publically available.

Tom Greatrex: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions how many offshore safety inspectors were employed by the Health and Safety Executive in each year since 2007. [155914]

Mr Hoban: The number of offshore inspectors employed since 2007, is shown in the following table. The figures are full-time staffing equivalents.

As at April each year
Number
2007

112.6

2008

111.8

2009

103.3

2010

95.0

2011

103.3

2012

104.4

2013

109.1

Tom Greatrex: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions what his policy is on the use of the worker engagement tool kit survey to survey staff working in the energy division of the Health and Safety Executive. [155915]

Mr Hoban: The worker engagement tool kit has been developed by the offshore industry to help in their efforts to measure and improve work force participation in managing safety performance at offshore worksites; I support this. The tool kit has not been designed for, nor is it appropriate to use within, HSE.

Tom Greatrex: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions what the retirement rate amongst offshore safety inspectors working in the Health and Safety Executive was in (a) 2010-11, (b) 2011-12 and (c) 2012-13; and what estimate has been made of the anticipated retirement rate of such staff in (i) 2013-14, (ii) 2014-15 and (iii) 2015-16. [155917]

Mr Hoban: The retirement rates for band 2 and 3 inspectors were as follows:

Full-time equivalents
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
Retirements

8

7

4

Average staff in post

95.7

99.8

101.6

Rate (percentage)

8.4

7.0

3.9

It is difficult to estimate future retirement rates, as staff can continue to work as long as they are fit and able and they only have to give as little as one months notice before they retire.

Tom Greatrex: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions what consideration was given to recommendations 23 to 26 of the Cullen Inquiry into the Piper Alpha disaster, published in November 1990 during the recent restructuring of the Health and Safety Executive; and if he will make a statement. [156118]

Mr Hoban: I am satisfied that the Health and Safety Executive has an expert and independent force of inspectors focussed on the offshore industry delivering the major hazard identification, prevention and mitigation regime that was at the heart of Lord Cullen's report. I am also satisfied that the Health and Safety Executive has to adapt, as it has done since the report was published, how it goes about this task to reflect the changing environment of the offshore industry.




Trade Union Co-ordinating Group

The TUCG was established in 2008 to coordinate campaigning activities in Parliament and beyond on issues of common concern between member unions. The TUCG currently comprises ten trade unions, BFAWU, FBU, NAPO, NUJ, NUT, PCS, POA, RMT, UCU and URTU and represents over one million trade unionists throughout the UK. NUT is the Chair for 2013 and John McDonnell is the TUCG Parliamentary convenor. The Executive Council meets every two months at General Secretary level. 

The TUCG Executive last met on April 22nd and will meet again on Monday 22nd July as well as a special meeting in June to discuss the coordination of possible TUC motions. A meeting was also held on May 9th with pensions analyst Bryn Davies to discuss the Governments State Pension Bill. The Executive discussions have focused on several key campaigns and in particular pensions, privatisation, health and safety and trade union and employment rights. 
In addition to strategy and other meetings, the TUCG also hosted a packed fringe meeting at this year’s STUC in Perth which included contributions from RMT, FBU and URTU general secretaries as well as the PCS President.

· Pensions and Anti Cuts
Over recent months the Public Service Pensions Bill has been making its way through the House with Royal Assent being granted on April 29th. The TUCG through its Parliamentary Convenor, John McDonnell MP and some of his fellow backbench MP’s from both Labour and Nationalist parties, tabled numerous amendments throughout the course of the Bill in the Commons relating to pension age, contributions, as well as the need to hold negotiations with employee representatives. Several TUCG member unions also campaigned actively throughout the course of the Bill in both Houses through the distribution of detailed briefing material, drop in sessions and meetings with Shadow Ministers. In the Lords there was minimal interest in the Bill from the Opposition benches. There was no visible TUC campaign in either House and the Labour Party position of abstention was of course disastrous.

The attention of the TUCG has now moved to the Government’s continued attacks on pensions through the State Pension Bill which was announced in the Queen’s Speech in May 2013. The Bill will set out to increase the state pension age with its link to public sector employees as well as creating a single tier pensions of £144. Despite Government assurances to the contrary it is feared that many median, and below median earners, could eventually lose up to £50 per week from their state pension which is a huge amount. 

At the TUCG Executive in April, pension’s analyst Bryn Davies, attended to discuss the complexities of the draft State Pension Bill and its implications for union members. The Group also held an additional meeting for Bryn to brief TUCG member union’s pension’s officers in early May and go into further detail. A Parliamentary strategy was agreed involving an approach to the Trade Union Group of Labour MP’s to ask them to convene a briefing session for the PLP with Bryn, as well as requesting a meeting with Shadow Pensions Ministers Gregg McClymont to discuss the worrying contradictions between Bryn’s figures and those of the Department. In addition a number of parliamentary questions have been tabled relating to DWP’s ‘Pensim 2’ modeller, which has calculated the figures regarding the effects of the single tier pension, to try and establish a crack in the Government’s argument that the single tier will be ‘fairer for all’. 

The Bill has had its first reading in the Commons and we are awaiting the date of the 2nd Reading debate. The 2nd Reading will give MP’s the chance to debate the Bill for the first time and TUCG unions will be encouraged to provide as much detailed briefing material as possible for MP’s. This issue will be on the Executive Agenda at the next meeting in July and will no doubt be a topic for discussion at union conferences in the weeks to come.

The TUCG has continued its campaign against austerity and the Government’s cuts programme into 2013 with an extremely successful fringe meeting at the STUC in Perth, which took place in mid April. The fringe meeting was entitled ‘A Workers Alternative to Austerity’ and speakers included Matt Wrack (FBU), Janice Godrich (PCS), Bob Crow (RMT) and Bob Monks (URTU) who also chaired the meeting. The room was packed out and the atmosphere was one of anger and determination with a strong desire for co-ordinated action on a nationwide basis as well as some calls for a general strike. The main issues which were discussed were:

· Bedroom Tax

· Pensions

· Pay

· Trade Union and Employment Rights

The TUCG has gained a positive and growing following in Scotland with fringe meetings being full and attended by not only member union delegates but non affiliated unions and left organisations. The TUCG will continue its anti-austerity and cuts campaign at this year’s TUC in Bournemouth with a fringe meeting due to take place at lunchtime on Monday 9th September which will continue to focus on an alternative to the Government’s cut programme. There will also be a TUCG fringe meeting on privatisation on the Tuesday. 

The TUCG will also be focusing on the Chancellor’s Comprehensive Spending Review which will be announced on June 26th. It is expected to contain the next round of cuts to the public sector, welfare and health services as well as swathes of privatisation across Government. TUCG member union PCS is currently considering a possible day of action on this date although nothing has yet been confirmed. The TUCG will work together in the coming weeks to prepare a press statement on the day of the CSR as well as encouraging member unions to provide as many sector specific briefing materials in relation to the CSR announcements. 
· Trade Union and Employment Rights
In early 2013 the Coalition Government the Government set out to change the notice employers have to give to their employees (100 or more) in the situation of redundancy from 90 to 45 days. This idea was first floated by the Business Secretary Vince Cable MP in 2012 in relation to the Beecroft proposals and since then, the Government have been planning the best way to implement such a chance in employment law. The Government placed a Statutory Instrument (SI) in the House in January 2013, a motion which does not get debated on the floor of the House, and this reached a Delegated Legislation Committee in March. 

