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Cabinet / Cabinet Committee Documents

Reference Date

CC (79) 26" Conclusions, Minute 2 (extract) 20.12.79
CC (80) 1* Meeting, Minute 4 10.1.80
JIC (80) (N) (IR) 1 17.1.80
CC (80) 3™ Conclusions, Minute 4 24.1.80
CC (80) 4™ Conclusions, Minute 4 31.1.80
CC (80) 5™ Conclusions, Minute 4 7.2.80

CC (80) 7™ Conclusions, Minute 4 21.2.80
CC (80) 9™ Conclusions, Minute 4 6.3.80

The documents listed above, which were enclosed on this file, have been
removed and destroyed. Such documents are the responsibility of the
Cabinet Office. When released they are available in the appropriate CAB
(CABINET OFFICE) CLASSES
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PREM Records Team




| VﬁJ A ;i

NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE

CORNFILENTIAL

GREAT GEORGE STREET,
LONDON SWIP 3AJ

Permanent Under Secretary - 7 Mareh, 1980

K R Stowe CB, CVO

PUS/L/2052/ T
G | .
}<2~¢K | Hidden Coples:
i

Sir Robert Armstrong, KCB, CVO, | %g Mr. W. Bell. - MM

Cabinet Office, ' Mr. Marshall

WHITEHALL, Mr. Hannigan - I

London SW1 Mr. Moriarty

Mr: Wyatt - I
Mr. Chesterton
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Zewy Kotel,

When the Secretary of State reported to the Prime Minister

on Wednesday evening 5 March, about progress at The last

six days of meetings of the Conference on Northern Ireland,he
suggested and the Prime Minister agreed that we should prepare

a paper setting out proposals for further action and development
from the Conference,for consideration by the group of Ministers
under the Home Secretary's chairmanship which prepared the
Working Document for the Conference.

I have set in hand the preparation of a paper which will first,
assess where we have got to in the Conference to date and the
implications of the Parties' present position; secondly it would
set out for consideration a possible procedure for continulng ,
discussion after the Conference (or after its temporary adjournment)
which would in particular provide for bilateral discussion

at an appropriate point with the OUP; and thirdly it would indicate
so far as we can at this stage the main thrust of such proposals

as the Government itself might make public after the Conference

to keep discussion going and provide a basis for further
negotiation. As I indicated to you on Wednesday evening,l

would welcome it if we could have a meeting of the Official
Committee on Northern Ireland to discuss such a paper before

it was put to the Ministerial Group. I would hope to have the
paper ready by the end of next week i.,e 15 March. I should

be grateful if your office would consider the possibllitieg

for such a meeting as soon as conveniently thereafter - 1 am
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afraid that I shall myself be a constraint because of my
attendance at the Conference but our offices can no doubt
crack that nut. g

I am copying this letter to Clive Whitmore for his personal

information.
\7
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CONFIDENTIAL

From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY

NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE
GREAT GEORGE STREET,
LONDON SWIP 3AJ

Michael Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street

London
SW1. [ March 1980
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NORTHERN IRELAND CONFERENCE: FIFTH AND SIXTH WEEKS' SESSIONS
(18 and 27/29 FEBRUARY, AND 3/5 MARCH 1980)

Roy Harrington's letter of February set out developments

during the sessions in the fourth week of the Conference. Since
then the Conference has met for one isolated day in mid-February,
and gone on to a block of 9 sessions over a period of 6 working
days. During those sessions it has completed the long spell of
presentation, with discussion, by ead party in turn of its

proposals regarding the modus operandi of a devolved administration
(item 6 on the Agenda). We then had a short period of discussion

of the place of committees in a devolved administration (item 7),
to the extent that this had not been discussed under item 6.

There then began under the heading of item 8 - role of minorities -
a discussion which to a considerable extent traversed again the
ground covered under items 6 and 7. This discussion is still

not quite completed.

This series of discussions of interlocking matters connected

with the main theme of the Conference - how to give the minority
community a positive part in a devolved administration - has made
the positions of the three parties clearer to each other and to
us. But it has not produced any sense of a readiness to explore
middle ground (if indeed there is middle ground to explore).

