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TKE
’:rm" E(80) 1st Meeting, Minute 1

OF STATE FOR EMPLOYMENT said that the ful] negotiating team of
)

oncerned in the Steel dispute had called to see hin that morning,
e

the possible establishment of an inquiry into the dispute,

irman., They had asked him to nominate the Chairman but he had

do so, so as not to involve the Government directly in the
of the strike. He had instead suggested that either the unions
on a Chairman with the BSC, or they should seek the

advice of
‘and Conciliation and Arbitration Service (Acas).

The unions
f involving ACAS but had asked him if he would
d ng:qurits o ng ﬂm»—ﬂram«m« y
mot—-thue—nme—to the Chairman of from whom 4ke
en, Mter consultation with other interest parties

ed %o do this, The unions had then said that they would have

this suggestion, and the next steps rested with them. He would
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E UNION IMMUNITIES FOR SECONDARY INDUSTRIAL ACTION

2. previous Reference: E(BO) 6th Meeting

. cOMMITTEE considered a memorandum by the Secretary of State for Employment,
(E(BO) 29) jn which he reported the results of consultations with both sides of

. qustry about his proposals for further legislation to limit secondary
in

industrial action, and set out revised proposals for Ministerial consideration
i :

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EMPLOYMENT said that, as expected, a wide range of

views had been expressed on the proposals in the consultative paper, both on the

extent to which trade union immunities should be curtailed and on the practical

peasures needed to achieve this. The Trade Union Congress (TUC) wanted no

further limitations. The Confederation of British Industries (CBI) whose

Council had overturned the earlier advice from their expert Committees, wanted

a complete ban on all secondary action eventually. But in the short term they

were prepared to compromise on some further limitations, beyond those set out in

the consultation document, and on a firm promise of a Green Paper on trade union

immnities later in the year. In his view, it was not practicable to impose a

total ban on secondary action, and thus to confine immunities to primary disputes.

But it was important to tighten up the proposals in the original document.

Those proposals had been criticised as being confusing, and leaving too much

discretion in the hands of the courts. The basic principle should be that

secondary action was justifiable only to the extent that it put direct pressure

o0 the employer in dispute to settle. To this end he proposed that the

‘mended legislation should make it clear that secondary in@ustrial action should

::t:i:r;.:“nity only when it had its sole or principal purpose the furtherance
imary dispute, and that it was reasonably likely to have that effect.

it .
€ nowy intended “to table before Easter a new Clause

3 » if the Committee agreed
'2corporating :

amended proposals which could be debated immediately after the
er -
Recess, ang could be incorporated in the Bill at Report Stage.

In g4
Scuggj y
ion, a number of main points were made =

% ct legitimate

further the primary
a strike, it would be

EecOn::e bject of the proposed amendments was tt:o restri
diap“t:y action to th?fe cases where it would fi}rectly
l"ergm;l gy 48 British Leyland (BL) were stopped.by .

¢ for the unions to take aotion to stop deliveries by a

2
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component manufacturer to BL, but it would not be reasonable for 4
e

plies to the whole motor industry. Similarly,

stop all sup it woulq he

unreasonable for the union to take action against a supplier of Pt v
the component manufacturer, which would have the same effect of Stoppinz
deliveries- to the whole industry. But in some cases 1t was inevitay, thy
innocent third parties would be damaged as a result of industria] actiy,

For example, shop-keepers in the area might suffer if their trade fg) 3

as a result of reduced earnings during a strike. There was no vay in

these accidental consequences could be avoided, or protection given,
however essential that trade union immunities should extend only to
deliberate action taken by the umions which was directly aimed at the pr

to the primary dispute;

b. the definition of suppliers and customers where immunity would run iy
changed since the earler version of the proposals, to meet a point raisi
by the Lord Chancellor. It was important to ensure that in the process &
definition had not been redrawn too widely. The Secretary of State for
Industry would take this point up directly with the Secretary of State fu