Although an SI has not been annulled since 1979, TUCG Parliamentary convenor John McDonnell MP and Shadow Business Secretary, Ian Murray MP, encouraged as many non Committee members as possible to turn up to the hearing and create the opportunity for debate on the issue. The support of the Labour Front Bench helped to secure excellent attendance as well the briefing materials from unions, including PCS, RMT and BFAWU, which were distributed on behalf of the TUCG and which gave MP’s clear examples of the importance of the 90 notice period. Several supportive backbench MP’s made excellent contributions and seemed to show the lack of intelligence in the Government’s decision and the Minister, Jo Swinson MP’s, lack of sympathy for the daily struggles of workers within the UK:

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): Is not the truth of the matter that reducing the time for consultation makes it easier to have a greater number of redundancies, with less trouble from the public and the work force in the organisation? Giving employers these powers is damaging for industrial relations and for the prospects of any organisation having a coherent and motivated work force.

Steve Rotheram(Liverpool, Walton) (Lab): I normally listen to what the hon. Lady has to say, as she speaks with passion on many issues, but this is not one of them. There seems to be no heart in this at all. She is just the mouthpiece for a pernicious piece of Government legislation. She identified that the instrument will only affect a small minority of individuals, so why bother at all? If this is such a big problem, how is it being brought to the Government’s attention? What we should be doing is strengthening workers’ rights, as more people than ever are facing redundancy through the policies of a heartless Government.

Julie Elliot (Sunderland, Central (Lab): The Government are putting forward various reasons for why this should happen. They are saying that it would make things easier for workers. I simply cannot see how it would make things easier for workers. How it would save jobs when the time limit for looking for a solution to the problem is cut down is unfathomable. The idea that it would improve the UK’s economic performance when more people will probably be made redundant as a result of the changes is staggering.

The Government’s overall argument has been incredibly weak and this Committee hearing further demonstrated the Government’s ideological and political motivation. TUCG Parliamentary convenor, John McDonnell MP also spoke passionately about the lack of evidence to support the Government’s idea that making workers easier to sack would benefit the economy. In relation to the reduction of the notice period to 45 days he said:

John McDonnell (Hayes and Harlington) (Lab): We know that the reduction to 45 days means that the opportunity for consultation is hopeless. It will not happen and will be meaningless. There will not be the time for the employees to work with the employers to look at alternative plans for that company....... I just say this: the Beecroft proposals will, as my hon. Friend the Member for Blaydon said, be seen as another step in the Government’s anti-trade union agenda.

Although Labour MP’s argued strongly against the SI it was passed in Committee by 11 votes to 7 and continued into the Commons where it was passed on the last sitting day before Easter recess. 

The Government is set to continue the attack on employment and trade union rights within the recently announced Deregulation Bill which will ‘be introduced to reduce the burden of excessive regulation on businesses’
. It is expected that this Bill will introduce some of the measures which were stipulated in the Government’s Red Tape Challenge, which was established to review Health and Safety and employment law. There are also concerns that this Bill will see further attacks on trade union rights. Francis Maude has already started his campaign against facility time within Government Departments and it is feared that laws on balloting as well as union activities within the workplace will be introduced before the next General Election. This Bill is a huge concern for the TUCG and it will be on the Executive Agenda at the next meeting in July. 

· Health and Safety
The campaign to save civil liability law within the health and safety act which is over 120 years old, unfortunately failed in the House in April 2013. TUCG member unions including PCS, briefed members in both Houses during the process of the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Bill to encourage them to vote against the measures which would see families of those who have been seriously injured or killed at work lose access to justice. 

On the day of Prorogation of the House before the Queen’s Speech, the Government released an extremely worrying statement announcing a Review which could herald the outsourcing or ending of key functions of the end of the HSE. It said:  “The first stage will examine the key functions and form of HSE. If the outcome of this stage is that delivery should continue in its current form, the second stage of the review will consider whether HSE is operating in line with the recognised principles of good corporate governance.”
 The TUCG will discuss this review at forthcoming meetings and will be writing to the Minister to request an urgent meeting to discuss his proposals and intentions.

The Government’s view that health and safety legislation is a burden on business will be further expressed within the Deregulation Bill which was announced during the Queen’s Speech on May 8th. It is expected that this Bill with further water down health and safety regulations within the workplace as well as removing a wider range of work places from the inspection list, a move which has already seen reduced inspections in offices and schools since the establishment of the Coalition in 2012. This issue will be raised at the next Group Executive in July and member unions will be encouraged to create sectoral briefing material when the Bill is published. The Group will also try to work closely with the Labour Front Bench on the issue of deregulation and hope that support will be gained.
Annex 1 – Parliamentary Debates

25 April 2013 (http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmhansrd/cm130425/debtext/130425-0002.htm - 13042548000002)
Railways

[Relevant documents: Thirty-third Report from the European Scrutiny Committee, HC-xxxiii; Twelfth Report from the Transport Committee, on The European Commission’s 4th Railway Package, HC 1001.]
The Minister of State, Department for Transport (Mr Simon Burns): I beg to move, That this House takes note of European Union Documents No. 5855/13, a Commission Communication: The Fourth Railway Package-completing the single European railway area to foster European competitiveness and growth, No. 6012/13 and Addenda 1 and 2, a Draft Regulation on the European Union Agency for Railways and repealing Regulation (EC) No. 881/2004, No. 6013/13 and Addenda 1 and 2, a Draft Directive on the interoperability of the rail system within the European Union (Recast), No. 6014/13 and Addenda 1 and 2, a Draft Directive on railway safety (Recast), No. 6017/13, a Commission Report on the progress made towards achieving interoperability of the rail system, No 6019/13, a Commission Report on the profile and tasks of other train crew members, No. 5960/13 and Addenda 1 to 5, a Draft Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 1370/2007 concerning the opening of the market for domestic passenger transport services by rail, No. 5985/13 and Addenda 1 to 7, a Draft Directive amending Directive 2012/34/EU establishing a single European railway area, as regards the opening of the market for domestic passenger transport services by rail and the governance of the railway infrastructure, and No. 6020/13, a Commission report on the implementation of the provisions of Directive 2007/58/EC on the opening of the market of international rail passenger transport accompanying the Communication on the fourth railway package; supports the Government’s aim of ensuring any resulting measures are appropriate, encourage competition and help to deliver a level playing field across the EU; and further supports the Government’s view that any such measures should be evidence-based, proportionate and reduce or at least minimise the regulatory, administrative and cost burden for industry.

I welcome the fact that the European Scrutiny Committee has referred this subject to the House for debate. I also thank and pay tribute to the Transport Committee for its report on the fourth railway package, a number of whose conclusions and recommendations the Government support.

The fourth railway package is a major European Union legislative proposal involving three directives and three regulations. As Members will appreciate, we are still considering the implications of the proposals in consultation with other Departments, so all I can give the House this afternoon is our initial position.

