The case to reform trade union laws and cut taxpayer support for trade unions
A report by Priti Patel MP, evidencing widespread abuse of taxpayers‟ money by
trade unions, taxpayers‟ money being spent inappropriately on trade union related
activities and irregular practices by trade unions.
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Introduction
Britain‟s trade unions have threatened to unleash waves of industrial action and
trade union barons are relishing their generation‟s opportunity to engage in an
ideologically driven and dogmatic attack on the Government and the wider British
public.
But behind their rhetoric, trade unions have become less relevant to the British
workforce. Membership numbers are now at their lowest levels since the Second
World War and the proportion of public sector and private sector workers who are
trade union members is in decline. Barely half of all public sector workers are trade
union members and most have not voted for strike action on 30 November 2011.
Reform is now needed to protect the country from these misguided attempts by a
minority to hold the country to ransom. However, reforms to trade union laws must
go further than examining strike ballot thresholds.
Action needs to be taken to stop the systemic way that some trade unions abuse
taxpayer funded resources. Facility time which should be provided to support trade
union representatives fulfil essential duties is being abused by trade unions who are
using these paid leave arrangements to bolster their campaigning activities. Unison
has issued instructions to its members to get “as many activities as possible covered
by your paid facility time.”
Although officials are being caught red handed abusing facility time arrangements,
one SPVA official from the PCS union has been disciplined for producing anti-cuts
materials with public resources.
Local government and council taxpayers are also severely affected by these
unsavoury practices. Camden Council, for example, allows trade unions, including
Unison and the GMB, to use a disused Council property, which should have been
earmarked for disposal, rent free with taxpayers footing the bill for the utilities they
use. This is despite the new Unison headquarters being located with a few minutes‟
walk. But this generosity is repaid with these taxpayer funded facilities being used by
an anti-cuts campaign.
Facility time is now five times higher in the civil service than in the private sector as
trade unions pillage the pockets of hard-pressed British taxpayers to the tune of tens
of millions of pounds a year. This must stop and stricter controls and more
transparency are now needed.
Trade unions using taxpayer funded resources inappropriately are a contagion that
has spread far and wide. In just one year unions have been bankrolled with £21.5
million from the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills to employ over 170
staff to promote learning and a further £7 million from the Skills Funding Agency to
pay for trade union representatives to gain diplomas and other qualifications in trade
union campaigning and other similar courses. A further amount of up to £11 million
over the last three years has also been given to the unions from the European Social
Fund. Some of these funds have been abused by the trade unions and used to fund
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political and campaigning publications leading the TUC being forced to repay over
£20,000. When unemployment is rising, this money would be far more effectively
spent on providing thousands of new apprenticeship places and on education and
training for those in need.
Trade unions have also benefitted enormously from the Union Modernisation Fund,
where there is little to prevent taxpayer funded resources from being used to support
political campaigning. This is unacceptable and taxpayers‟ money should be clawed
back.
Another area for immediate reform is over trade union membership forms and the
political levy. Under consumer protection laws, a business would not be allowed to
sell products or services without giving buyers certain information and they would not
be able to charge for services without informing their consumers and gaining their
consent. But this is exactly what some trade unions do to bolster their political funds
without the explicit consent of their unsuspecting members.
Both the GMB and PCS unions, with a total combined membership of over 900,000
include political fund contributions in their membership subscriptions but nowhere on
their memberships forms are applicants informed of this or given the chance to opt-in
or opt-out. Their political funds could be swollen by this inappropriate practice and
the law needs to be changed to close the legal loophole in trade union law that
allows them to get away with this. If consumer protection laws do apply in these
circumstances, then these unions should face investigation
The Unison union, which does give members the chance to opt-in to a political fund
on its application, could be in breach of existing trade unions by discriminating
against those who chose not to make a contribution to political funds. Almost half a
million members do not pay into the political fund but despite this their membership
subscription rate remains unaffected. Effectively the Unison union is not fulfilling its
legal obligation to reduce their subscription rates by the amount of the political levy
and as a result could be pocketing an extra £3 million a year from those members.
This practice is thoroughly unacceptable, needs to be investigated and action taken
to stop it from continuing.
Finally, the cosy link between the Labour Party and the trade unions needs to be
exposed to greater transparency. Deals done by Labour to promise changes in the
law to the unions in exchange for their financial backing, such as the Warwick
Agreement, have the stench of corruption about them. Along with the then Labour
Government being forced to drop its plans to privatise the Royal Mail after the trade
unions threatened to withdraw financial support to the Labour Party, it is clear that
there is a case to be made for these decisions to be investigated in case they were
made with undue influence being exerted and bribery laws being breached.
When Ed MIliband was campaigning for the leadership the Labour Party, to appeal
to the trade unions whose votes eventually got him elected over his brother, he
claimed:

3

“The real priority in this country is to say that trade unions are the cornerstone of a
civilised society.”1
Notwithstanding the fact there are more important matters than the promotion of
trade unions, there is nothing civilised about the way some trade unions are acting
and the Government must now clamp down on abuses of taxpayers‟ money and the
inappropriate ways that unions use public resources. This report highlights some of
these examples and proposes some recommendations for the Government to take
effective action.

1

Ed Miliband interview, „I‟ll defence the public sector‟ says Ed Miliband, Unison weblink (27 August
2011), http://www.unison.org.uk/labourlink/pages_view.asp?did=11709

4

Summary of recommendations

1. Trade union membership in decline
Recommendations
1.1: In their dealings with trade unions
and on matters relating to industrial
relations, the Government must
remember to also engage with the threequarters of the total workforce that are
not trade union members.
1.2: In respect of public sector reforms,
the Government must recognise that the
public sector trade unions and their
opposition to reforms are only
representative of one-half of the
workforce.
1.3: Public sector employers should
develop mechanisms to engage with all
of their employees, including those who
are not members of trade unions.

Reasons
Trade union membership is in decline
and with fewer members they are
becoming less representative of the
workforce.
Therefore, not only are a minority of
trade union workers voting for strike
action due to low strike ballot turnouts
but an even smaller minority of the total
workforce.
Public sector workers who are not trade
union members are also facing the
prospect of having their future pension
arrangements damaged by the militant
action and industrial action of trade
unions.

1.4: The Government must review trade
union laws relating to turnout threshold
for votes for strike action so that a
relatively small minority of trade union
members supporting strikes cannot hold
the rest of the workforce, the British
public and the Government to ransom.
1.5: The Government must cut the
amount of taxpayer support along with
the direct and indirect subsidies given to
trade unions as this cannot be justified.

2. Facility time abuse in the public sector
Recommendations
2.1: Central government, local
government and other public bodies
should undertake and publish a full audit
of the staffing and other resources
provided to trade unions.

Reasons
Trade unions received tens of millions of
pounds worth of paid staff time from
public sector employers and facility time
in the civil service is five times more
prevalent than in the private sector.

2.2: The Government should issue a

Thousands of public sector staff are
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facility time guide and model facility time
agreements to all public sector
employers instead of facility time
negotiations being based on the
agreements proposed, recommended
and devised by trade unions.

taking paid time away to work on behalf
of their trade union but there is often little
accountability and transparency over
how this time is being spent and whether
facility time is being used for legitimate
and appropriate purposes.

2.3: Public sector employers should only
grant facility time to trade union
representatives for essential trade union
duties under the Trade Union and Labour
Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992 and
no paid facility time should be granted for
any trade union activities.

Trade unions have been abusing these
facility time arrangements as their
members, while paid by the taxpayer, are
working on campaign activities for their
unions when the law only requires
employers to grant employees who are
trade union representatives time of for
trade union duties.