Employment;

c. it wad desirable that immunity should run only in those cases vhert
there was a dispute between the employer and his employees. In the s
'Nawala' case, the dispute had been between the union and the employeh
but the Lascar members of the ship's company had not been parties i |
dispute. However, it had been agreed not to deal with the Nawala cast i
this Bill, and it would be simpler to deal with the whole question *f
merchant shipping separately in later legislation;

o
d. to case® v

similarly, it would be desirable not to extend immunity

there was a national dispute in progress involving an organisatio® % ;
S et

employers, but an individual employer had settled with his own work-¥?

However, in G

’ such cases, where an employer remained a member of & o’

: : : : S

association, and such an association remained in dispute with & 18
: : : co“

over national negotiations, there was no way in which the eﬂlli'l"yer

be protected from industrial action. In these cases his remedy was

from the trade association concerned;

D
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. G highly desirable to introduce the Government Amendment as
i
and to ensure that the Bill as a whole received

middle of July.

e TR Y
quickly 82 possible,
Sogel Assent BT the This was necessary, because the

Conduct to be made under the legislation had to be considered by
ry Conciliation and Arbitration Service (ACAS) and its last Board

re the autumn would take place on the 24 July.

Codes of
the Advise
Meeting befo If this date
yere migsed the necessary consultation with the trade unions might delay

the coming into force of the Codes beyond the point where the next wage

round begane
shis plan might not be practicable. ”Fdrther considerationshould be
given to the legislative and consultation timetables.
TEE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that the Committee approved
the Secretary 'of State's proposal as set out in E(80) 29. In preparing the
legislation, he should ensure that immunity for 'blacking' or other secondary
action should be limited, so far as possible, to goods supplied to or purchased
from the company involved in the primary dispute. No immunity should extend to
secondary action taken as a deliberate act by the unions concerned against goods
supplied to or bought from other companies, althoughit was accepted that such
companies, not themselves parties to the primary dispute, might be injured as a
consequence of the secondary industrial action taken. The Committee also agreed
that industrial action in the shipping industry should be reserved for separate
freathent in a later Bill. They noted that the definition of those suppliers or
:::)::r:e"’:::hsecondary action might reasonably be.cov?red by.imm.liifies m;ilt
reed thas it er mflended to avoid an inadvertent.wldemng of l.lll:\l-:]. 1e:;Mitt)e'e
ang introduceq areq‘ured new tlause should be cons:.dex"ed by:' Legislation t

S soon as possible, and that the precise timetable for the

leEisla i

ti

- o0 would need further consideration by the Secretary of 'State and the
lnesg Managers

4
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However, given the other pressures on the legislative programme,
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The Committee -

;o Took note, with approval, of the Prime Minister's summing Uiy
discussion. byj,

2. Invited the Secretary of State for Hmkﬂu_\'ment to arrange for
a new Clause on the lines set out in E(80) 29, modified on the 1inee try
by the Prime Minister, for the new Clause to be considered by the 8 oy}
Lord Chancellor and the Attormey General, and then by the Legislatj
and introduced before Easter. o0 oy

— 3. Invited the Secretary of State for Employment to discuss with ty,
Secretary of State for Industry the question of the precise definiti(,nn,
the places where secondary industrial action might in future be covery}
immunities. n

TT——
4, Invited the Secretary of State for Employment to discuss further
the Chief Whip, Commons, and the Acting Leader of the House of Lords, 111;.
timetable for the remaining stages of the Employment Bill.

- 5. Invited the Secretary of State for Employment to bring forward fret

proposals in due course for a Green Paper on the remaining aspects of
Trade Union Immunities for publication later in the year.