The United Kingdom has one of the most liberalised rail networks in the EU, which is why the Government support further opening of the domestic EU public passenger transport markets. However, we want to ensure that the proposals that are implemented as part of the package are flexible enough to work within the UK’s public passenger transport structure, and are compatible with our plans for rail reform. The Transport Committee made that point in its report.

Evidence garnered by the European Commission indicates that about 40% of passenger routes in the EU are accessible to new operators. That implies that significant market opportunities could arise both for UK rail firms and for those in the rest of the EU if the proposals pass into European law. There would also be potential for expansion of the rolling stock leasing sector. The new infrastructure manager separation provisions could give freight operators benefits as well if they further open up access in practice, reducing the chances of discriminatory behaviour in some member states. In any event, I can assure the House that the proposals will be the subject of consultation with stakeholders and considerable negotiation within the European Union. We will continue to engage with the Commission, the European Parliament and other member states to ensure that any concerns are addressed in the final texts.

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): I am listening to the Minister’s comments with  interest. Would these proposals force the publicly owned railway systems that exist in some parts of Europe to be handed over to the private sector, or would they allow the public sector to participate on a level playing field?

Mr Burns: I hope I can give the hon. Gentleman reassurance on that, if that is what he is seeking. It is not a question of forcing any railways in any country in the EU to move from one position to another, although the main thrust of the package is to create a greater liberalisation of the market for the benefit of both taxpayers in the EU and passengers.

Gavin Shuker: Will he confirm that it would not be possible for him to continue to operate the east coast line through Directly Operated Railways if this package of measures goes through? I understand his commitment to returning the line to the private sector, but given that it is thriving in the public sector, why does he want to go along with these proposals?

Mr Burns: I am not sure what it is about the hon. Gentleman that he cannot comprehend the position, but I suspect that he just has not read the facts. Lord Adonis and the right hon. Member for Tooting (Sadiq Khan), when he was in my post, also believed that it was best to operate trains through franchises in the private sector. Even when Lord Adonis had to introduce the emergency measure of taking the east coast main line into public ownership, as a result of the problems that blew up at that time, he was clear that that would be a short-term measure and that the service would be returned to a franchise when it was possible to do so.

Gavin Shuker indicated dissent.
Mr Burns: The hon. Gentleman is displaying a degree of incredulity and suggesting that that was not the case. I know that he was not a Member at that time, but if goes to the Library to find the relevant copies of Hansard, he will read that Lord Adonis and the right hon. Member for Tooting were emphatic in their announcements to Parliament that the decision on the east coast main line was a short-term measure. I am rather grateful that Lord Adonis went a step further by saying that it was better for the railways to be run by franchises in the private sector.

Kelvin Hopkins (Luton North) (Lab): But he’s a Tory.

Mr Burns: It is fascinating to hear that from one of Lord Adonis’s colleagues. I suspect that the hon. Gentleman—there seems to be a problem with Luton today—meant that in a derogatory way, but I thought that Lord Adonis was not a Tory, but the last Labour Secretary of State for Transport. I also thought that he was working with the present leader of the Labour party on formulating Labour’s policies.

Ian Lavery (Wansbeck) (Lab): Is it not fair to say that the British railways system is one of the safest in the world? We are on the right track with health and safety. If the package goes ahead, that could be in doubt.

Lilian Greenwood: My hon. Friend is exactly right. Since Network Rail took over, overseen by the Office of Rail Regulation, safety has improved enormously. That is precisely why I am asking the Government to give us the assurances that we seek.

Jeremy Corbyn: My hon. Friend will be aware of the current consultation on changing the rail network in London by extending the London Overground network to take in some of the suburban services run by other agencies. I am unclear about the effect that this European proposal will have on that. London Overground, after all, is one of the most popular and successful rail networks in the country and its expansion would certainly be welcomed by many people in London.

Lilian Greenwood: I thank my hon. Friend, and that is the precise concern that I am raising on behalf of TfL. As he says, London Overground is a successful operation and we would not want to see this package stand in the way of TfL continuing to develop services for the benefit of passengers and taxpayers.

There are a number of concerns, therefore, about a number of points in the fourth railway package. We need to reach a deal that works for the British railway industry—a deal that removes the uncertainty over safety and devolution, while allowing us the option of replicating the success of the east coast main line, which should not be re-privatised, as the Government plan. The fourth railway package is not there yet, and that is why we cannot support this motion.

Kelvin Hopkins (Luton North) (Lab): I am a member of the RMT parliamentary group and the chair of the ASLEF group, so in a sense I have an interest in the railways.

The core intention of the fourth railway package is simply to visit the mistakes made in Britain on the rest of the EU. Railway privatisation in the UK is a laboratory experiment that was designed in the EU. It has been an expensive failure which continental Governments would be foolish to imitate. Separating trains from track and privatising train companies to set up liberalised and allegedly competitive rail operations has been massively expensive to taxpayers and passengers. We have the highest fares in Europe and we know all about the taxpayer subsidies. Sir Roy McNulty’s report clearly demonstrated that in concluding that UK railways were up to 40% more expensive to operate than state-owned and integrated railways on the continent.

Some five years ago I had the pleasure of visiting Germany with the Rail Freight Group, and we met Dr Mehdorn, chairman of the German state railways, Deutsche Bahn. He was visibly angry and banged the table with his fist at the prospect of DB being privatised, especially on the “British model,” as he called it, of separating track from trains. The fourth railway package brings that outcome closer. Separating track from train operators has been a serious mistake, and significantly in the UK we have been making moves in the opposite direction towards vertical integration. The fourth railway package will force continental railways to go in the opposite direction and disintegrate—a big mistake.

On the same visit to Germany I met a British transport economist who had been a supporter of the UK privatisation model—a computer model—which apparently told him that such a system would reduce costs and produce efficiency. It had the opposite effect, as McNulty clearly demonstrated. My economist chum confessed to me—rather feebly—that his computer model had failed. I suggested that the logical answer was to renationalise and reintegrate Britain’s railways, to which he had no answer.

Why on earth is the EU pressing ahead with this package? It must simply be ideology, dogma, and serving the interests of those who make money out of privatisation. Incredibly, as we have heard, more than 50% of UK franchises are now operated, or part operated, by European state railways. When English, Welsh and Scottish Railway was taken over by DB Schenker I said, “You’ve been nationalised.” It said, “No we haven’t,” and I said, “Yes. You’ve been nationalised and taken over by the German Government.” It had been a private company in this country.

Are UK railways simply being exploited for profit to the advantage of continental Governments and their taxpayers? The same is happening in the energy sector with companies such as EDF. What nonsense is that? What happens if the fourth package proceeds? It is time to junk this model of railway operations, stop the fourth package, and return to sensible, integrated, publicly owned railways, especially in the UK.

There are, of course, good reasons for international co-operation to promote cross-border travel, but that can be done most easily by nationalised railways negotiating at international and national level. We do not need fragmented private companies trying to do that. As we know, rail travel is growing—I have been a commuter on Thameslink and its predecessors for 40 or 45 years—but it is growing in spite of privatisation, not because of it, and essentially because travelling to work on the roads is becoming more and more difficult. With the growth of the economy, particularly in London, more and more people are commuting.

Railways are wonderful things and the mode of the future, but they need state involvement and state running to make them work properly on behalf of us all, and to make them more efficient. We want to cut railway costs, and the way to do that is to bring them back into public ownership.