A wide gap divides the UDUP with their insistence on the principle
of majority rule, with opportunities for participation by the
minority in a system of committees where their influence would be
limited and majority rule would apply, from the SDLP and Alliance
party who each, in their different ways, insist on a devolved
administration in which power is shared among all the participating
parties. Though different points have been made in many different
ways, they can all be seen as variations on that theme.
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There are a number of items on the Agenda yet to be discussed,
some of them quite substantial - for example financial arrange-
ments; how to test the acceptability of proposals for devolved
administration; and the question of its permanence. Also, there
are aspects of earlier items on the Agenda which need to be gone
over again., There has been the usual difficulty in fixing dates
for meetings, and the only days that we have been able to agree
between now and Easter are 19, 21 and 31 March. So we look like
being some way from finishing business by Easter. We hope to
use some of this vacant time to explore bilaterally with the
parties whether they have a greater readiness to compromise, or
at least to accept something less than their full demands, than
they have displayed at the Conference table,

There has been some progress with the "parallel talks" on
matters outside the scope of, but linked with, the subject
matter of the Conference, which were agreed to at the beginning
of the Conference when the scope of the Agenda was being
discussed., There have been two meetings with the SDLP at which
they have presented their rather critical views on the security
situation and how it is handled. There is to be a further
meeting with them next week on economic matters (on which they
have aiready published one paper criticising the Government's
record), and there will also be an initial meeting with the
Alliance party on security. The DUP rejected the invitation to
take part in these discussions.

A number of exchanges during the Sessions Jjust ended underlined
the feelings of anxiety and resentment on the part of the three
parties taking part about the Official Unionist Party. These
were sparked off by local Press reports that the Conference
would shortly be adjourned so that there could be bilateral talks
with the OUP, The parties at the Conference are concerned lest
the OUP, having spurned the opportunity of taking part in the
Conference and submitting their ideas to cross examination,
should now be given a privileged position in passing Jjudgement
on the outcome of the Conference. The Secretary of State gave
them an assurance that, while it was necessary for him to maintain
contact with the OUP as with other political groups in

Northern Ireland, he had no intention of discussing Conference
matters with them while the Conference was sitting, and the OUP
had been given no promises.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Private Secretaries to
other OD Members and to David Wright (Cabinet Office).
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At Cabinet on 20 December the Home Secretary undertook to set in
hand an examination of the apparent inability of British arms
manufacturers to produce an adequate substitute for the American
Ruger Magnum revolvers which the Police Authority for Northern
Ireland were having difficulty in obtaining for the Royal Ulster
Constabulary (RUC). It was later agreed that the examination should
be conducted by the Northern Ireland Office in consultation with
the Home Office and the Ministry of Defence.

Further enquiries confirmed that no British arms manufacturer

currently produces a hand gun which would be an adequate substitute

for the Ruger Magnum revolver preferred by the RUC. But one

British firm, Sterling Arms, is considering manufacturing a

M%Egum reyolver, and the RUC have recently seen representatives

0 he firm to discuss the likely performance of this weapon.

If it lives up to all that Sterling Arms are promising, it might
Jwell be a very good replacement for the Ruger, and the RUC are

sufficiently keen on it to want to defer any final decision

on a new gun until they have seen production copies of the
Sterling weapon, and have been able to test them thoroughly.

Mr. Atkins supports them in this Jjudgement since, inter alia,

we should clearly give priority to directing our orders to
British industry if we can. On the other hand we must be careful
not to press the RUC into buying a weapon until they are certain
that it will perform adequately. Production copies will not

be available for full testing until about September this year -
but the Chief Constable of the Royal Ulster Constabulary is
satisfied that the force can absorb the operational problems

of having to wait that long for a decision on the new gun.

Mr. Atkins naturally hopes that the Sterling Magnum revolver will
turn out to be as good a weapon as its manufacturers intend.

But we must be prepared for the possibility that it will not

turn out so well. If that happens, the RUC's next preference,

on operational grounds, is for a .38 Special revolver. Magnum
revolvers, such as the Ruger and the Sterling, have the advantages

CONFIDENTIAL
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of being revolvers (as opposed to automatic pistols) and of
firing high velocity catridges. A .38 Special revolver also

has all the advantages of being a revolver (and is operationally
much more satisfactory than the Walther automatic which the RUC
has at present) but it uses a lower velocity cartridge which

has less penetrating power than the ammunition fired by a
Magnum. The .38 Specials originally evaluated by the RUC were

of American origin, but the RUC have been engaged since
Christmas on a fresh evaduation of non-American guns. The testing
of these non-American .38 Specials will be completed before
September, and will give us a fallback position in the event

of the Sterling proving unsatisfactory.

