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g5 SECRETARY OF STATE FOR SOCIAL SERVICES said that the 3rd Report of the

Standin
jstence of the problem that nurses' pay tended to decline between
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: o f them a minute f -

cOmmittee had before e inute from the Secretary of State for 1
The 5 ¥ )
gocial services to the Prime Minister dated 27 June, about the problem of kel
0
¢inding suitable long derm arrangements for determining nurses' pay -
1 .

A Commission on Pay Comparability (the Clegg Commission) had recognised

the ex

ad hoc periodic reviews, and had suggested that the Commission would be giving
ad hoc

further consideration to the issue. It now seemed likely that the question

would not be covered in any, depth in the annual report which the Clegg Commission
vould be submitting shortly, and that if it were to be properly examined,

a fairly substantial study would be needed - a task perhaps beyond the

capacity of the Standing Commission in its dying days. The nurses Whitley Council 4
would be meeting on 8 July, and the decision at that meeting on whether —
to accept a settlement within the 14 per cent cash limit would be fairly

delicately balanced. He therefore wished to make an early statement confirming
that the Government would be looking for possible ways of dealing with the
problem. This could help to produce the right atmosphere for a settlement on

8 July. As to the particular mechanism— to the employed, he thought it likely
that, even if practicable, a further reference to the Clegg Commission would i
be unwelcome to the nursing profession.

to invite the Whitley Council to consider the matter and offer their own
Suggestions,

RIS MINISTER, summing up a brief discussion, said that the Government was
pay on a

Commj
mitted to seeking ways of putting the determination of nurses'
ow this might

bet,

; ter long-term fo oting.

¢ ta s

the fekled' A number of other issues concerning public sector
u ) :
ture of the Review Bodies, needed to be dealt with first.

It was, however, premature ‘to decide h
i pay, including

The

ecret,
Y wa %TY of State for Social Services should nevertheless
Y O Mnawaz, do,m Kaikiam Baplimmaniagniuankims da sdrnce of B8 2
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His own preferred solution would be 4

AL NMNOC

make a statement, It s
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negotiating meeting of the nurses Whitley Council, confirming

existing commitment. He should not however hint at Possible - e Gove%

LT

could circulyg, hch,}

of his proposed Written Answer in advance to members of the Gopue LX
tee,

commitment might be met. It would be helpful if he

The Committee =

: 1Y Took note, with approval, of the Prime Minister's Summing
discussion. P of
92, Invited the Secretary of State for Social Services to cire

members of the Committee his proposed Written Answer on mu.s]es.“late t

Pay,
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JALIFICATION FOR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFIT FOR WORKERS LAID OFF

g, THE QTRADE DISPUTE

INA

The ’
ol Soc1ia

pe c88e for extending the scope of the "trade disputes disqualification" which
the

overns the eligibility of workers laid off as a result of a trade dispute to

. benefit.

receive unemployment

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EMPLOYMENT said that workers who were laid off as

a result of a trade dispute, but who were not held to have an interest in its
outcome, were entitled to unemployment benefit. The suggestion had been made
that the law should be amended so as to debar wider groups of employees from
unemployment benefit in these circumstances, in order to bring further pressure
on strikers to return to work. Because the definition of those debarred from
unemployment benefit was the same as that used in deciding whether supplementary
benefit paid to the families of those affected by a trade dispute should be
reduced by £12 per week, the effects of changing the definition of entitlement
to unemployment benefit could have wide repercussions. Such a change would
inevitably create bittermess, since many of those debarred from benefit would
feel that they had no real influence over the actual strikers. Even under the
existing arrangements, these people suffered loss of wages, through being laid
off, which was only partially compensated by unemployment benefit. To go
further, might well increase their militancy. He recommended that no action

sh
°uld be taken on this proposal at present.

THE
f SECRETARY OF STATE FOR SOCIAL SERVICES, supporting the Secretary of State
or
di E“Ployment,s recommendation, said that he felt there would be great
Hheulty 3, j
tifect, to
left
an %
entit) *lement of discretion to the Insurance 0fficer,
ment, and thig should suffice in most practical situations.

ustifying the specific legislative change needed to give

80y of the options in the paper. Existing arrangements already

on deciding

n :
dlscuSSion

: : t
e j there was general agreement that early legislation should no
Xlt!‘od“(:e d

g » but some members of the Committee fel® that the P°s’ibillt:

i

! legislng the law at some future date should be held open. In the even

Ue N d.ﬁtlon being introduced the most promising line of approach might
18qual s pos dispute

b thej, i alllenB from benefit those laid off as & result of a »

8ce of work,
%
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committee considered a memorandum by the Secretaries of State for Employment,