John McDonnell (Hayes and Harlington) (Lab): When we have such debates, it is important that we consult the people who run the railway system. I therefore refer hon. Members to the evidence provided to the Select Committee on Transport by the National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers. When privatisation came about, RMT submitted evidence to the House and made it clear publicly that privatisation would result in a risk to safety. Eventually, Southall, Paddington and Potters Bar happened. I attended the funeral of the driver who died at Southall—he was an ASLEF member and my constituent. I remember the warnings that were given. As a result of privatisation, people such as that driver sacrificed their lives.

This time, RMT is saying clearly that the proposals, if they go ahead, will compromise safety. RMT is saying that the system is fragmented and complicated with numerous interfaces, and that the measure will simply introduce another tier of bureaucracy for it to deal with. Its view is that safety should be dealt with at national level and local level, where there is local knowledge. Yes, interfaces in Europe should be dealt with internationally by agreements within Europe, but safety should rest as a national competence. In that way, we can achieve safety on the basis of the knowledge of those who operate the system.

The second point made by RMT is on infrastructure. It clearly says that there is a move—the measure is a further step—towards a single European infrastructure manager. The House has debated High Speed 2. Many hon. Members on both sides of the House believe that key decisions on infrastructure should be retained at national level. Of course, we need integrated decision making when we go across national boundaries, but basic infrastructure decisions should be based on local knowledge and the representation of local interests, and particularly local constituency interests. The measure will take us beyond that.

RMT’s third point is that rail is effectively a money laundering exercise. This is not petty nationalism, but we see an incremental nationalisation of our railway system by Deutsche Bahn and others. The taxpayer subsidy poured into the system is laundered into investment in those companies’ own countries. Why do I say that? Let me quote the German Transport Ministry. It said:

“We’re skimming profit from the entire Deutsche Bahn and ensuring that it is anchored in our budget—that way we can make sure it is invested in the rail network here”.

The laundering of the British pound into German euros is a deep irony, and it is happening as a result of the UK Government’s proposals to support elements in the package.

Frank Dobson: Perhaps we should have a referendum.

John McDonnell: My hon. Friend says that we should have a referendum, but we will come back to that in due course.

The objection is about democracy. The measure will fetter the hands of a future Labour Government, who will be unable to renationalise the railway network or keep some element of it in public ownership. That is what the measure is about, and why Government Members support it. They want to ensure that no Labour Government can at any time in future bring rail back into public ownership.

A number of us prefer public ownership and have made the arguments time and again. Public ownership is more efficient, more effective and more cost-effective. If hon. Members disagree with that, I suggest they read a succession of Transport Committee reports from the past few years. I appeal to Members on both sides of the House. Whatever they think about rail nationalisation, they should not allow Europe to fetter the hands of a British Government on such a major issue. This is about democracy, and about ensuring that, when we go into the next election, we have the right to implement what is in our party manifestos. If the measure progresses, it will fetter the hands of future Governments, and therefore undermine British democracy when it comes to deciding the future of our transport system.

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab): I should like to make a few points in the very few moments left to me. As a member of the RMT group, I commend its important evidence to the Transport Committee.

The Minister can never miss an opportunity to have a go at British Rail—[Interruption.] There is no need for him to intervene yet. He should recall a couple of things. British Rail ran the system from 1948 until privatisation in the 1990s. During that time, there was a great deal of electrification, innovative engineering and scientific research. At the same time, the system was grossly underfunded. British Rail was always denied the funds it needed for infrastructure investment—it was always short of what it needed.

We privatised the railway system, and now spend more on subsidising train operating companies, which make considerable profits out of the system. We are spending more on the system so that we do not control it. Fares are among the highest in Europe, and we have the most expensive and diverse railway system.

I agree with the Minister that, for example, Virgin Trains runs a very good service on the west coast main line. I have travelled on Virgin trains and all the services at various times. The service is very good. I pay tribute to those who work on the trains and run the system—they do it very well with great difficulty. However, the Minister should not run away with the idea that Virgin Trains or any other company has done well because of its investment in the system. Who paid for the west coast electrification? We did. Who is paying for the electrification of the western region? We are.

The system is that we pump public money in for private companies to cream off very large profits. I am a strong supporter of the principle of the railway system and what it can achieve. Railways are the thing of the future. They are efficient and more environmentally sustainable than road traffic. The construction of railways has much less environmental impact. I understand the complaints about the route HS2 will take and the impact it will have in various places. I urge those who are concerned, next time they go on the west coast main line, to look at the section of the line that runs parallel to the M1 just south of Rugby. They should look at the land space taken up by the railways, and the number of people and freight travelling on that section of track, and compare it to the environmental impact of the M1, and of the widening of the M1 or any other motorway. The argument for railways is overwhelming.

The document is not a short, easy read, and these are just some of the papers associated with this subject. What it is, is a proposal for the privatisation of the whole railway system across Europe. We do not need that. As many colleagues have said, integration can work within the existing framework. Yes, we need common safety standards. Yes, we need trains running directly from Spain bringing agricultural produce to this country, just as we need trains running directly from Russia and many other countries. That can all be achieved. Switzerland, which is not a member of the EU, has no problems integrating its services with Germany, France and Italy, and I do not think that any other country should have any problems either.

What we have is the worst of all worlds. The public are expected to pay for infrastructure and Network Rail has massive debts because of its investment in the system. I do not complain—

One and a half hours having elapsed since the commencement of proceedings on the motion, the Deputy Speaker put the Question (Standing Order No. 16(1)).
The House divided:
Ayes 217, Noes 172.
The debate may be read in full at www.parliament.uk/

Annex 2 – Written Ministerial Statements

26 March 2013 Rail Franchising 
The Secretary of State for Transport (Patrick McLoughlin):
Last year, serious and unacceptable mistakes were made when it came to refranchising the west coast main line, but I have put in place a new structure and process in the Department, as the Laidlaw report recommended. In January, I announced our initial proposals for the three franchises most immediately affected: Great Western, Essex Thameside and Thameslink. Today I can confirm that I am accepting the next stage of the findings of the Brown review of rail franchising. I am also pleased that Richard Brown has agreed to chair a new franchise advisory board. I am publishing its terms of reference today. The Brown review called for a full refranchising programme to be announced by the end of April. I am pleased to be announcing it today.
This morning I have announced to the stock market our long-term plans for rail franchising. This plan is designed to drive improvements to rail services, deliver on major infrastructure projects, and put passengers at the heart of a revitalised rail franchising system. In addition to publishing a detailed timetable for all rail franchises over the next 8 years, I am announcing the immediate start of the competition for the East Coast franchise, currently directly operated, with the expectation the new franchisee will carry its first passengers by February 2015. The new programme will provide long-term certainty to the market and support the delivery of the Government’s £9.4bn rail investment strategy for 2014-2019. The future competitions will also place passengers in the driving seat by ensuring that their views and satisfaction levels are taken into account when deciding which companies run our railway services. In rolling out the programme the Department for Transport will work closely with the industry to negotiate further new services and more capacity in all franchising contracts while delivering the best deal for both passengers and tax payers. Delivering on Brown Review recommendations, the new programme will provide a more sustainable schedule for rail franchising by delivering no more than three to four competitions per year, and staggering the two principal Intercity franchises, West Coast and East Coast, so they will not be let at the same point in the economic cycle. In order to roll out the programme and stagger future competitions, it will be necessary to exercise a number of contractual extensions with current operators and to negotiate a series of direct awards with current operators. During these discussions the Department will look to negotiate further passenger benefits, which will ensure the best deal for tax payers. As a result, I will later today be serving notice on First Capital Connect and Southeastern to call 7 period extensions available in their contracts. 