2.4: The Government should issue
guidelines to all public sector employers
to keep full records of all facility time
taken by trade union representatives and
the reasons for granting facility time in
each circumstance. There should be no
automatic entitlement for trade union
representatives to receive from public
sector employers a certain number of
days or a certain proportion of their paid
working time for them to use as facility
time to work for their trade union.
2.5: Public sector employers should
prohibit trade unions from using taxpayer
funded resources to produce, circulate or
distribute in any other way political
campaigning materials. Trade union use
of such resources should be limited only
to essential duties in relation to industrial
relations between the trade union‟s
membership in the workforce and the
public sector employer.

Trade unions are also unashamedly
pressing the members to pursue facility
time arrangements that give them as
much paid time as possible to work for
their trade union instead their employer
and use model facility time agreements
to pursue this aim.
There have been examples of abuse and
inappropriate use of facility time in
central and local government, with
officials being punished for producing
anti-cuts materials with taxpayer funded
resources and one council giving trade
unions rent free use of a disused council
building, where an anti-cuts campaign is
being run from.

2.6: Where trade union officials have
abused or inappropriately used taxpayer
funded resources, they should face
severe disciplinary action. Public sector
employers should give full consideration
to dismissing staff who have acted in this
manner. In addition, the Government
should consider whether those
employees and their trade unions who
misuse taxpayer funded resources can
6

be prosecuted for theft or fraud offences.
2.7: Public sector employers should
ensure that there is full transparency
over the use of facility time and
resources provided to trade unions. In
the interests of transparency, this
information should be published regularly
along with the requirements to publish all
public spending over certain levels.
2.8: Public sector employers should
develop mechanisms to engage with all
of their employees, including those who
are not members of trade unions.
3. Taxpayers’ inappropriate support for trade union learning
Recommendations
3.1: The Union Learning Fund should be
abolished immediately and the £21.5
million spent on it could instead be
invested in creating over 8,500 new
apprenticeship places for unemployed
teenagers to provide those most in need
with skills and training.
3.2: The Skills Funding Agency should
immediately cease its funding of courses
provided to trade unions and trade union
professionals. These resources should
be redirected to support education and
training courses for the unemployed or
additional apprenticeship places. There
is no moral justification for trade unions
to use taxpayers‟ money to train trade
union professionals and representatives
while so many unemployed people need
support with skills and training.

Reasons
Millions of pounds of taxpayers‟ money
are being spent paying for trade union
related learning activities and the cost of
trade union officials‟ wages.
Trade unions have already been caught
abusing this money and inappropriately
using it to pay for promoting political
campaigning materials.
Taxpayers are also funding courses for
trade unions officials to learn skills to
become more effective campaigners and
activists.

3.3: The European Social Fund should
not be used to hand what is ultimately
British taxpayers‟ money over to trade
unions.
3.4: A comprehensive and independent
audit should be undertaken of how
taxpayers‟ money has been spent
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supporting trade union education and
learning related activities in recent years.

4. Irregularities with trade union membership forms and political fund
contributions
Recommendations
4.1: The Government should issue
guidelines or legislate to ensure that
details of political levies added to trade
union membership fees are included on
the face of trade union membership
forms and the membership rates
excluding the cost of the political levy are
explicitly included on the face of
membership forms. This will enable trade
union members to make an informed
choice about whether to pay the political
levy as a result of this full disclosure
taking place. The right of a union
member to ask should be replaced with a
requirement on the union to tell.
4.2: Legislation should be introduced to
require trade unions to receive the
explicit consent of each member at least
once a year to continue to receive the
political levy from them. Trade unions
should also be required to notify each
member at least once a year of the
amount of the political levy so that trade
union members can make an informed
choice about whether they continue to
pay the political levy. This will also end
the current practice where the political
levy is included in the general
membership fee and ensure that trade
union members explicitly opt in to paying
the political levy.

Reasons
There are some irregularities and
questionable practices relating to the
manner that trade unions collect money
from their members to pay into political
funds.
Some unions do not inform members on
their membership application forms that
part of their subscription fee will be paid
into political funds and nor do they give
them with the chance to directly opt-in or
opt-out of paying this political levy.
A company would not be able to charge
fees to customers without letting them
know what they are for and nor should
trade unions.
There is also evidence showing that one
trade union is charging members who
chose not to pay into a political fund
more money for their standard
membership by not reducing their
subscription fee by the amount of the
political levy.

4.3: Legislation should be introduced to
prohibit trade unions from merging the
political levy into the standard
membership fee. Trade unions should
also be prohibited from charging those
members who choose not to pay the
political levy from having to pay a higher
membership and those unions who
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already use this practice should be fully
investigated in case they have broken
any existing laws by doing this.
4.4: Where trade unions have failed to
inform members prior to them taking out
memberships that a political fund levy
has been included in their membership
fee they should be fully investigated and
where appropriate face sanctions under
consumer protection laws. If trade union
memberships and political levies are not
covered by consumer protection laws
then legislation should be introduced to
ensure they are subject to the same
requirements as other service providers.
Persons subscribing to trade union
memberships should not be effectively
forced into paying the political levy or be
unaware that they are paying it.

5. Inappropriate taxpayer support for trade union modernisation and other
grants to support trade unions
Recommendations
5.1: An independent and comprehensive
audit of all taxpayer funded trade union
related projects should be undertaken.
Where there is evidence that taxpayer
funded resources have been used or are
in a position to be used by trade unions
for further political and campaigning
objectives the money should be clawed
back.

Reasons
Large sums of taxpayers‟ money have
been handed over, sometimes in
secretive meetings, to trade unions and
bodies supporting the trade union
movement.
The resources funded could be used by
trade unions to support their political and
campaigning activities.

5.2: An independent investigation should
take place to assess how funding
decisions were made to trade unions
under the Union Modernisation Fund as
no minutes were kept of the secret
meetings that took place which decided
how the money should be spent.
5.3: Taxpayers‟ money should no longer
be handed over to organisations who
produce materials or campaign against
the Government and who promote trade
unionism.
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6. The Labour Party and trade union links
Recommendations
6.1: Where there is evidence suggesting
that the Labour Party while in
Government and Labour Party members
have been improperly influenced in the
performance of their duties in
Government or Parliament, this should
be fully investigated.

Reasons
Trade unions have bankrolled the Labour
Party financially and as a result have
successfully demanded changes in
policy, such as through the Warwick
Agreement and the abandonment of the
then Labour Government‟s Royal Mail
privatisation plans. Many people would
view this as a corrupt practice.

6.2: If necessary, legislation should be
introduced to place donations from trade
unions to the Labour Party and Labour
Party politicians within the scope of the
Bribery Act to ensure that if they are
rewarded for the improper performance
of a function or activity they can face
legal sanctions.
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1. Trade union membership in decline
Britain‟s trade unions are engaged in a political campaign against the Government
opposing public sector reforms, changes to pensions to make them more sustainable
and the measures to bring public borrowing down. Union leaders are declaring their
opposition to “every single cut in public spending” and pushing for “strike action
together across all of our public services.”2 They are agitating their members down a
path of confrontation to satisfy their dogmatic lust for class warfare.
Industrial action instigated by trade unions is already underway with all the large
unions, including Unite, Unison and GMB planning a coordinated national strike on
30 November 2011, which follows on from the 30 June 2011 strike led by teaching
unions and the PCS union. While the trade unions in their rhetoric may claim to
speak for the workers the Government should recognise the fact that trade unions
are less representative of Britain‟s workforce and are losing members.
Despite their campaigns against the cuts and public sector reform, which began
while Labour were in power, trade union membership numbers are in decline,
making them less relevant to Britain‟s workplaces and less representative of Britain‟s
workforce. Statistics compiled by the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills3
show that trade union membership is now at is its lowest level since the outbreak of
the Second World War in 1939. There are now just 6.5 million trade union members
in the workplace (2010), which is 200,000 less than the previous year (2009),
600,000 less than in 1995 and half the 13.2 million membership peak in 1979.
Just 26.6% of the workforce are trade union members, with the number of trade
union members and proportion of trade union members working in the public and
private sectors falling consistently under Conservative and Labour Governments
since 1979. Barely half of all public sector workers are trade union members (in 2010
56.3% of public sector workers were trade union members compared to 61.3% in
1995) and less than one in seven private sector workers are members (in 2010
14.2% of private sector workers were trade union members compared to 21.4% in
1995).
Consequently, with employees abandoning trade unions and ballots for strike action
often attracting the support of barely one-third of trade union members, when they
are going on strike, trade unions are not representing the majority of British workers.
This is a fact that the Government cannot ignore and must use as a justification for
reducing the power of trade unions and cutting the significant amounts of public
funds going to them. The Government must also look at ways to engage with nonunionised workers, whose future pension arrangements could be put at risk by the
militant action of trade unions who are striking and in doing so are jeopardising the
current deal put on the table by the Government.

