MINUTES OF SPECIAL DRIVERS COMPANY COUNCIL MEETING HELD IN IPSWICH ON 21st FEBRUARY 2008 – Re. PROPOSED INTRODUCTION OF CLASS
321 EMU STANDBY TURN AT IPSWICH DEPOT
	MANAGEMENT SIDE
	                    STAFFSIDE
	

	Bob Broadhead, Chairman
	                    Mick Bradbury, Chairman
	

	Richard long
	                    Steve Wright, Secretary
	

	Dave Hepper
	                    Nick Silk
	

	Jackie Rathbone, Secretary
	                    Alan Edwards
	

	
	
	


	                          Management                                                                Staffside


	
	
	We are fully aware that you also want to talk about the introduction of Class 31 loco’s as part of today’s discussions, which is not a problem and for Dave to give us an update re. Orient Way.

	BB
	The meeting is mainly to discuss about our proposal for introducing a standby turn at Ipswich utilising a class 321 EMU for service recovery. We did give you a paper on the proposal of what we want to do. I have asked Dave Hepper from the TPU to attend today to run through the details with you.
	Ok… Obviously we have got some issues of concern that we will respond to following our staffside deliberations

	DH
	This is a 1 page paper as we had to do a paper for board level regarding the Ipswich standby turn for the rural services and to debate how productive this has been. We feel that it will make better productivity to look at I/C set failures, as if we have a set go down at the moment, control attempt to make set swaps which can then result in trains losing there paths, as we have to step up.

If we introduced a 321 EMU as a standby unit then the I/C sets could stay in place and this could be substituted by the 321. We feel that the best way would be to have a spare 321 EMU resource as a standby.

	Noted…We understand why you want to do it, it is just about the mechanic’s and how the turn will be used!

So one part is to replace an I/C failure and recover the service from another location?

	BB
	Yes…we did try to use 2 sets and the thunderbird brought one down road but there are pathing issues.
	

	DH
	There are 2 issues - 1 the problem of getting a set back up and how we came to this proposal. We had a choice, Colchester or Ipswich and we think that Ipswich is the right depot to have the standby unit as this would cover more services. It is easier to sustain traction knowledge than increase route knowledge.
	

	
	
	First of all we have no problem with Ipswich having to learn the class 321’s and an Ipswich Driver based at Colchester on the standby unit. One question we would like to ask is, as the standby unit is actually at Colchester what else are you proposing it would cover?
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	DH
BB
	Firstly to recover I/C service failures and improve the PPM.

The standby turn would be there to aide recovery of the service. Replacement for train and unit failures which will help avoid cancellations or delays.
	Noted

	
	
	So the 321‘s would be there predominantly to cover any train failure, not just I/C sets as indicated in your précis! This is where we start to have a problem. If this had been 3 years ago when we first started talking about harmonisation it could have been addressed, but there was a failure on your side of the table - so we cannot now accept that a former Anglia Driver will be covering former GE services. The agreement that is in place at the moment is that this is only to happen in an emergency situation as a last resort after all existing previous company agreements have been exhausted. We view this proposal as a further attempt to move towards harmonising cross-cover which is additional productivity and flexibility for which we have had no recognition!    

	BB
	We could look at it as an emergency situation but I can guarantee that this in no way will stop a Colchester man from working his free day.
	FDW has nothing to do with it! The situation you describe could not be classed as an emergency; we have concerns here regarding booking out cross-cover! 

	BB
	What about if the service is severely disrupted?
	GE and Anglia productivity issues would come about if we were harmonised - then this wouldn’t be a problem.

	BB
	Ok… I note your position. The class 321 standby  would be used to cover I/C service failures and they could use one out of London to HPQ
	Who runs the HPQ boat train services now?

	BB
	The Liverpool Street drivers cover these at present
	

	
	
	Liverpool Street drivers already know the Class 321 EMU as these replaced I/C boat train services at the outset of the franchise. If a boat train EMU failed we wouldn’t have an issue as it is former Anglia work. However we cannot accept it replacing a former GE Harwich service as these are normal service trains. This would be another productivity step – i.e. Cross-cover Anglia / GE

	BB
	The productivity here is making the service run better to reduce delays and not to enforce overtime.
	You have contradicted yourself here, you accept it is productivity. We have 2 former companies on different pay and conditions. The proposal was to protect the former Anglia services. If that is all you want we don’t have an issue, but it is obvious you want it for everything. The company failed to address harmonisation properly.