	The new franchise programme is set out below: Franchise 
(Operator) 
	Owning Group 
	Current franchise Expiry Date 
	Duration of franchise extension and/ or Direct Award 
	Start date of new franchise 

	Essex Thameside 

(c2c) 
	National Express 
	May 13 
	16 months 
	Sep 14 

	Thameslink 

(First Capital Connect) 

& 

Southern 

(Merge to become Thameslink, Southern and Great Northern) 
	FirstGroup 

Govia 
	Sep 13 (FCC) 

& 

Jul 15 (Southern) 
	12 months (FCC) 

& 

n/a (Southern) 
	Sep 14 (FCC) 

& 

July 15 

(Southern) 

	East Coast 
	Directly Operated Railways 
	n/a 
	n/a 
	Feb 15 

	Northern 
	Abellio/ Serco 
	Apr 14 
	22 months 
	Feb 16 

	TransPennine 

(TransPennine Express) 
	FirstGroup/ Keolis 
	Apr 15 
	10 months 
	Feb 16 

	Great Western 

(First GreatWestern) 
	FirstGroup 
	Oct 13 
	33 months 
	July 16 

	Greater Anglia 
	Abellio 
	Jul 14 
	27 months 
	Oct 16 

	InterCity West Coast 

(Virgin Trains) 
	Virgin/ Stagecoach 
	Nov 14 
	29 months 
	April 17 

	London Midland 
	Govia 
	Sep 15 
	21 months 
	June 17 

	East Midlands 

(East Midlands Trains) 
	Stagecoach 
	Apr 15 
	30 months 
	Oct 17 

	South Eastern 

(Southeastern) 
	Govia 
	April 14 
	50 months 
	June 18 

	Wales & Borders 

(Arriva Trains Wales) 
	Arriva 
	Oct 18 
	n/a 
	Oct 18 

	South West 

(South West Trains) 
	Stagecoach 
	Feb 17 
	26 months 
	April 19 

	Cross Country 
	Arriva 
	Apr 16 
	43 months 
	Nov 19 

	Chiltern 
	Arriva 
	Dec 21 
	n/a 
	Dec 21 


Supplementary Information Note for consultation on the proposed Exceptional Hardship Scheme for Phase Two of HS2 and extending the consultation period – 25 April 2013
The Secretary of State for Transport (Patrick McLoughlin): I am today publishing supplementary information regarding the consultation on an Exceptional Hardship Scheme for Phase Two of High Speed Two. I am also extending the Exceptional Hardship Scheme consultation period until 20 May 2013. 

On 28 January I announced the Government’s initial preferred route, station and depot options for Phase Two of HS2. Alongside this I set out for consultation an Exceptional Hardship Scheme (EHS). The EHS is intended to enable owner-occupiers whose property has reduced in value as a result of the route announcement - and who can demonstrate a need to sell their property - to sell it to the Government at its full un-blighted market value. 

We always welcome feedback on our proposals for HS2 and in response to some such feedback we have decided to publish further information to supplement the consultation document that we published in January. 

The additional information we are publishing consists of 

A summary of the more significant feedback that we have received on the operation of the Exceptional Hardship Scheme that is already in place for Phase One of HS2, and our responses to those points 

Data about the operation of the EHS for Phase One; and 

A study of property blight around the Phase One route in the six months immediately following the announcement of the proposed route. 

We are also taking the opportunity to clarify some of the terminology used in the consultation document; and about how the scheme’s criteria are applied. 

We have published this information on HS2 Ltd’s website and will be making printed copies of this information widely available in libraries, Citizens’ Advice Bureaux and at local authority customer service departments along the line of route for Phase Two. We will also advertise it in newspapers. HS2 Ltd will be writing to those who have already responded to this consultation to make them aware of this additional information and the extension of the deadline for responding to the consultation. I have placed a copy in the House Libraries. 

The Government is committed to delivering a compensation scheme that is fair and appropriate both to those directly affected by HS2 and to taxpayers. We have been clear all along that we want to get compensation to the people who need it as quickly as possible and this remains our intention. 

Subject to the outcome of this consultation, it is still our intention to have an Exceptional

Hardship Scheme in place for Phase Two in the summer of this year.
Better Bus Areas
Organisation:

Department for Transport
Published:

26 February 2013

Policy:

Improving local transport

Minister:

Norman Baker MP
Launch of the bidding process for designation of Better Bus Areas and how Sheffield is to be a trail-blazer of the project. 

I am pleased today to launch the bidding process for designation of Better Bus Areas, and to announce that Sheffield will act as a trail-blazer for Better Bus Areas as part of its city deal. 

Last March in ‘Green light for better buses’ I announced my intention to reform the way in which we directly support the bus market through the Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG). A key part of this is the development of Better Bus Areas. 

These are an innovative way of supporting the bus market for local transport authorities and bus operators working in partnership. Within Better Bus Areas BSOG for services run commercially will gradually be devolved to local authorities and this grant will be supplemented by a top up fund worth 20% of the commercial BSOG. This money will enable local transport authorities to tackle the local problems that hold back the bus market. I am today publishing guidance for local transport authorities wanting to become a Better Bus Area. Applications need to be with the department by 21 June and decisions will be made by 1 October 2013.

South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive has been working with the department to develop Sheffield as a trailblazer Better Bus Area and I am pleased to announce that their application, which forms part of Sheffield’s city deal, has been successful. The Better Bus Area will increase funding for buses in Sheffield by £530,000 this financial year and just under £1.6 million in future years. 

Between September and November last year we consulted on the arrangements for implementing our proposed reforms to the BSOG system. We have now had a chance to review all the responses to the consultation, and are now considering the final arrangements for devolving part of the BSOG budget to local authorities outside BBAs as well as some changes to the categories of bus service which qualify to receive BSOG. I expect to make a detailed announcement on these arrangements around Easter, with a view to implementing them in October this year.
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EDM 59 London Taxis and the Olympic Route Network

John McDonnell MP







18 signatures
That this House notes the inevitable pressures on London's transport network throughout the Olympic Games; further notes that the Olympic Route Network is an important component of transport plans for the Olympics; is dismayed at the decision not to allow taxi drivers to use the Olympic Route Network; believes such a decision will severely restrict the ability of taxi drivers to earn a living and will deny passengers the opportunity to use taxis; recognises the necessity of passengers being able to use the fastest and most direct routes; further believes that the road signage changes will undermine the Knowledge and so impact negatively on the experience of visitors to London during the Games; and calls for taxis to be given access to the Olympic Route Network for the duration of the Games with an exemption from the road signage changes.