2

PCS Union General Secretary Mark Serwotka, Hyde Park Rally 26 March 2011,
http://www.pcs.org.uk/en/news_and_events/news_centre/index.cfm/id/B591C03A-50FD-45309FA4AD11A3D03CF1
3
BIS, Trade union membership 2010, http://www.bis.gov.uk/analysis/statistics/trade-union/tradeunion-membership-2010
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Recommendation 1.1:
In their dealings with trade unions and on matters relating to industrial relations, the
Government must remember to also engage with the three-quarters of the total
workforce that are not trade union members.
Recommendation 1.2:
In respect of public sector reforms, the Government must recognise that the public
sector trade unions and their opposition to reforms are only representative of onehalf of the workforce.
Recommendation 1.3:
Public sector employers should develop mechanisms to engage with all of their
employees, including those who are not members of trade unions.
Recommendation 1.4:
The Government must review trade union laws relating to turnout threshold for votes
for strike action so that a relatively small minority of trade union members supporting
strikes cannot hold the rest of the workforce, the British public and the Government
to ransom.
Recommendation 1.5:
The Government must cut the amount of taxpayer support along with the direct and
indirect subsidies given to trade unions as this cannot be justified.
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2. Facility time abuse in the public sector
Trade unions are using taxpayer funded resources from public sector employers as a
cash cow. Some trade union representatives are working full time for their trade
union, despite their salaries being paid by their public sector employer and
thousands more are given varying degrees of paid time off to work for their union.
The scale and costs involved have not been comprehensively calculated. However,
an estimate provided by the Taxpayers‟ Alliance following research covering a
substantial number of public sector bodies across the country concluded that trade
unions benefited from around £80 million in paid staff time in 2010-11.4 Thousands
of trade union members are benefiting from facility time each year and the TUC has
estimated the number of workplace representatives and activists to total 200,000.
The law5 permits trade union representatives to receive a reasonable level of paid
time off to undertake essential trade union and industrial relations related duties,
such as negotiations over pay and conditions. But trade unions are systematically
encouraging their members to gain as much paid time to work for their trade union
as possible including on activities that are not essential duties.
A facility time guide published by Unison shows the determined efforts made by
trade unions to rip-off their employers. Despite the law only requiring paid time off to
be provided for trade union duties, such as collective bargaining and individual
representation, Unison has issued instructions to its members to secure from their
employers as much paid time off as possible to work for their trade union on trade
union activities, which would include attending conferences and involvement in
planning anti-cuts campaign activities. The guide states:
“There is also a broader category of trade union tasks – known as „trade union
activities‟. If your employer recognises a union, you are also entitled to unpaid time
off to take part in any other trade union activity – for example attending branch
committee meetings, or a UNISON conference.
So, if you are covered by a recognition agreement, a key task for you in negotiating a
facility time agreement will be to get as many activities as possible covered by your
paid facility time allowance. In other words, although you‟re entitled to unpaid time off
to attend conference, branch meetings, etc., why not try to get those activities
covered by your paid time off?
If you‟re not covered by a recognition agreement, your task is obviously much
harder. But the same principle applies: when trying to get a facility time agreement,
try to get trade union activities, as well as trade union duties, included. And, of
course, ideally you should push for it all to be paid facility time.”6
It also sets out the trade unions ambition to get as many workplace representatives
in place with facility time to support the work of the trade union, stating:

4

The Taxpayers‟ Alliance, „Taxpayer funding of trade unions‟, Research Note 97, November 2011.
Trade and Industrial Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992.
6
Unison, „Facility Time – Community Service Group Guidance‟, p.5,
http://www.unison.org.uk/acrobat/20067.pdf
5
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“So the branch‟s task is to help the reps in each employer to obtain facility time. This
is a massive task. But UNISON‟s organising strategy is very much based on having
local UNISON representation in as many workplaces as possible. The more reps we
have, the more widely spread they are, and the more facility time they have, the
greater and wider will be our influence, and the stronger we will be.”7
Workplace representatives in trade unions should be set at an appropriate number to
fulfil the requirements of the law not to satisfy the needs of trade unions to get
employers to foot the bill for them to work for their trade union.
Trade unions have also developed model facility time agreements, which include
provision for paid time off for trade union activities, to seek employer agreement. A
model agreement devised by Unison unashamedly demands time off for trade union
activities including attending trade union policy making meetings and representing
the union on external bodies. It states:
“The Organisation and Union also recognise that it is in the interest of the effective
and democratic operation of the Unions that representatives or officials participate in
other activities of the Trade Union.”8
It is unacceptable for taxpayers to foot the bill in the public sector for trade union
officials to organise campaigning and to undertake work on behalf of their trade
union outside of the requirements of the law. Indeed, in the public sector and
particularly the civil service, facility time is considerably more prevalent than in the
private sector. In the civil service, the average annual pay bill spent on facility time is
estimated to be five times higher than in the private sector. Commenting on this,
Local Government Minister Bob Neill MP has said:
“Estimates have suggested that so-called “facility time” is more prevalent in the civil
service than the rest of the public sector and the private sector, with civil service
departments spending, on average, 0.2% of annual pay bill on facility time,
compared to 0.14% in the wider public sector and 0.04% in the private sector.
Statute does not specify how much time employees should be granted to work on
trade union duties beyond „that which is reasonable.‟ It is clear that the public sector
gives more than the level considered reasonable by other employers.”9
The amount of facility time in the public sector needs to be cut and there is strong
evidence showing that facility time is being abused by trade unions on a systematic
scale. Indeed, the taxpayer funded support that trade unions receive from central
and local government and other public bodies is regularly being abused by trade
union representatives who believe it to be acceptable to use these resources to
support their political campaigns.