1 Services (E(80) 61) which covered a report by officials considering

AAITNNC
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THE PRIME MINISTER, suming up the discussion, said that the Copy,

i ] 188§,
that early legislation on these matters should not be mtmduce(j_ ‘?n “@re&
did not rule out the possibility of legislation at a later date i : -0 ey,

&

Vel !
appeared to warrant such a course. O,

The Committee -

Took note, with approval, of the summing up of their diSC“SSiou},
Prime Minister. Y the
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FAST REACTOR POLICY
Je ;
comnittee considered a Note by the Secretary of State for Energy
e ¢
1('2(80) 60) containing proposals for a policy for the development of

fast reactorse

i 5B [ARY OF STATE FOR ENERGY said that fast reactors would almost
e an important element in energy supplies during the early

A great deal of development work had been

certainly b
part of the next century.
tone in ' number of countries, but it was clear that fast reactors, while
a good long=tern prospect, would only become economic when the price of
Though such an increase was almost inevitable, its

It was important that the

uranium rosee

timing was very difficult to foresee.

United Kingdom should maintain a capability to enter the fast reactor field,

but it was premature to consider commercial fast reactors at present.

When the time came to build on a commercial scale a number of possible

options would be available, We might set out to build, after appropriate

planning inquiry and safety clearance, a demonstration commercial-scale

fast reactor, entirely from our own resources, but this would be very

costly, both in research and building costs, and would leave us to bear

the risks alone. ' Second, we might seek to enter a collaborative

Partnership, either with the French, Germans, and Italians, who were already

partners in this field, or with the Americans, If the right terms could

b; obtained, this would be cheaper, and would have the advantage of

::::g fhe risks, Third, we might maintain our existing research efft)rt

develo}' in the forefront of the technology, and to keep abx.'east of forefg:
Puents, but defer any decision on how and when to build a commercial-

::: ::“ftOr until the future energy scene was clearc.er.* Fina?ly, ::e

vas g 1::19 to withdraw from the field altogether, smt.:e oy :::;s:ther

countries f; s e g e 1111:e::e at any rate

in 4y ot :nd when it was needed, This woul.ld be ¢ ?t:ou; jndustrial

Waoity g, erm, .but would leave the United K:Lngdo:1 :‘wm us entirely

"Pendent oy ::terms the fast reactor field, and o B o, i

x‘e“‘mluend&i::i.ml e nuclear policies adopted by other i : to reduce

was for seeking a collaborative programies B
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costs, and spread the riskse. In order to convince other Countpy,:
es th&t
he woulq famu

an early statement that the United Kingdom intended, subject 4, all

the United Kingdom was serious in seeking collaboration,

necessary safety and pla.nning clearances, and at a time to be decided

later, to build a full-scale fast reactor.
In discussion the following main points were made -

a, Continued expenditure on fast reactor development must be seen
as an insurance premium against uncert ain, but potentially large,
problems in the future. A collaborative programme could help to
reduce costs, to spread the risk of wrong design decisions and, in
due course, could provide accumilated operating experience of a

number of large fast reactors, rather than the limited experience

obtainable from a demonstration project in a single country,

b. The French, Germans, and Italians were already engaged in
collaboration, and each country tended to believe that it had a lead
in particular aspects of the technology. These countries, and
particularly the French, might try to extract heavy terms for
United Kingdom entry to their club, The proposals that they had
floated at official level, while almost certainly not their last
word, indicated the type of approach that they might adopt in
negotiation, They would need to be persuaded that they had much
to gain from collaboration with the United Kingdom if heavy entry
costs were to be avoided,

c. The French programme was based on the Super-Phoenix reactor

. . g theb
which was currently under construction, There were indications
the French had cut cornmers in arriving at a full scale desigp an"i i

gfecti®

it was by no means certain that the reactor would operate ©

h n

d, Although the Americans were currently spending large gums © .

fast reactor development, President Carter had taken a fi™ g js
i : " T8¢

against any early consideration of a programme of fast reacto electiom

attitude might change, however, either following the Americ”

or because of changes in the world energy scene, and an it

collaboration might bhe more attractive for the United Kingd®®
European one,

a

6
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ere was a danger, in entering any form of international

ee . .
llaboration, that it would acquire a momentum of its own, and
co

mpose obligations for expenditure, or for the timing of projects
i ’

which wou

1t might
would keep the United Kingdom in the field, but would not tie us to

1d not coincide with unfettered United Kingdom choices
therefore be preferable to adopt the holding option, which

the policies of other countries, whose need for nuclear energy

was greater than our own.