Campbell, Ronnie 

Caton, Martin 

Clark, Katy 

Corbyn, Jeremy 

Cruddas, Jon 

Cryer, John 

Flynn, Paul 

Hancock, Mike 

Heyes, David 

Hopkins, Kelvin 

Lavery, Ian 

Llwyd, Elfyn 

McCrea, Dr William 

McDonnell, John 

Owen, Albert 

Riordan, Linda 

Simpson, David 

Skinner, Dennis  

EDM 61 15 Year Age Limit for London Taxis

John McDonnell MP







16 signatures
That this House values the contribution to London transport which is made by taxi drivers; notes the high levels of professionalism within the trade; is concerned that the Mayor of London's imposition of a 15 year age limit on taxis will have the effect of pricing drivers out of the trade and will damage the skills base in London; recognises the importance of improving London's air quality; and calls for the introduction of a scrappage scheme whereby taxi drivers can trade in their aged vehicles towards the cost of a newer replacement.

Anderson, David 

Campbell, Ronnie 

Caton, Martin 

Clark, Katy 

Corbyn, Jeremy 

Cruddas, Jon 

Cryer, John 

Dobbin, Jim 

Flynn, Paul 

Hancock, Mike 

Hopkins, Kelvin 

Lavery, Ian 

Llwyd, Elfyn 

McDonnell, John 

Riordan, Linda 

Skinner, Dennis

EDM 68 Ban on Pedicabs During the London 2012 Olympics

John McDonnell MP







9 signatures
That this House notes with concern the danger posed by pedicabs to the general public and visitors to London during the Olympic and Paralympic Games; further notes that the drivers of such pedicabs have had no Criminal Records Bureau or police checks and as such may not be fit and proper persons; is dismayed by the lack of classification of pedicabs and subsequently lack of fare structure exposing the public and visitors to extortionate charges; is shocked that pedicabs have not been crash tested and are subsequently not possible to insure; and recognises that banning the operation of pedicabs during the Olympics is necessary to reduce congestion and in particular its impact on the emergency services.

Campbell, Ronnie 

Cruddas, Jon 

Cryer, John 

Flynn, Paul 

Hancock, Mike 

Hopkins, Kelvin 

McDonnell, John 

Meale, Alan
Roy, Lindsay

EDM 134 London Midland Ticket Offices

Frank Dobson MP







19 signatures
That this House is deeply concerned at press reports that the Government is preparing to authorise cuts at 86 out of 90 London Midland railway ticket offices including the complete closure of ticket offices; is appalled that London Midland stands to profit 1.25 million a year while services to passengers suffer and rail workers lose their jobs; condemns this cash for closures which will threaten passenger safety and security at stations and will discriminate against people with disabilities; is further concerned that the closures will result in passengers paying more expensive fares as there will be no staff available to advise on the most appropriate ticket options; shares the view of rail experts that the closures will also be a false economy with fare revenues being lost through ticketless travel; notes that some 18,000 people, including passenger and disability groups and the local transport authority, have objected to the closure; and calls on the Secretary of State for Transport to use her powers to support London Midland passengers and rail workers and oppose these cuts.

	Bayley, Hugh
	Dobson, Frank 
	Meale, Alan

	Burden, Richard 
	Galloway, George
	Morris, Grahame

	Caton, Martin
	Glindon, Mary 
	Riordan, Linda

	Corbyn, Jeremy 
	Hancock, Mike
	Skinner, Dennis

	Crausby, David
	Hopkins, Kelvin 
	Walley, Joan

	Davidson, Ian
	Jackson, Glenda 
	

	Dobbin, Jim
	McDonnell, John 
	


EDM 137 Training for Seafarers

Karl Turner MP







34 signatures
That this House welcomes the Government's decision to retain the Support for Maritime Training (SMarT) fund; notes that the annual 12 million fund will be retained for the remainder of this Parliament; further notes that only four per cent or 500,000 of SMarT funding is spent on ratings training, with the vast majority used for officer and officer cadet training; is alarmed by the findings of the independent study into the SMarT scheme that there will be a combined deficit of 4,300 in UK officers and ratings by 2021; is concerned that around 60 per cent of UK certificated officers and 75 per cent of UK deck and engine ratings currently active at sea are aged 40 or over; and calls on the Government to use funds paid in lieu of training by shipping companies benefiting from tax breaks under the tonnage tax to fund ratings and officer training in the UK, particularly as the proportion of UK seafarers employed on tonnage tax ships declined from 52 per cent in 2001-02, when it was introduced, to 27 per cent in 2010-11.

Anderson, David  

Bottomley, Peter 
Campbell, Ronnie 
Caton, Martin 

Clark, Katy 
Corbyn, Jeremy 
Crausby, David 
Dobbin, Jim 

Dodds, Nigel 
Doran, Frank 
Esterson, Bill 
George, Andrew 

Glindon, Mary 
Hancock, Mike 
Hemming, John 
Hepburn, Stephen 

Hermon, Lady 
Hopkins, Kelvin 
Howarth, George 
Jackson, Glenda 

Lavery, Ian 
MacNeil, Angus 
McDonnell, John 
McGovern, Jim 

Meale, Alan 
Mearns, Ian 
Morris, Grahame M 
Pugh, John 

Rotheram, Steve 
Shannon, Jim 
Sharma, Virendra 
Simpson, David 

Skinner, Dennis 
Turner,Karl

EDM 209 Falkland Islands Conflict and the Merchant Navy
Mike Hancock MP







14 signatures
That this House pays tribute to the memory of the 17 Merchant Navy officers and ratings who lost their lives when the Argentine Air Force attacked the container ship Atlantic Conveyor and the Royal Fleet Auxiliary (RFA) ships Sir Galahad and Sir Tristram during the Falklands conflict; recognises the crucial role played by the estimated 3,000 civilian crew aboard the 22 RFA and 51 vessels chartered or requisitioned from the UK Merchant Navy by the Ministry of Defence which included minesweeping, troop transport, supply of equipment, fuel and food, hospital facilities, carrying prisoners and accommodating survivors; shares maritime trade unions Nautilus and RMT's concern that this level of support for military operation is not possible today as the number of UK Merchant Navy seafarers has fallen by over 52 per cent between 1982 and 2012, the majority of seafarers on vessels bearing the UK flag are now from other countries and the UK-owned and registered merchant fleet has shrunk to one-third of its 1982 size; notes the National Audit Office's finding that the Ministry of Defence paid 38 million above commercial rates to shipping companies for charter of tonnage for use in the first Gulf War; and believes that the thirtieth anniversary of the Falklands conflict demands an appraisal of the Merchant Navy's ability to fulfil its role as the fourth arm of the UK's defence capabilities.