7

Unison, „Facility Time – Community Service Group Guidance‟, p.3,
http://www.unison.org.uk/acrobat/20067.pdf
8
Unison, „Model Recognition and Procedural Agreement‟,
http://www.unison.org.uk/acrobat/B1511.pdf
9
Bob Neill answer given to a Written Parliamentary Question from Priti Patel MP, 25 October 2011,
Official Report, Columns 126-7W.
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The following case studies show clear examples where trade unions and their
representatives have been seeking to rip-off taxpayers‟ by abusing facilities provided
by public sector organisations or using them inappropriately.
Case study 1 – a PCS union official abusing resources at the Service Personnel and
Veterans Agency to promote an anti-cuts campaign:
An official at the SPVA (Service Personnel and Veterans Agency) has been
disciplined for sending and producing anti-cuts political material and distributing them
using taxpayer funded resources. The official at the SVPA produced a flyer
advertising a „Rally for the Alternative‟ on 30 June 2011 on behalf of Blackpool
against the Cuts along with related materials for Blackpool Against the Cuts
campaign meetings (an agenda for an anti-cuts meeting on 28 June 2011). This
information was circulated by SPVA departmental email on 27 June 2011 and was
emailed to individuals outside of the SPVA. A further email sent on 18 July 2011
from a SPVA email address distributed an agenda for a Blackpool Against the Cuts
meeting on 19 June 2011, which was produced on a departmental computer; and a
further email sent from a private email address on 19 September 2011 to advertise
an agenda for a Blackpool Against the Cuts meeting on 20 September 2011, which
was produced on a departmental computer. After Priti Patel MP asked the MoD to
investigate, Defence Minister Andrew Robathan MP has confirmed that the individual
responsible for this abuse was disciplined and the computer systems they use
changed. Copies of the correspondence and offending emails and attachments are
included in Appendix A.
Case study 2 – The PCS trade union encouraging its members with facility time
allocations to inappropriately use their facility time for membership recruitment
activities:
The PCS trade union has been advising its taxpayer funded union representatives to
abuse the facility time arrangements they have been given, where they are paid
money from the public purse to work for the union. The union‟s Defence Sector
Group, has issued instructions10 to its representatives to tell them to use any time
remaining from the 25 days of paid facility time they are given to perform essential
duties “for recruitment; and area where the union needs as much effort as possible.”
Following an investigation from the MoD after the matter was brought to their
attention by Priti Patel MP, Defence Minister Andrew Robathan MP has confirmed
that he shares concerns that unused facility time is being used for recruitment
activities and that it would not a legitimate use of facility time. Copies of
correspondence can be found in Annex B.
Case study 3 – Camden Council permitting local trade unions to milk the taxpayer by
having rent-free use of an unused Council building that should have been earmarked
for disposal while paying the salaries of trade union representatives who are
spending their time working on anti-cuts campaigns:
10

PCS Union, „Annex J – Facility Time Guidance‟,
http://www.pcs.org.uk/en/ministry_of_defence_group/branch-annual-general-meeting-guideline-andtemplates/annex-j--facility-time-guidance.cfm
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Camden Council bankrolls salaries of 9 union officials working on anti-cuts
campaigns (3 full-time and 6 part-time).
Union officials use Council emails and telephone lines to organise anti-cuts
campaigns.
Unions get rent free use of disused Council building that should have been
earmarked for disposal, while Unison has new headquarters a few minutes‟
walk away.
Total cost of salaries and accommodation likely to exceed hundreds of
thousands of pounds.

Labour run Camden Council is funding the salaries of 9 union officials who are
working on anti-cuts campaigns being run out of a disused Council property at 59
Phoenix Road. Council staffs, paid for by taxpayers, are working for Unison and
GMB on anti-cuts campaigns in office space given rent free to the unions to use, with
council taxpayers footing the bill for utilities and cleaning services. The anti-cuts
campaigns being run from the site include campaigns against Camden Council‟s
spending decisions and the Government.
Following a review of Council buildings in 2008, the property at 59 Phoenix Road
should have been earmarked for disposal after receiving one of the lowest scores,11
but the Council have confirmed that “the London Borough of Camden allow rent-free
use of the disused premises at 59 Phoenix Road”12 for Camden Unison and the
GMB unions. This is despite Unison opening a new headquarters on Euston Road,
less than half a mile away.
Further details are contained in Annex C, however, this is a serious example
demonstrating how taxpayers are footing an excessive level of spending to support
trade unions who then misuse and abuse those funds. Taxpayer funded properties
should not be used by trade unions to run campaigns and the council taxpayers of
Camden would benefit from the site at 59 Phoenix Road being sold off to generate a
capital receipt and from facility time being cut.
Despite so much public money being used to subsidise trade unions and the
evidence of abuse and unions using facility time inappropriately, there is a lack of
transparency over the value of staffing and other resources provided to trade unions.
Consequently, reform is needed and the announcement of a review of facility time by
Cabinet Office Minister Francis Maude MP is welcome.
One way public sector employers can prevent unions abusing facility time is to
develop their own model facility time agreements granting facility time only for
reasonable trade union duties. Another method would be to develop mechanisms to
11

Camden Council review of properties gave 59 Phoenix Road a score of 42, which was among the
lowest. In the report, buildings scoring lower than 60 should have been deemed likely for disposal (“A
building that scores 60 or more is in the mainly suitable range, whereas scores less than 60 are less
suitable or sufficient”). Copies of capital review available online at:
http://camden.gov.uk/ccm/content/council-and-democracy/publications-and-finances/capital-strategyand-corporate-asset-management-plan2009.en;jsessionid=670714BC929D269CDB81BC40D1C944D4
12
Freedom of Information response from Camden Council provided on 1 August 2011.
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thoroughly monitor, audit and publish details of all facility time granted. Public bodies
are already required to publish details of their spending and direct and indirect
financial assistance in facilities and facility time must be included in these
publications. But wider action is needed and should be taken immediately.
Recommendation 2.1:
Central government, local government and other public bodies should undertake and
publish a full audit of the staffing and other resources provided to trade unions.
Recommendation 2.2:
The Government should issue a facility time guide and model facility time
agreements to all public sector employers instead of facility time negotiations being
based on the agreements proposed, recommended and devised by trade unions.
Recommendation 2.3:
Public sector employers should only grant facility time to trade union representatives
for essential trade union duties under the Trade Union and Labour Relations
(Consolidation) Act 1992 and no paid facility time should be granted for any trade
union activities.
Recommendation 2.4:
The Government should issue guidelines to all public sector employers to keep full
records of all facility time taken by trade union representatives and the reasons for
granting facility time in each circumstance. There should be no automatic entitlement
for trade union representatives to receive from public sector employers a certain
number of days or a certain proportion of their paid working time for them to use as
facility time to work for their trade union.
Recommendation 2.5:
Public sector employers should prohibit trade unions from using taxpayer funded
resources to produce, circulate or distribute in any other way political campaigning
materials. Trade union use of such resources should be limited only to essential
duties in relation to industrial relations between the trade union‟s membership in the
workforce and the public sector employer.
Recommendation 2.6:
Where trade union officials have abused or inappropriately used taxpayer funded
resources, they should face severe disciplinary action. Public sector employers
should give full consideration to dismissing staff who have acted in this manner. In
addition, the Government should consider whether those employees and their trade
unions who misuse taxpayer funded resources can be prosecuted for theft or fraud
offences.
Recommendation 2.7:
Public sector employers should ensure that there is full transparency over the use of
facility time and resources provided to trade unions. In the interests of transparency,
this information should be published regularly along with the requirements to publish
all public spending over certain levels.
17

Recommendation 2.8:
Public sector employers should develop mechanisms to engage with all of their
employees, including those who are not members of trade unions.
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3. Taxpayers’ inappropriate support for trade union learning
Trade unions are receiving huge direct taxpayer funded subsidies from the
Government to pay for trade union staff and the training of trade union officials.
£21.5 million a year is given through the Union Learning Fund to Union Learn, which
then distributes the money to trade unions and the TUC. Despite the state of the
public finances, this money has not been cut and has been frozen in cash terms.
The money pays towards the employment of over 170 staff and the costs of travel,
accommodation and other facilities but there is little transparency over how the
money is spent. The money has also been used to fund publications that have
inappropriately contained political material and as a result of an investigation
instigated by Priti Patel MP, Skills Minister John Hayes MP ordered the TUC to repay
£20,257 and put in place stricter controls on union spending of the ULF. Copies of
correspondence can be found in Appendix D.
The Skills Funding Agency is also paying a further £7 million to help train trade union
activists by funding a range of courses through the TUC Education Programme.
Additional funds totalling up to £11.4 million have been provided to trade unions by
the British taxpayer through the European Social Fund since 2008, the details of
which are in Appendix E. Courses funded by the taxpayer for trade union
professionals include diplomas in contemporary trade unionism, activist academy
training on organising, campaigning and recruiting and a certificate in organising.
Details of some of these courses are included in Appendix F, but taxpayers should
not be footing the bill to train trade union members in their organising and activist
academies. At a time when trade unions are threatening to unleash large scale
industrial action it is unacceptable that they should be trained at the taxpayers‟
expense.
Only a small fraction (3%)13 of the costs of learning and education services provided
to trade union members is paid for directly by the trade unions from their own
resources. This scandalous subsidy of trade unions must end. At a time when
unemployment is rising these resources would be better spend providing training,
education and support for the unemployed. Funding for education should be spent
on the many and not the trade union few.
Recommendation 3.1:
The Union Learning Fund should be abolished immediately and the £21.5 million
spent on it could instead be invested in creating over 8,500 new apprenticeship
places for unemployed teenagers to provide those most in need with skills and
training.
Recommendation 3.2:
The Skills Funding Agency should immediately cease its funding of courses provided
to trade unions and trade union professionals. These resources should be redirected
to support education and training courses for the unemployed or additional
apprenticeship places. There is no moral justification for trade unions to use
13