¢, Any announcement of a firm intention to proceed with a fast
reactor, even in the distant future, could arouse unnecessary public
anxieties and might increase opposition to the nuclear power programme

generally.

g. There was a danger in following a holding option, that decisions
would be deferred for so long that the United Kingdom industry would
have difficulty in getting back into the field. But other countries
would be anxious to recoup some of their past development costs, and

might well be keen to licence their technology if it were successful.

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that the Committee

vere not at present in a position to take decisions about fast reactor policye.
M recognising the advantages, they had considerable doubts about
Perticular aspects of possible collaboration with other countries, and were
"willing o contemplate paying a heavy entry fee as the price for such
collaboration. Moreover our own work in this field was of high quality
*d shoulq make us attractive and sought-after partners in our own right.

thie ‘a3
vit  Circumstances the Secretary of State for Energy was free to probe
b aboration with the French,

gl %Y commitment, the possibilities of coll

°°uld1ta]..ian and American Governments, In undertaking such discu::ions
develomep:mt to our genuine interest in and knowledge of fast re?c
to buiyq "% but could give no commitment that the United Kingdom in
e reactor in due course, That would be a matter for

tended

later
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ideration by the Committee, when more facts were availab]e %o they
consi

bout the possible courses open. It had to be remembered, 00, thay
abou

decision to build a fast reactor would be subject to a full ani
a decis

independent public inquiry into the safety and planning aspects, The
indepe

Committee were not prepared to authorise a public statement about P
ommi

reactor policy at the present time.

The Committee -

1, Took note, with approval, of the summing up of their discussioy
by the Prime Minister.

9. ' Invited the Secretary of State for Energy to be guided
accordingly.

Cabinet Office
3 July 1980
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: g L (\Vs lbb)‘.
NI Aalileed | 3|
nas alrendy agreed that work should go ahead on ﬁndi b i !
£ connittee elative decline in nurses' Pay which ng ways of 1

reventing fie *

S ; in recent
: ypon each report establishing it on an up-to Years has
a _DO

a -
followe te basis.

two points which need ur.gent.attention. First
prevent a further worsening in our relations y
hould be seen to make an early start on tacklip
¢ an independent verson or body,
i lowing what they said in para
Conaz§§{‘i’:;sf°3,ou1d ge dealing with the rIr).att
and i ;ther‘that it is in fact unlikely tha
;E;’:Cf in general terms, and that we therefore should not look for any real help
on the specific problem of nurses. Vhat we need is advice either on detailed
corparability arrangements for nurses (ie a suggested actual

Tere &ré
ye are to
that we B
the advice ©

y it is important if

ith the nursing profession
g the problem. Ve need
and had hoped that the Clegg

graphs 93—’+_ of theirreport on nurses
er this sumier in their annual report.
t they will do more than touch on the

: : : corparability i 39
structure) or on possible systems for dealing with their pay which would prevent
falling behind. This is something which might have been refe

2 rred at once to —
Clegr, but in view of Thursday's decision of 'E' Committee, this may not be |

practicable. It is for consideration whether, because the Commission has already 4|
taken on board, in general terms, the 'falling behind' point, they could even now

be asked to make recommendations in greater detail than they currently propose as -
indicaied above. I would hope that this might be done to a timetable which would ;.
not prejudice our decision azbout the Commission's long-term future. Alternatively, :
ve could establich some kind of ad hoc review; but past experience suggests that ‘
ad hoc arrangemente are very much a second best. I should be glad to know wi.ether
an inrediate reguest to Clegs would be acceptable. No doubt we could discuss thic * -
in E Comnittee next week if necessary. 4

SECondl)-'
rliament

of falling

& report to

I believe it would be helpful for me to indicate, by way of an arranged
ary Question, that we understand the anxiety of nurses about the.problem 4
behind and are committed to arranging for it to be studied in time for
e 0 be available in advance of their next pay st_éttlement. £ 'shoult:i o;‘ 4
uhat:e, avoid any assurance either that we could automatically acce.pt in principle .
Ve .\ex- Tecommendations might emerge or that, even if ve accepted them in principle,
coulg necessarily find the rioney to put them into effect at once. Bat even with
Hrip €rvations, I consider that such a statement would be hei_lpful; Its\':#tl;:v
un E needs careful thought, bearing in mind that the rext meeting ol the 'é:ed \
Tor tps ‘l'“h may determine whether a satisfactory settlem?nt canbbefr::\ .to
If you ang other colleagues agree, I srould like to be Ir
& Btatement at a favourable opportunity. il
senas k :
ziidlng ¢opies of this letter to the other members of E Cgmittfev‘t?_’ <
€& of Stute Tor Scotland and for \ales, and to Sir Rebert Arasirong.

e o
.

-
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