	BB
BB


	Ok… So tell me where you see this!
                Management

We have a service to operate and it is an additional standby to aide recovery.
	What you appear to be indicating is you wanted a class 321 standby unit for service recovery on the mainline between London and Norwich during disruptions and all of a sudden 321’s are being 
                        Staffside

used to go to HPQ. Other depots on the GE area
such as Ilford work to Harwich. It is quiet obvious from what you have said, that if a GE Harwich service failed or didn’t run for some reason – you would want to re-instate the service using the Anglia standby unit. This was not in the proposal.

	
	
	

	
	
	The proposal was for Ipswich drivers to learn the class 321 EMU to aide service recovery if either an I/C set failed or a class 170 DMU service needed replacing with an EMU for part of the journey. That is what the proposal states, not all this other stuff!

	BB
	Another positive way to look at it is, that at the moment if there are engineering works we have to cancel an Ipswich drivers diagram but they could stay on the diagram if they sign the traction. 

	

	DH
	We are seeking better use of the driver.
	The company wants snippets of harmonised conditions. We have different rates of pay and conditions and this is not the first time it has happened - the company are slowly trying to introduce things by the back door.

	RL
	There is a need to do this and we will have to agree the details at a later stage. This needs to be implemented so we can have a standby turn in place at Ipswich to use in an emergency.
	

	
	
	We think we need to discuss what the company and the DCC sees as an emergency.

	BB
	In essence the main reason is to increase I/C PPM and if you get that right then everything else falls into place.
	Yes but that is not the only reason you want this proposal in!

	BB

	I am quite happy to look at parameters and I understand the productivity issues, but we just need to clarify on what everyone would find acceptable. I do understand the productivity issues and that you feel that the company is trying to bring this in by the back door, but we have been up front with the proposals.
	So you accept to a point there is productivity involved in the proposals?

	RL
	Dave explained that we would use the 321 EMU for service recovery but we are not fools and fully understand that this may mean using them on the mainline if it meant recovering the service in a better way.

	We have always said we can support the proposal, on the proviso it is to recover former Anglia services. That is what we thought we were here for!

	BB
	The main reason is - if we sort out the mainline then the rest sorts out itself.

	We are becoming confused. We are happy if it is for recovering mainline Anglia services.

	DH
	The possibilities this opens up is to everyone’s advantage and was initially driven by performance measures (PPM)
	

	BB
	It would be a good use of a standby supporting the mainline sets.
	Colchester has a cover turn now which is often used to replace service disruption. If it goes through to Norwich a conductor driver is provided
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	DH
	Can’t always rely on the Colchester man being available.
	Why not have an extra standby man at Colchester 
to recover GE services! The Anglia Thunderbird rescue engine is already based there!

	BB
	The T/B is useful as it can work a failed set if there is enough time to get to the failure point. Sometimes we have to move the failed sets ECS. If we had a standby EMU this can fill in for all or part of the journey to avoid disruption and cancellations
	

	
	
	We have 2 sets of terms & conditions; there should be no cross-cover until harmonisation has taken place. The other issue here is yet more additional productivity, in that, if an I/C set fails en-route and you replace the set with the standby EMU – this will have to run DOO (P) as the conductor will be with the failure!

	BB
	No issue as a hauled set would have a conductor guard!
	

	
	
	Yes… but he would be stuck on the failure. There is also the issue of NRN radio provision north of Ipswich, plus a guard has to be available as the route is not DOO cleared!

	BB
	Ok I will take this away.
	Noted

	BB
	We use Portable NRN radios which are fully functional; the radio goes out with the unit which is fully legitimate.
	

	RL
	It is provided at Ipswich and works the same as a fitted NRN
	So the driver carries this?

	
	
	Is there provision for a conductor guard?

	BB
	A guard will have to be provided between Ipswich & Norwich
	

	
	
	Noted… Looking at the diagrams – we have issues with drivers travelling passenger on ECS; as if the unit is used they will have to travel on alternative services. We believe this should be diagrammed as such

	DH
	The Clacton / Colchester drivers are booked to travel pass on the ECS to allow the Ipswich drivers some driving time on the ECS moves between Colchester and Ipswich. This is so they can maintain competency.
	

	
	
	

	
	
	What happens if the Ipswich driver is required to do an Ipswich-Felixstowe trip for example; we then have a problem as the Clacton man can’t work the ECS as the jobs don’t cross cover.

	DH
	We would then require the driver travelling pass to work the ECS
	This introduces another element of cross-cover!

	DH
	He is shown passenger on the ECS. He would just work it!
	Why can’t the unit remain at Ipswich?

	DH
	No spare capacity. The return working is an 8 car and this is not practical one minor consideration is the washing of the unit.
	There are sidings available at Ipswich!

	
	                 Management
There is no room owing to other stock stabling from time to time, which could block the standby unit in!
	                         Staffside

We also have concerns that diagram times could be reduced at Clacton & Colchester as a result of transferring the ECS moves to Ipswich!