Union Learn Annual Conference Report 2010, p.33
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taxpayers‟ money to train trade union professionals and representatives while so
many unemployed people need support with skills and training.
Recommendation 3.3:
The European Social Fund should not be used to hand what is ultimately British
taxpayers‟ money over to trade unions.
Recommendation 3.4:
A comprehensive and independent audit should be undertaken of how taxpayers‟
money has been spent supporting trade union education and learning related
activities in recent years.
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4. Irregularities with trade union membership forms and political fund
contributions
The Government must take steps to reform membership arrangements as they are
currently open to the trade unions to abuse and there are serious irregularities in
relation to the collection of political levies for political funds operated by trade unions.
These loopholes must be closed because there are examples of two of the largest
trade unions collecting political levies from their members through their membership
subscriptions without notifying them and another trade union effectively charging
members who do not pay the political levy more in membership fees. This is despite
trade union laws preventing people who do not pay the political levy or contribute to
the political fund from being discriminated against or disadvantaged.
Under current trade union laws, there is no legal requirement for trade unions to
place on the face of the membership forms information relating to the political levy
charged to members for those unions that operate a political fund. Although trade
union members have a right to opt out, membership forms can provide very little or
no information about the political levy and how much it is and they do not have to
provide an opt-in or opt-out option on the form.
It is therefore possible that many trade union members are paying a political levy
without realising it. This is unacceptable and trade unions should be required to
place on the face of their membership forms full disclosure about the political fund,
the amount charged through the political levy and give members the chance to
explicitly either opt-in or opt-out. If a business charged an additional fee for a service
or product that a consumer was not informed about then they could face sanctions
under contract law and consumer protection law. The charging of a political levy,
which is designed to fund lobbying and campaigning services as well as donations to
political parties, should be treated no differently. If the charging of a political levy
without giving details on the membership application is not already covered by
consumer protection laws then legislation should be introduced to ensure that it is.
Case study 4 – PCS and GMB unions‟ membership forms:
Membership forms distributed by the PCS union and the GMB union make no
mention of the fact that their membership fees include a contribution to their political
funds, which therefore makes it difficult if not impossible for members to make an
informed choice about whether they should opt-in or opt-out. The PCS union has
over 300,000 members and the GMB union has over 600,000 members. In the last
year that figures are available, the GMB union‟s political fund had an income of
£3,086,000 and the PCS union‟s political fund had an income of £331,686.14 Some
of those contributions may have been made by individuals who were not aware of
their contributions to the political fund and who may have decided to opt-out had they
been informed and given the choice.

14

Figures for the 2009-10 reporting period from „Annual Report of the Certification Office 2010-11‟,
Appendix 9 pages 68-71.
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Appendix G contains a copy of the PCS union‟s membership application form and
Appendix H contains a copy of the GM union‟s membership application form.
Case study 5 – Unison membership form:
The Unison membership application form, copy in Appendix I, does include a section
where members can opt-in to either the Affiliated Political Fund (APF)/Labour Link to
pay towards the Labour Party or the General Political Fund (GPF). However, those
who do not opt-in to paying into the APF or GPF do not receive a reduction in the
membership subscriptions and still need to pay the same level of membership fee as
those who pay into a political fund and whose contributions are deducted from their
membership subscription. Effectively, this means that those who decide that they do
not wish to contribute into a political fund pay more for their standard membership
because those who do wish to contribute to a political fund have the levy taken out
from their membership subscription. There is no mention on the membership form of
what happens to the additional money that those members end up paying.
Unison currently has over 1.3 million members and 493,737 are not contributing to
the political levy.15 This, therefore, means that there are almost half a million
members of the Unison union paying more for their membership subscriptions than
those who support the political fund. This is a clear example of discrimination. Trade
union law on this matter is quite clear in requiring trade unions not to discriminate or
disadvantage those members who do not pay the political contribution and in
ensuring that where a political levy is included in the membership subscription, those
members receive an appropriate reduction in their membership fee.
The Certification Officer explains that members who do not pay into the political fund:
“...must not be excluded from any benefits of the organisation or placed under any
disability or disadvantage compared with other members (except in relation to the
control or management of the political fund)...Unless contributions to the political
fund are collected by a separate levy, exempt members of the organisation must be
relieved from the payment of the political fund element of the normal periodical
contributions.”16
Guidance from the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills on political funds
states that:
“...no member who contracts out will be discriminated against within the union
because he refuses to contribute to the political fund...The union‟s political fund will
normally be financed mainly, if not wholly, from contributions by members – the
“political levy”. Its collection can be arranged in two ways: (i) by means of a separate
contribution to the political fund from members who are not “contracted out”, or (ii) by

15

Figures for the 2009-10 reporting period from „Annual Report of the Certification Office 2010-11‟,
Appendix 9 pages 68-71.
16
Figures for the 2009-10 reporting period from „Annual Report of the Certification Office 2010-11‟,
p.33.
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making the levy part of the normal union subscription and relieving those who are
“contracted out” from paying that part.”17
As there are 890,763 members contributing to the political fund with an income of
£5,745,000, that means, on average, each member contributes around £6.40 a year
to the political fund from their subscription. If each of the 493,737 members that do
not contribute to the political fund are effectively paying this additional amount in
their membership subscriptions then the Unison union is receiving an estimated £3.2
million more than it should be receiving in membership subscription fees from them.
If a business behaved like one of these trade unions and charged a consumer for a
service they were not aware of or did not want provided, they would be liable to face
legal sanctions. They would also risk facing legal action if they charged one person
more for a service than another. Trade unions should not be exempted from these
laws.
There must therefore be an end to the underhand way that trade unions collect the
political levy from their members and at the point of taking up a subscription
members should be made fully aware of how their membership fee is constituted.
Under consumer laws, when buying a service customers are entitled to be informed
of the features of the service and the way the price has been calculated. This should
be no different for trade union memberships.
Recommendation 4.1:
The Government should issue guidelines or legislate to ensure that details of political
levies added to trade union membership fees are included on the face of trade union
membership forms and the membership rates excluding the cost of the political levy
are explicitly included on the face of membership forms. This will enable trade union
members to make an informed choice about whether to pay the political levy as a
result of this full disclosure taking place. The right of a union member to ask should
be replaced with a requirement on the union to tell.
Recommendation 4.2:
Legislation should be introduced to require trade unions to receive the explicit
consent of each member at least once a year to continue to receive the political levy
from them. Trade unions should also be required to notify each member at least
once a year of the amount of the political levy so that trade union members can
make an informed choice about whether they continue to pay the political levy. This
will also end the current practice where the political levy is included in the general
membership fee and ensure that trade union members explicitly opt in to paying the
political levy.
Recommendation 4.3:
Legislation should be introduced to prohibit trade unions from merging the political
levy into the standard membership fee. Trade unions should also be prohibited from
charging those members who choose not to pay the political levy from having to pay