Bottomley, Peter 

Campbell, Gregory 

Campbell, Ronnie 

Crausby, David 

Davidson, Ian 
Gray, James 
Hancock, Mike 
McGovern, Jim 

Meale, Alan 
Morris, David 
Morris, Grahame M 
Osborne, Sandra 

Shannon, Jim 
Simpson, David
EDM 291 Churchill Cleaners

Ian Mearns MP







19 signatures
That this House commends the work undertaken by the cleaners employed by Churchill Contract Services on the Tyne and Wear Metro; notes they are paid minimum wage rates for the vital work they do; believes that the recent decision to freeze their wages was unmerited considering company profits had doubled over the last five years and directors' pay had risen up to 18 per cent; calls on the company to return to negotiations with Tyne and Wear Metro cleaners to resolve this pay dispute to prevent further industrial action; supports the cleaners and their fight for fair pay; and congratulates those councillors who are campaigning for a living wage in the North East region.
Campbell, Ronnie 
Caton, Martin 
Clark, Katy 
Corbyn, Jeremy 

Crausby, David 
Dobbin, Jim 
Doran, Frank 
Glindon, Mary 

Hopkins, Kelvin 
Lavery, Ian 
Lloyd, Tony 
McDonnell, John 

Meale, Alan 
Mearns, Ian 
Morris, Grahame M 
Osborne, Sandra 

Owen, Albert 
Roy, Lindsay 
Skinner, Dennis
EDM 386 Catering Facilities on Intercity West Coast Rail Services

Gerald Kaufman MP







28 signatures

That this House welcomes the work of catering staff on Intercity West Coast services; is appalled at reports that some of the four bidders for the new West Coast Mainline franchise, namely Abellio, First Group, SNCF/Keolis and Virgin may be proposing to remove catering facilities from future services, including the removal of the onboard shop; believes passengers should enjoy the right to have access to food and drink, including hot food on these intercity services, this especially being the case when rail fares are the most expensive in Europe; is alarmed that as well as leaving passengers with a vastly inferior service, axing catering staff could also result in the loss of over 800 rail jobs; and calls on all the bidders for the franchise and the Government to provide urgent reassurances that they will be looking to maintain and enhance catering facilities.
Bailey, Adrian 

Caton, Martin 

Clark, Katy 

Cooper, Rosie 

Corbyn, Jeremy 

Crausby, David 

Cunningham, Tony 

Dobbin, Jim 

Esterson, Bill 

Farrelly, Paul 

Galloway, George 

Glindon, Mary 

Hopkins, Kelvin 

Howarth, George 

Kaufman, Gerald 

Lazarowicz, Mark 

Lloyd, Tony 

Marsden, Gordon 

McDonnell, John 

Mearns, Ian 

Miller, Andrew

Morrice, Graeme 

Morris, David 

Morris, Grahame M 

Riordan, Linda

Rotheram, Steve 

Sharma, Virendra 

Watts, Dave

EDM 419 Privatisation of Scottish Ferry Services

Katy Clark MP







32 signatures

That this House is concerned at the implications for ferry passenger services and the workforce of the Scottish Government's decision to award Serco the 2012-18 contract for the Northern Isles; notes that Serco will receive a 243 million public subsidy for the 351 million contract to run these lifeline ferry services for profit; further notes that the public sector provider received 162 million for the previous Northern Isles contract and that passenger and business satisfaction with North Link's service was high; is deeply concerned that the sale of the Northern Isles contract increases the threat of privatisation of Clyde and Hebridean Ferry Services (CHFS), particularly on the more profitable Oban-Craignure, Ardrossan-Brodick, Largs-Cumbrae, Pentland Firth and Wemyss-Rothesay routes when the 2013-19 CHFS contract is tendered later this year; and calls on the Scottish Government to use the Final Ferries Plan to categorically rule out privatisation on CHFS routes and to honour existing workforce protections in any new contract.
Anderson, David 

Begg, Anne 

Clark, Katy 

Connarty, Michael 

Corbyn, Jeremy 

Cryer, John 

Davidson, Ian 

Davies, Geraint 

Dobbin, Jim 

Dobson, Frank 

Doran, Frank 

Esterson, Bill 

Flynn, Paul 

Francis, Hywel 

Galloway, George 

Glindon, Mary 

Hopkins, Kelvin 

Lavery, Ian 

McDonnell, John 

McGovern, Jim 

Meale, Alan 

Morrice, Graeme 

Osborne, Sandra 

Riordan, Linda 

Robertson, John 

Roy, Lindsay 

Ruddock, Joan 

Sharma, Virendra 

Sheridan, Jim 

Skinner, Dennis 

Turner, Karl 

Walley,Joan

EDM 723 ISS Cleaners on London Underground
Jeremy Corbyn MP







12 signatures

That this House is appalled that in the 21st century, cleaners employed on the ISS cleaning contract on London Underground (LU) continue to suffer from exploitation and are employed on far inferior basic conditions than their LU colleagues; notes that the ISS contract is due to expire in March 2013 and calls on the Mayor of London not to renew the contract but instead bring this cleaning service in-house; and believes that not only will this lead to the more effective management and provision of cleaning services on LU but will ensure that cleaners have the same basic conditions as their other LU colleagues including decent pensions, fair sick pay, holidays and dignity and respect at work.

Campbell, Ronnie 

Caton, Martin 

Corbyn, Jeremy 

Dobbin, Jim 

Galloway, George 

Hopkins, Kelvin 

Leech, John 

McDonnell, John 

McGovern, Jim 

Meale, Alan 

Sharma, Virendra 

Skinner, Dennis
EDM 745 King's Cross Fire and Staffing on London Underground

Frank Dobson MP







15 signatures

That this House notes that 18 November 2012 marked the 25th anniversary of the King's Cross Fire where 31 people lost their lives at King's Cross underground station; believes that the tragedy then and today's increasing passenger numbers and constant terrorist threat, demonstrate that it is essential for the underground to be properly staffed; opposes any proposals to de-staff stations and introduce automated trains; and supports the retention of the safety regulations, including minimum staff and training levels which were introduced in the aftermath of the King's Cross tragedy.
Buck, Karen 

Campbell, Ronnie 

Caton, Martin 

Corbyn, Jeremy 

Dobbin, Jim 

Dobson, Frank 

Efford, Clive 

Hopkins, Kelvin 

Jackson, Glenda 

Lammy, David 

Love, Andrew 

Meale, Alan 

Mudie, George 

Sharma, Virendra 

Skinner, Dennis
EDM 855  Fare Rises and Profits in the Bus Industry

Grahame M. Morris                                                                                           26 Signatures
That this House is concerned that bus passengers are being levied with grossly excessive and unchecked fare increases; notes recent figures from the Department for Transport showing the average UK bus fare increase was over 32 per cent in the last five years, when the inflationary rise was 18 per cent; is further concerned that in the last year alone hard pressed bus passengers have been hit by a 6.5 per cent fare increase, over twice the rate of inflation; further notes that over 1,300 bus services have been reduced or cut since May 2010, mainly as a result of cuts to public subsidy and local authority funding to the bus industry; further notes research by the RMT union that operating profits at bus companies increased on average by over seven per cent in each of the last five years, including a 7.6 per cent increase in 2011; is dismayed that despite buses accounting for two thirds of public transport journeys, including lifeline services for school children, pensioners and jobseekers, Government policy has ensured that bus operators can still make significant profits through fare rises and service cuts; and calls for an urgent review of bus policy, including whether the interests of passengers and communities could be better served by promoting the regulation and public ownership of bus services.
Anderson, David

Campbell, Ronnie

Caton, Martin

Clark, Katy

Corbyn, Jeremy

Cryer, John

Davidson, Ian

Dobbin, Jim

Flynn, Paul

Glindon, Mary

Godsiff, Roger
Hancock, Mike

Hopkins, Kelvin
McDonnell, Alasdair

McDonnell, John
McGovern, Jim

Meale, Alan
Mearns, Ian

Morrice, Graeme

Morris, Grahame M
Murphy, Paul
Riordan, Linda

Shannon, Jim
Skinner, Dennis

Stringer, Graham
Vaz,Valery

EDM 986 Trade Union Rights
John McDonnell MP







26 Signatures

That this House calls on the Government to act on the recommendations made in the statement by the UN Special Rapporteur on the rights to freedom of peaceful assembly and of association after his visit to the UK in which he states that it is time to bring the UK back into conformity with human rights law by repealing the constraints on the right to strike, introduced in 1982, and that it is crucial that strong action is taken against the making and using of blacklists.