All this of course assumes that the suspension on the supply of

Rugers will not be lifted in the foreseeable future and that,

for the reasons I have outlined (including the Sterling's potential),

the eventual choice will be between the Sterling and the .38 Special.
~ We shall, however, continue to monitor the situation in the

United States, through the FCO, in case of disappointment over

the Sterling and a change of heart over the Ruger.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private Secretaries
of all other members of OD and David Wright Cabinet Office).

s sincect

M. W. Hopkins '
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10 DOWNING STREET

I'rom the Principal Private Secretary 6 March 1980

m

I'nank you for your letter of 6 March warning
me that there will be a little delay in the
submission to the Prime Minister of the report on
the area review of South Armagh.

I am sure that this is all right. It is
plainly important that your Secretary of State
should have the views of the Chief Constable
and the GOC before he puts anything to the Prime
Minister.

I am sending copies of this letter to
Brian Norbury, George Walden and David Wright.

Roy Harrington, Esq.,
Northern Ireland Office.
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NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE
GREAT GEORGE STREET,
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Clive Whitmore Esq
10 Downing Street
London SW1 6 March 1980
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In my letter of 17 January, I explained that we expected the
area review of South Armagh to be completed within 5 or 6

weeks, It was a little difficult to predict the timetable,
because this was the first such review that Sir Maurice Oldfield
and his team had undertaken,

The basic report is now completed, but I thought I should warn
you that my Secretary of State will not be in a position to
report to the Prime Minister until after 18 March: it is
essential for the Chief Constable and the GOC to have an
opportunity to consider it, and for the Secretary of State then
to discuss it with them, and that discussion cannot take place
before that date.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Brian Norbury,
George Walden and David Wright.

R A HARRINGTON
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From the Principal Private Secretary 3 March 1980

I have shown your letter of 25 February to
the Prime Minister. She was grateful to you
for letting her have this report of your talks.
with Irish officials.

I am sending copies of this letter to
Robert Armstrong and Michael Palliser.
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K.R. Stowe, Esq., CB CVO
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C Whitmore Esq .
Private Secretary to A~ AN
The Prime Minister ,AiAJ

10 Downing Street
London SW1 ’//”’ Q]LL

Qunw Cliva,

I visited Dublin on Thursday 21 February for meetings with
officials. The talks were useful and there were some
interesting matters arising of which you should be aware.

First, it was clear that the new Taoiseach, his
near-Presidential style of government, and his thinking about
Northern Ireland (he described it as "his first political
priority") were exercising the minds of officials. They seemed
to be aware that his policy towards Northern Ireland had a

large element of dleight of hand in it particularly as regards
his declared intention to e an international initiative.
I was specifically asked by Dermot Nally to convey to you,

with regard to this, the Taoiseach's present view that
(notwithstanding what he said in his Ard Fheis speech and press

conference afterwards) he envisages only that he will see

Mrs Thatcher and have a few words privately with her in the
margins of the next European Heads of Government meeting and
would suggest then that the next Anglo/Irish bilateral meeting
might take place in late April. I deliberately did no more
than receive this message and say I would pass it on to you.

Secondly, the discussions on security were satisfactory. Irish
Government officials were content, as we were, with the
substantial increase in Garda/RUC cooperation. The message

W8S Vvery clear that so far as the new Tlaolseach was concerned
he was expecting the competent authorities and in particular
the Gardai to deal rigorously with crime, including terrorism,
wherever they found it without waiting for Ministerial guidance.
They had noted the positive speeches which the Chief Constable
and the GOC had made in Northern Ireland recently which

1 s /complemented....
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C Whitmore Esq (contd)

complemented their attitude, namely that the professional
heads of the security forces were getting on with the job
without any overbearing from local politicians.

We established in the security discussions that the Republic's
Government was reviewing the effectiveness of its law relating
to crime and terrorism, Jjust as we were in the North, and
agreed that it was desirable for further contact to be made
about this so as to avoid one government either getting left
behind or pushed out in front of the other.