17

BIS, „Trade union political funds: A guide for trade unions, their members and others‟, pages 6-7.
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a higher membership and those unions who already use this practice should be fully
investigated in case they have broken any existing laws by doing this.
Recommendation 4.4:
Where trade unions have failed to inform members prior to them taking out
memberships that a political fund levy has been included in their membership fee
they should be fully investigated and where appropriate face sanctions under
consumer protection laws. If trade union memberships and political levies are not
covered by consumer protection laws then legislation should be introduced to ensure
they are subject to the same requirements as other service providers. Persons
subscribing to trade union memberships should not be effectively forced into paying
the political levy or be unaware that they are paying it.
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5. Inappropriate taxpayer support for trade union modernisation and other
grants to support trade unions
Under the Union Modernisation Fund established by the previous Labour
Government trade unions received over £5 million of taxpayers‟ money. Decisions on
how to distribute the UMF were made in secret with no minutes taken and there is no
mechanism currently in place to ensure that taxpayers‟ money has not been used to
effectively support trade unions in their political campaigns.
There is evidence that the taxpayer funded resources provided through certain
projects, such as the Remote Access Project which provided new IT facilities to the
RMT union, could be utilised to assist trade unions in political campaigning.
Taxpayers‟ money has also been used to fund a company established by senior
figures in the Labour Party and cash given to a theatre company that puts on
productions attacking the Government and promoting trade unionism.
Case study 7 – the RMT union‟s Remote Access Project:
Under the UMF, the RMT union received £26,405.70 to provide the union‟s National
Education Centre in Doncaster with brand new IT facilities. The union has boasted
that the money will be used to help branch secretaries improve “their ability to
communicate effectively with their membership.”18 The National Education Centre is
also used by the RMT to host its political school where militant activists are trained.
This means that these taxpayer funded facilities could be used by the RMT to help
them with their political campaigns, organise campaign activities, communicate
campaign materials to their members and organise strike action.
Case study 8 – UMF money handed over to the Campaign Company:
The Campaign Company, set up by senior figures in the Labour Party (Jonathan
Upton, who was head of corporate development for the Labour Party when Tony
Blair became Prime Minister and David Evans, former Assistant General Secretary
to the Labour Party) has received UMF monies. Former Labour Party General
Secretary Peter Watt worked as the Campaign Company‟s Chief Executive between
2008 and 2010. Through UMF projects, they have received from the taxpayer and
match funding a total of £382,735.71 in the three UMF rounds over the last few
years.19
Case study 9 – taxpayers‟ money given to the Banner Theatre Company:
Aside from the UMF, trade unions and organisations championing trade union
causes have been benefiting from taxpayer funding. The Birmingham based Banner
Theatre Company, for example, has received tens of thousands of pounds in
taxpayer support in recent years. Grants from Birmingham City Council have totalled
18

RMT News, October 2006, p.12,
http://www.rmt.org.uk/Shared_ASP_Files/UploadedFiles/F9521614-8666-4B9B-9C1424C4935F08D1_06-10RMTNews.pdf
19
Figures disclosed in a Written Parliamentary Answer to Priti Patel MP, 10 October 2011, Official
Report, Columns 283-4W.
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£20,000 over the last few years and £10,000 from Sandwell MDC. This theatre
company boasts on its website that it is “the only theatre company that tours
consistently to Britain‟s trade unionists” and is currently touring with a production
titled „Fighting the Cuts‟.20
In view of these examples, greater scrutiny is needed on how taxpayers‟ money is
being spent propping up trade unions and pro-trade union organisations.
Recommendation 5.1:
An independent and comprehensive audit of all taxpayer funded trade union related
projects should be undertaken. Where there is evidence that taxpayer funded
resources have been used or are in a position to be used by trade unions for further
political and campaigning objectives the money should be clawed back.
Recommendation 5.2:
An independent investigation should take place to assess how funding decisions
were made to trade unions under the Union Modernisation Fund as no minutes were
kept of the secret meetings that took place which decided how the money should be
spent.
Recommendation 5.3:
Taxpayers‟ money should no longer be handed over to organisations who produce
materials or campaign against the Government and who promote trade unionism.

20

Banner Theatre Company, „Origins‟, http://www.bannertheatre.co.uk/origins.htm
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6. The Labour Party and trade union links
The Labour Party and Labour Party politicians receive substantial levels of funding
from trade unions. Trade unions regularly boast about their access to Labour
politicians and influence on Labour Party policy. The Warwick Agreement was a deal
between the unions and Labour whereby the Labour Party made specific promises to
trade unions about the policies a Labour Government would deliver in exchange for
the Labour Party receiving the continuing support of trade unions and funding from
them.
More recently, trade unions threatening to withdraw funding from the Labour Party
led to the then Labour Government abandoning its legislation to part privatise the
Royal Mail and there have been allegations of trade unions using their influence
among Labour politicians to have amendments tabled to legislation.
These acts are tantamount to bribery and no person or organisation in a democracy
should be able to pay political parties or politicians to establish laws or act in a
certain way.
Recommendation 6.1:
Where there is evidence suggesting that the Labour Party while in Government and
Labour Party members have been improperly influenced in the performance of their
duties in Government or Parliament, this should be fully investigated.
Recommendation 6.2:
If necessary, legislation should be introduced to place donations from trade unions to
the Labour Party and Labour Party politicians within the scope of the Bribery Act to
ensure that if they are rewarded for the improper performance of a function or activity
they can face legal sanctions.
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Appendix A – copies of emails and documents relating to case study1:
Email dated 27 June 2011, from a SPVA email address and promoting anti-cuts
campaigning materials produced on a departmental computer.

Subject: Agenda and rally
Date: Mon, 27 Jun 2011 14:59:23 +0100
From: ANDY.BOYLAN@SPVA.GSI.GOV.UK
All
Please see the agenda for Tuesday and a flyer iro the rally on the 30

th

Regards

Andy
<<rally.doc>> <<BAC_agenda_28.6.11.doc>>
PCS in the Northwest: http://www.pcs.org.uk/en/pcs_in_the_north_west/
.
**********************************************************************
This document is strictly confidential and is intended only for use by the
addressee.
If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution or other
action taken in reliance of the information contained in this e-mail is
strictly prohibited.
Any views expressed by the sender of this message are not necessarily those
of the Ministry of Defence.
If you have received this transmission in error, please use the reply
function to tell us
and then permanently delete what you have received.
This email was scanned for viruses by the Ministry of Defence anti-virus
services and on leaving the department was found to be virus free.
Please note: Incoming and outgoing e-mail messages are routinely monitored
for compliance
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with our policy on the use of electronic communications.
**********************************************************************

Copy of attached anti-cuts campaign documents, including a copy of their document
properties, which demonstrate that they were produced on a departmental (DWP)
computer:

30
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Email dated 18 July 2011, from a SPVA email address and promoting anti-cuts
campaigning materials produced on a departmental computer.