Anderson, David

Bayley, Hugh

Campbell, Ronnie
Caton, Martin

Corbyn, Jeremy

Dobbin, Jim
Doran, Frank

Durkan, Mark
Francis, Hywel
Galloway, George

George, Andrew
Hancock, Mike

Jackson, Glenda
Lavery, Ian

Leech, John

Llwyd, Elfyn
Lucas, Caroline

McDonnell, John
McGovern, Jim

Meale, Alan
Murphy, Paul

Riordan, Linda
Sharma, Virendra

Sheridan, Jim
Skinner, Dennis

Williams,Hywel

EDM 1169 SAFETY AT LEVEL CROSSINGS

Paul Flynn
 13 signatures

Campbell, Gregory
Campbell, Ronnie

Caton, Martin
Corbyn, Jeremy

Flynn, Paul
Galloway, George

Hancock, Mike
Hopkins, Kelvin

Llwyd, Elfyn

McCrea, Dr William
McDonnell, Alasdair

Meale, Alan

Simpson, David

That this House notes that the implementation of the Crewe to Shrewsbury modular signalling scheme has been beset with problems causing its delay; is deeply concerned that barriers on the currently manned level crossings have not been fitted with the correct detectors, which means that if they were to be operated remotely they would not detect a car underneath; further notes that this has forced manual signal boxes to be retained; is concerned that this may only be a short-term measure; and calls on the Government to ask Network Rail to carry out a review as to the viability of continuing with the scheme.

EDM 1185 MANUFACTURE OF CROSSRAIL TRAINS

Chris Williamson    31 signatures
	


Beckett, Margaret


Betts, Clive


Blomfield, Paul


Blunkett, David

Caton, Martin


Champion, Sarah


Connarty, Michael


Cooper, Rosie

Corbyn, Jeremy


Crausby, David


Doran, Frank


Flynn, Paul

Galloway, George


Glindon, Mary


Hancock, Mike


Hopkins, Kelvin

Llwyd, Elfyn


Lucas, Caroline


McDonnell, John


Meale, Alan

Mitchell, Austin


O'Donnell, Fiona


Osborne, Sandra


Rotheram, Steve

Ruddock, Joan


Sharma, Virendra


Stringer, Graham


Vaz, Valerie

Walley, Joan


Williamson, Chris


Wood, Mike
That this House believes that the 600 carriages required by the £16 billion Crossrail project should be built in the UK; welcomes recent confirmation from Transport for London and the Department for Transport that the Crossrail fleet will be wholly publicly-procured for £1 billion; supports the call for the publicly-financed Crossrail trains to be built at Bombardier in Derby which would guarantee 10,000 jobs in the East Midlands and in the national supply chain, as well as safeguarding the future of train building in the nation that gave railways to the world; is concerned that if Bombardier does not win the contract to manufacture Crossrail trains then the plant will close meaning the end of British train manufacturing; and urges the Mayor of London to support the campaign to buy trains made in Britain. 
EDM 1250 EAST COAST MAINLINE PROPOSED RE-FRANCHISING 

Ian Mearns – 26 Signatures

Anderson, David


Bayley, Hugh


Blomfield, Paul


Clark, Katy

Corbyn, Jeremy


Crausby, David


Cryer, John


Cunningham, Alex

Dobbin, Jim


Dobson, Frank


Doran, Frank


Gapes, Mike

Glass, Pat


Glindon, Mary


Godsiff, Roger


Hancock, Mike

Hopkins, Kelvin


Lavery, Ian


McDonald, Andy


McDonnell, John

McKinnell, Catherine


Mearns, Ian


Morrice, Graeme


Morris, Grahame M

Sheridan, Jim


Skinner, Dennis

That this House supports the continuation of the state-owned Directly Operated Railways operating the London to Scotland East Coast mainline; congratulates it for generating £640 million in premiums and profits which has been paid to the Government since 2009; further congratulates it for achieving record customer satisfaction, which is in stark contrast to the failed model of National Express, a private and almost unworkable franchise that reneged on a £1.4 billion contract; recalls the fiasco over the failed West Coast franchise; rejects Government plans to return the East Coast route to private ownership before the 2015 general election, surrendering significant future public profits; and strongly believes that a publicly-owned railway system is in the public interest and beneficial to Government and customer alike.

EDM 1281 – EMPLOYMENT RIGHTS ON LONDON UNDERGROUND
Jeremy Corbyn – 19 signatures

Anderson, David

Bottomley, Peter

Caton, Martin

Clark, Katy

Corbyn, Jeremy

Cryer, John

Dobson, Frank

Edwards, Jonathan

Gapes, Mike

Glindon, Mary

Hancock, Mike

Hoey, Kate

Hopkins, Kelvin

Lavery, Ian

Llwyd, Elfyn

McDonnell, John

Russell, Bob

Sharma, Virendra

Skinner, Dennis

That this House notes that employees of the Trainpeople Agency on London Underground, who worked in a variety of customer service roles, including station assistance, gateline, supervisory and ticket office posts, were made unemployed when Trainpeople's contract with London Underground Ltd (LUL) was terminated without warning; condemns LUL for failing in its legal and moral obligation to offer the tube workers permanent employment; and calls on the Mayor of London to intervene to ensure that the rights to continued employment of the Trainpeople staff are upheld.

Annex 4 - Group Membership
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Constituency
1. Diane Abbott MP



Hackney North and Stoke Newington

2. Katy Clark MP




North Ayrshire and Arran

3. Jeremy Corbyn MP



Islington North

4. Alex Cunningham MP



Stockton North

5. Ian Davidson MP



Glasgow South West

6. Brian Donohoe MP



Ayrshire Central

7. Paul Flynn MP




Newport West

8. Kate Hoey MP




Vauxhall

9. Kelvin Hopkins MP



Luton North

10. Gerald Kaufman MP



Manchester, Gorton

11. Ian Lavery MP




Wansbeck

12. John McDonnell MP



Hayes and Harlington

13. Jim McGovern MP



Dundee West

14. Ian Mearns MP



Gateshead

15. Austin Mitchell MP



Great Grimsby

16. Grahame Morris MP



Easington

17. Lisa Nandy MP



Wigan

18. Teresa Pearce MP



Erith and Thamesmead

19. Linda Riordan MP



Halifax

20. Karl Turner MP



Hull East

21. Jon Trickett MP



Hemsworth

22. Joan Walley MP



Stoke-on-Trent North

23. Chris Williamson MP



Derby North

24. Mike Wood MP



Batley and Spen
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