	BB
	There is no problem… it wouldn’t affect their rosters
	

	RL
	That would be part of the agreement
	What about during engineering works – this is also mentioned in the proposal? We understand the figures substantiate regular 321 use during blockades 

	DH
	There are a total of 12 I/C sets and an 8 car EMU is sometimes diagrammed to work Norwich services to the point of the engineering block. For the recent Haughley block 321’s where used for about 10 weekends, worked by Liv-St drivers
	

	
	Noted
	Liv-St drivers learnt the 321 EMU when the boat train services were replaced with units. They already have the required traction knowledge and the company has taken advantage of this already during weekend engineering blockades.

	DH
	Depends on engineering work and what circuit is needed. We must have 8 I/C sets at Norwich to start the Monday morning services
	Standby introduced for service recovery failure on I/C trains and in an emergency but is still used for engineering Blocks.

	BB
	We are being open and putting all our cards on the table.
	When you start talking about engineering work and using 321’s on Sundays. This could affect other depots Sunday work, if traction is amended.

	BB
	It is due to the Monday services, as Dave explained we need at least 8 at Crown Point overnight at the Norwich end.
	

	
	
	Thought total of 14 I/C sets?


	BB
	12 in traffic 1 on the maintenance set and 1 out of service so we have 14 in total, but not all in use at same time!
This would not be affected.

Ipswich drivers signed EMU’s in the past – so it would basically be a re-fresher course
	We have spent a lot of time discussing many issues and we are still standing by our position that this is an attempt to harmonise. We can only accept the proposal on the basis that it covers Anglia failures or strengthening a DMU service between London – Ipswich & vice versa. When you start bringing weekend engineering works into the equation we are involving potential loss of Sundays from 1 depot to another. The former GE depots do not have a protected Sunday’s agreement as per Anglia.

There is also the issue regarding the proposed training on the units. Where do you get 3 days from?

Not all the drivers were previous EMU conversant!
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	RL
	The training would be 3 days;
1st Day – familiarisation of the unit
	

	
	2nd Day – Faults and Failures
	

	
	3rd Day – Driving
	

	
	
	Noted… We will have to check

	
	
	

	
	
	Going back to the proposed diagram at Ipswich. We believe the window of opportunity to cover a failure is somewhat restricted in that the diagram is only 7hr-17min in duration and the unit is required back at Ipswich for a GE service at 16:30
Also for example:– If an I/C set failed at around 14:00 hours going up road, you would be reliant on the driver doing overtime to cover the rest of the trip. We are not accepting a situation which could involve compulsory overtime for the standby driver. It will be down to the individual as overtime is voluntary!

	BB
	Noted… We are aware of this. The proposal will still allow for service recovery, and we could consider lengthening the turn!
	

	
	
	Noted… Will the standby create additional positions? We understood increase of 2 drivers at Ipswich, but the proposal makes no mention of this!

	BB
	There are currently 2 overtime cover turns which have been on trial. The extra work would create 2 additional drivers posts
	

	
	
	So there would be 2 additional posts

	BB
	Yes
	

	
	
	When is the planned introduction date

	BB
	May  - Summer WTT
	

	
	
	Noted… We still have the cross-cover issue as a major concern and need to discuss and agree the amount of training, plus:-
Use and provision of the portable NRN

Conductor guard provision or DOO

How drivers travel passenger… Not on ECS as this may not always be available if unit has been used

	BB
BB
	OK… I have noted the points of concern. I will take an adjournment to discuss the issues and we will re-convene in about an hour.
MANAGEMENT ADJOURNMENT
MEETING RE-CONVENED

I have considered all the points raised, and I have to advise that it is our position that this is a consultation item. It is not harmonisation as it is new. We have a duty to put in service protection for our customers and the DFT has advised that the PPM needs to be improved; these are the reasons for these measures. 

                Management

It is also at a cost of around £80k for the 2 additional driver’s posts at Ipswich. We will be going ahead with the proposal.

	OK… We will have a staffside

                      Staffside
We want a staffside adjournment

	BB
	OK… I Note your position

There being no further business the meeting was closed
Management Chairman

--------------------------------- 

Management Secretary 

---------------------------------
	STAFFSIDE ADJOURNED
MEETING RE-CONVENED
We do not accept this as a consultation item as there are issues of a negotiating matter all through your proposals. However, if you are saying that is that - then you carry on and do what you are going to do. We will be advising our District Officer and putting a report to ASLEF for the attention of the EC.
Staffside Chairman

------------------------------- 

Staffside Secretary

-------------------------------
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