Subject: agenda for BAC 19.7.11
Date: Mon, 18 Jul 2011 11:09:19 +0100
From: ANDY.BOYLAN@SPVA.GSI.GOV.UK
All
Please see attached agenda.
Regards

Andy
<<Agenda bac 190711.doc>>
PCS in the Northwest: http://www.pcs.org.uk/en/pcs_in_the_north_west/
If you do not wish to recieve such mails in the future please contact me by return e-mail and I'll take
you off my mailing list.
**********************************************************************
This document is strictly confidential and is intended only for use by the
addressee.
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If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution or other
action taken in reliance of the information contained in this e-mail is
strictly prohibited.
Any views expressed by the sender of this message are not necessarily those
of the Ministry of Defence.
If you have received this transmission in error, please use the reply
function to tell us
and then permanently delete what you have received.
This email was scanned for viruses by the Ministry of Defence anti-virus
services and on leaving the department was found to be virus free.
Please note: Incoming and outgoing e-mail messages are routinely monitored
for compliance
with our policy on the use of electronic communications.
**********************************************************************

Copy of attached anti-cuts campaign document, including a copy of its document
properties, which demonstrates that it was produced on a departmental (DWP)
computer:
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Email dated 19 September 2011, from a private email address and promoting anticuts campaigning materials in its attachment which was produced on a departmental
(MoD) computer.

From: a.boylan@btinternet.com
Subject: Fw: bac
Date: Mon, 19 Sep 2011 17:39:54 +0100

All

Please see attached agenda for tomorrow
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regards

Andy

Copy of attached anti-cuts campaign document, including a copy of its document
properties, which demonstrates that it was produced on a departmental (MoD)
computer:
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Copies of the replies provided to Priti Patel MP from Defence Minister Andrew
Robathan MP regarding this abuses of facility time at the SPVA (letters dated 16
August 2011 and 24 October 2011.
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Annex B – copies of documents relating to case study 2:
Copy of document from PCS union:
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Copy of letter to Priti Patel MP from Defence Minister Andrew Robathan MP (20
June 2011):
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Annex C – copies of documents and evidence relating to case study 3:
Camden Unison webpage promoting anti-cuts campaign and using a Camden
Council phone number and email address of a full time paid Council official working
for the Unison union: http://www.unison.org.uk/london/pages_view.asp?did=12306

Camden Council review of properties gave 59 Phoenix Road a score of 42, which
was among the lowest. In the report, buildings scoring lower than 60 should have
been deemed likely for disposal (“A building that scores 60 or more is in the mainly
suitable range, whereas scores less than 60 are less suitable or sufficient”). Copies
of capital review available online at: http://camden.gov.uk/ccm/content/council-anddemocracy/publications-and-finances/capital-strategy-and-corporate-assetmanagement-plan-2009.en;jsessionid=670714BC929D269CDB81BC40D1C944D4
Camden anti-cuts campaign: http://camdenunison.org.uk/tag/pay/ and
http://camdenunited.org.uk/ (showing that 59 Phoenix Road has been used as a
point of contact for anti-cuts campaigning, including placard making)
New Unison HQ in Euston Road, barely a five minute walk from the offices provided
to Unison by Camden: http://www.unison.org.uk/newcentre/
Copies of FOI responses containing further information:
----- Forwarded Message ---From: Michael Warby <Michael.Warby@Camden.gov.uk>
Sent: Mon, 1 August, 2011 13:58:06
Subject: Information request (ref: 7225064)
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Camden Council - Information request (FOI/EIR) - Central team
Our reference: 7225064

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2000 - INFORMATION REQUEST

Thank you for your recent Freedom of Information request received on 7th July 2011. Your
request has now been considered and the information requested is enclosed.

You requested information on the following:
Re: 59 Phoenix Road/ Brill Place
1. Can you let me know which organisations aside from the Council occupy this
property.
Response
The following organsitations occupy 59 Phoenix Road:




Camden Unison – Made up of Camden employee‟s and 3 people employed by
Camden Unison.
GMB Union – Camden staff and 1 retired Camden employee
Black workers Group – Camden Employee‟s

2. how much rent they pay.
Response
Employers have a legal obligation to provide work space/accommodation, so the London
Borough of Camden allow rent-free use of the disused premises at 59 Phoenix Road.

3. what Council resources they are entitled to use and which Council resources they
pay to use.
Response
The Council absorbs infrastructure costs of 59 Phoenix Road within overall bills for utilities
and cleaning services. The trade unions pay for the consumable items they use and for the
salary costs of 3 full and part time administrative staff they employ.
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Please note you are not authorised to re-use this information for commercial or research
purposes as defined by the Re-Use of Public Sector Regulations 2005. If you do wish to reuse this information please contact the Access to Information Team, Legal Services, Room
219, Camden Town Hall, London, WC1H 9LP, who will assess your request.

You have the right of appeal against the decision. If you wish to appeal please set
out in writing your grounds of appeal (within 2 months of this letter) and send it to:
Freedom of Information Appeals Panel, Central Complaints Unit, Camden Town Hall,
Judd Street, London WC1H 9JE and your complaint will be dealt with through our
Internal Review procedure.
If you are still not satisfied following the Internal Review, you have a right to appeal to the
Information Commissioner‟s Office. They can be contacted at: Wycliffe House, Water Lane,
Wilmslow, Cheshire. SK9 5AF.
Telephone: 01625 545 700
www.ico.gov.uk

Yours sincerely
Michael Warby
Access to Information Officer - FOI & DPA
Email: Michael.Warby@Camden.gov.uk
Phone: 020 7974 7857

Date: 06 July 2011

Your Reference:
Our Reference: 7122776
Enquiries to: Jon Cranfield

Organisation Development
London Borough of Camden
Argyle Street
London
WC1H 8NP

Tel: 020 7974 5212
HRMI@camden.gov.uk
Fax 020 7974 6980
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www.camden.gov.uk

Freedom of Information Act 2000

Further to your email, received on 24 May 2011, please see below the requested
information.
You asked:
Could you forward to me:
a copy of the facility time agreements the Council has with trade unions,
Facilities agreement attached.
the number of full time union officials the Council supports,
3
the number of part time officials the Council supports,
6
the number of Council employees who are entitled to receive facility time and the
total amount taken in the lasthree years that figures are available,
the amount of facility time available for this financial year,
Employees who carry out branch official, convenor and shop steward roles are
entitled to time off. The number of branch officials and convenors and amount of
time taken, expressed as a full time equivalent, is outlined below:

2008/09 – 18, 8.0 full time equivalents
2009/10 – 18, 8.0 full time equivalents
2010/11 – 17, 7.8 full time equivalents
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Time off for shop stewards is agreed on an „as required‟ basis, subject to a maximum limit as
specified in the Council‟s Agreement with the trade unions on time off. Requests for time off
for shop stewards are considered and managed at a local service level and there is no
central record of the number who have benefitted from time off.

details of the rooms, facilities and other resources available for trade unions to use
and the value of these
There was no additional cost of resources incurred through trade union business in
the periods given as Camden owned office space was made available to Trade
Unions.

Please note the information is still covered by copyright legislation. You are not
authorised to re-use this information for commercial or research purposes as defined
by the Re-Use of Public Sector Regulations 2005. If you do wish to re-use this
information please contact the Information Access Team, Legal Services/ Second
Floor, Camden Town Hall, Judd Street, London WC1H 9JE, who will assess your
request.
You have the right of appeal against the decision. If you wish to appeal please set out in
writing your grounds of appeal (within 2 months of this letter) and send it to: Freedom of
Information Appeals Panel, Central Complaints Unit, Camden Town Hall, Judd Street,
London WC1H 9JE and your complaint will be dealt with through our Internal Review
procedure.

If you are still not satisfied following the Internal Review, you have a right to appeal to the
Information Commissioner‟s Office. They can be contacted at: Wycliffe House, Water Lane,
Wilmslow, Cheshire. SK9 5AF.
Telephone: 01625 545 700
www.ico.gov.uk

Yours sincerely

Jon Cranfield
Management Information Specialist
Jon.Cranfield@camden.gov.uk
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Date: 10 August 2011

Your Reference:
Our Reference: 7258381
Enquiries to: Jon Cranfield

Organisation Development
London Borough of Camden
Argyle Street
London
WC1H 8NP

Tel: 020 7974 5212
HRMI@camden.gov.uk
Fax 020 7974 6980

www.camden.gov.uk

Your request for information, received on 7 July 2011, has now been considered.
Please see below the requested information.
You asked:
Further to your reply, can you let me know which unions the full and part-time
officials work for, are those officials contracted to work for the Council, how long
each official has been working on behalf of each union, are there any restrictions on
what activities these officials can undertake?
The Council provides accommodation at 59 Phoenix Road for 3.4 FTE branch officials of
Unison and the GMB.