. —

)
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GOVEIL\M[‘LVT'S NUCLEAR POLICY

AND THE

. { ;

5 AGR reference: B(79) 13th Meeting Minute 1
s

[¥E had before them a note by the Central Policy Review Statf (E(80) 30)

HE COMMIT -
ed the future of the Advanced Gas-Cooled Reactor (AGR) programme and

Jpich revieY

Juded th
2 uld continue as planned.

at the construction of the two new AGR stations at Heysham and at

forness b

- BERRILL said that, at the Prime Minister's request, the CPRS had
S KENNE]

et out 8 Very rapid survey of the Nuclear Power programme, and of the
c

planned orders for the two latest AGR stations. They had carried out a wide

range of
shether the two last AGR orders should be postponed, given the surplus of

consultations in the limited time available. The CPRS considered
generating capacity likely to be available for some years in the 1980s, and
the heavy capital construction costs which imposed a serious extra burden

on the Public Sector Borrowing Requirement (PSBR) at a-time when it was under
great pressure. But their enquiries had shown the damaging effect which
cancellation or postponement, so soon after the announcement of a new ordering
programme, would have upon the nuclear industry. The CPRS therefore recommended

that the programme should continue on the lines already announced.

e OF STATE FOR ENERGY, said that he too had started, the previous
*imer, with a pre-disposition against the AGR programmes. However, after
i:n:i:::lfle_}ﬁ“isterial discussion, the Committee had agreed in the autumn
wd bacllinumg nuclear programme, of which the AGRs were an integral .pax.'t.
on that decision now would demoralise the industry and prejudice

the ch ]
i 8aces of success for the PWR. It would also damage public confidence
the nucleqy

1 Programme and make it more difficult to secure public support

e PHRB s
in due course.

11 disc\ls . g
si
8 thon’ @ number of further points were made =
N e CPRS ummary
e Paper, produced at short notice, was only & § o g
they hagq done, eeded before Ministers could

e
fina) deeisions;

Wo
More information was I

CONFIDENTIAL




[EONHDENH&]

b. there was room for argument about the costing methods adopteq i .
. the

Central Electricity Generating Board ((‘EGB) and the South of Sc"tland

Electricity Board (SSEB). It was not clear for example that the ounl
%

took full account of current costs of new nuclear construction, op that

they took sufficient account of the expensive delays which had plagy,

some earlier stations in the AGR programme. Similarly, in calculating

the savings from cancellation or postponement of the AGRs, allowance

should be made for any compensation payable to manufacturers,

¢, at a time when it was essential to keep down the Public Sector

Borrowing Requirement, and to avoid any unnecessary additional burdens
on electricity bills, there was a case for postponing as much capital
expenditure as possible, particularly since new generating capacity

was not needed for some years;

d. alternatively, if the aim was to provide work for the plant manufactus

there was a case for 'investing in updating and improving existing conventid
capacity, until the PWR programme could be started, rather than in

constructing any more AGRs;

e. despite the fact that the comments of the Chief Inspector of
Nuclear Installations, amnexed to E(80) 30, expressly indicated that bt
saw no difficulty in licensing one or two more AGR's similar to the
Heysham II design, his references to the gas baffle could cause public

contraversy.

: d
THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that Ministers would ne€ .

more time in which to carry out a detailed examination of the nuclear progr&“‘"

is
She would therefore arrange for the Ministers directly concerned to meet 88"

under her chairmanship to go into -the matter more closely.

The Committee -

Took not i ; R ir
discuui:;,‘“th approval, of the Prime Minister's summing up of they
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- KENNETH BERRILL '

STER said that this was the last meeting of the Committee which

5 R0 ¥ tend as Head of -

pneth Berrill would attend as Head of the Central Policy Review Staff

ir Ke . 1 )

Sir cogai tHe¢ was most grateful to him for many lucid reports and much valuable 33
0 . :

The ey wished him well in his new career in the private sector -

advicee

The Committee -

Took note, with approval, of the Prime Minister's remarks, and extended
their best wishes to Sir Kenneth Berrill on his retirement from the 37

public service.
-

Cabinet, Office

% March 1980
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