The officials are contracted to work for the Council.

We limit our paid time off for trade union duties to the representation of Camden Council
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employees and our restrictions on what constitutes legitimate trade union activities are
advised by the ACAS Code of Practice, as follows:

(a)
(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

collective bargaining with the appropriate level of management;
informing constituents about negotiations or consultation with management;
meetings with other lay officials or with full-time union officers on matters which are
concerned with industrial relations between his or her employer and any associated
employer and their employees;
interviews with and on behalf of constituents on grievance and discipline matters
concerning them and their employer; (this includes meetings with management, and
formal hearings on such matters);
appearing on behalf of constituents before an outside official body, such as an
industrial tribunal, which is dealing with an industrial relations matter concerning the
employer; and
explanations to new employees whom he or she will represent of the role of the
union in the workplace industrial relations structure.

We do not hold the following information:
how long each official has been working on behalf of each union
Please note the information is still covered by copyright legislation. You are not
authorised to re-use this information for commercial or research purposes as defined
by the Re-Use of Public Sector Regulations 2005. If you do wish to re-use this
information please contact the Information Access Team, Legal Services/ Second
Floor, Camden Town Hall, Judd Street, London WC1H 9JE, who will assess your
request.
You have the right of appeal against the decision. If you wish to appeal please set out in
writing your grounds of appeal (within 2 months of this letter) and send it to: Freedom of
Information Appeals Panel, Central Complaints Unit, Camden Town Hall, Judd Street,
London WC1H 9JE and your complaint will be dealt with through our Internal Review
procedure.

If you are still not satisfied following the Internal Review, you have a right to appeal to the
Information Commissioner‟s Office. They can be contacted at: Wycliffe House, Water Lane,
Wilmslow, Cheshire. SK9 5AF.
Telephone: 01625 545 700
www.ico.gov.uk

Yours sincerely
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Jon Cranfield
Management Information Specialist
Jon.Cranfield@camden.gov.uk
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Appendix D – documents relating to the abuse of taxpayers‟ money by trade unions
through the Union Learning Fund:
Copy of a letter from Skills Minister John Hayes MP to Priti Patel MP confirming that
funding had been abused by the trade unions (12 December 2010):
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Copy of letter from Priti Patel MP to John Hayes MP regarding suspected abuses of
the Union Learning Fund (25 October 2010):

John Hayes MP
Minister of State
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
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1 Victoria Street
London
SW1H 0ET
25th October 2010

Re: Public money spent on Union Learn.
As you will know, millions of pounds of money each year have been given by the
Government to trade unions through the Union Learning Fund. They subsequently
use this money to pay for Union Learn.
I was therefore concerned to see some of this public money being used by the trade
unions to produce political propaganda, some of which has promoted Labour Party
MPs, candidates and policies while being critical of those policies pursued by other
political parties. I have enclosed for your information some of these publications and
you will note that they have been supported by Union Learn, the Department for
Business, Innovation and Skills, the Learning and Skills Council, Skills Funding
Agency, the EU and RDAs. I would be grateful if you could let me know how much
public money has directly or indirectly been used from these various sources to fund
these publication and any conditions attached to those funds.
You will also note that these publications are not entirely devoted to learning and
skills and instead promote political views, included one publication produced after
the General Election and the subsequent change in Government promoting the
TUC’s cuts watch campaign. I do not think it is Government policy to spend public
money supporting political propaganda and nor do I believe it is Government policy
to subsidise trade union campaigns against the Government. While the funding
decisions were presumably made under the previous Government, I would welcome
you undertaking to investigate the spending of public money from BIS and
Government on trade unions. Moreover, if money has been spent on promoting
political propaganda, as the enclosed demonstrates, I would be grateful if you could
let me know what action the Government will take to claw back any public money
that has been mis-spent and abused by the trade unions.

Priti Patel
Member of Parliament for Witham
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Trade Union newsletters sponsored by Government and making political
references:
Learning Works, Summer 2010:
 Frontpage, reference to TUC cuts watch campaign.
 Page 8, „Take on public sector myths‟ and „Martyrs on the web‟ articles.
 Sponsored by Union Learn (funded by Union Learning Fund), South West
RDA, Skills Funding Agency, BIS and EU.
Learning Works, Winter 2009:
 Page 2, „Minister blows out turbine protestors‟ makes explicit attack on the
then Leader of the Opposition David Cameron MP.
 Sponsored by Union Learn (funded by Union Learning Fund), South West
RDA, Learning and Skills Council (LSC), BIS and EU.
Unions North, October 2009:
 Page 3, „2009 TUC Annual Congress Report‟, praise for Gordon Brown‟s
economic policies and criticisms of previous Conservative Government.
 Page 11, „Learning about the birds and bees and other festivals‟, promotion of
trade union activities at publicly funded events.
 Sponsored by Union Learn (funded by Union Learning Fund), One North East
RDA, LSC, BIS and EU.
Unions North, April 2010:
 Pages 3-4, „Speaking up for public services‟, promoting trade union political
campaigns on the economy and cuts.
 Pages 5-6, „Achieving the Good Society‟, references to trade union policies on
economic downturn.
 Page 7, „Hope not hate‟, promoting Labour MPs and Labour Party in
publication dated during the election period.
 Back page, „Join a Union opens for business‟, reference to joining a trade
union.
 Sponsored by Union Learn (funded by Union Learning Fund), South West
RDA, LSC, BIS and EU.
Unions North, August 2010:
 Pages 3-5, „Public services, the economy and equalities dominate Northern
TUC conference‟, references to Labour Party, Labour leadership contender
and criticisms of Government policy and cuts.
 Page 9, „Cuts and money grabbers‟, references to the “government‟s current,
voracious feast of spending cuts...”
 Sponsored by Union Learn (funded by Union Learning Fund), South West
RDA, LSC, BIS and EU.
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Appendix E – European Social Fund resources given to trade unions:
Data provided by the ESF Policy Manager in January 2011.
From:

Mcmahon Tony JIU SHEFFIELD MOORFOOT
[TONY.MCMAHON@JIU.GSI.GOV.UK]

Sent:

13 January 2011 14:33

Subject:

RE: European Social Fund

Attachments:

Project list.xls

Thank you for your enquiry about the European Social Fund.
We have searched our ESF project database and have identified the attached list of projects that
involve trade unions.
If you need details of specific projects please contact the Skills Funding Agency directly.
Please see link here http://skillsfundingagency.bis.gov.uk/
Tony McMahon
ESF Policy Manager
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Total: £11,374,042.
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Appendix F – examples of courses for trade union members paid for by the taxpayer:
A three day course on Communications and Campaigning, originally from:
(http://www.unionlearn.org.uk/courses/index.cfm/ty/1/pg/1/citem/1236), which gives
participants knowledge on “how to build trade union organisation through good
communications and campaigns
Communications”:
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An Activist Academy course (originally from:
http://www.unionlearn.org.uk/courses/index.cfm/ty/3/sb/10/pg/1/citem/6852) on
building a union and campaigning in the community:
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A three day course on being a Union Professional Officer (, originally from:
http://www.unionlearn.org.uk/courses/index.cfm/ty/1/pg/1/citem/5947):
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Appendix G – PCS Union membership application form:
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Appendix H – GMB Union membership application form:
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Appendix I – copy of Unison Union membership application form:
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