We spent some considerable time explaining to the officials
the nature of the Conference in Northern Ireland and sought
particularly to convince them (and may have succeeded in so
doing) that the Government was determined to make progress in
this matter and it was engaged in serious negotiation with the.
Parties attending without having a pre-conceived plan to be
imposed behind a Conference facade. We took them to task for
the Républic's Government's dismissive approach to the
Conference and they sought to assure us that it would be
wrong to assume that it was in fact dismissive; it was rather,
as Dermot Nally put it, that the Conference was inadequate
because of its exclusion of Irish unity. We pointed out that
if we had not excluded Irish unity from the Agenda there would
not have been a Conference at all - they may have taken the
point.

Arrangements are being considered for meetings between the
Foreign Minister Mr Lenihan and Lord Carrington and, later,

my Secretary of State. The Ambassador, Sir Robin Haydon, and
I concluded that the Secretary of State's meeting might
profitably be put back until the end of March, so as to be
distant from the next substantial spell of Conference

meetings early in March. We also had in mind that if - as
ggz_happen - the Republic wish the Taoiseach's flight of Tancy
abou —
S

t an international initiative on Irish unity to glide
ethi igniricant, 1t would be in our

ifiterests 0 3ITow this to happen. 1t will P& InWteresting to
s€ée whether Mr Lenihan helps such a process by not referring
publicly to the "initiative" when he sees Lord Carrington or
whether he re-awakens interest by stirring up renewed
speculation about a meeting between the Taoiseach and the
Prime Minister to discuss Northern Ireland which we should
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C Whitmore Esq (contd)

then have to put down. What is clear and without question is
that however Mr Lenihan plays it can be assumed to be how the

Taoiseach wants it played.

I am copying this letter to Michael Palliser and Robert
Armstrong. My Secretary of State has, of course, seen it.

K R STOWE
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FMURDE! ED MANY AMERICAN EYES TO THE TRUL
THE COMFERENCE OF MORTHERN IRELAND POLITICAL PARTIES HaAS BEEN SEEN
HERE AS AN EARNEST OF HMG®S COMMITMENT TO POLITICAL PRCGRESS,

4, AGAINST THIR®, THERE HAS BEEN NO LET-UP IN THE IRISH NATIONAL
CAUCUS?S PROPAGANDA AND LLOBRYING: AND IXS SYMPATHISERS IN THE
CONCRESS (WHO DO NOT, GF GCURSE, INCLUDE THE FOUR HORSEMEN) ARE
SiMPLY BIDING THEIR TIME. O'NEILL MAY WANT TO TAKE CREDIT IN THIS
YEAR®S GTATEMENT FOR THE SUSPENSION OF SALES OF ARMS FOR THE RUC,
AMD MR HAUGHEY?S REMARKS ABQUT MHORTHERN IRELAND 1M HIS ARD FHEIS
Aszu: S CQULD ENCOURAGE THE FCUR HORSEMEN TC DISCOUT THE GONBTITUT-

NAL CONFERENCE AS INADEQUATE TO COME CUT I1H uupran OF THE CONCEPT
r ﬁ JG?&T ANGLO /IR ISH/AMERICAN INITIATIVE ﬁi ) AT ACCELERATING
PROY TOWARDS IRISH uUNITY (HAUGHY®S SUBS .hT MORE RESTRAINED
Fﬁ EME T\ [N THE DAIL APPEAR TO MAVE GONE UNNCTICED HERE),
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FINALISE THEIR OWN STATEMENT, THE CONFERENCE SESSIONS SCHEIULED FOR
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NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE MEETING - 22 February 1980

The Note of the Northern Ireland Office Meetling wrniich
took place in London Friday, 22 February 1980 is attached.

afW

Secretary
25 February 1980
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' NOTE OF A.MEETING HELD IN THE NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE ON
 FRIDAY, 22 FEBRUARY 1980 AT 12.00PM

. Present

. Mr Mershall | Chairman

Mr Burns
:Mr Moriarty
- Buxton
Mr Ledlie
Bridges
NMr Blackwell
Mr Benger

Mr Stephen
Mr Stephens
Mr Farthing
Col Sincock
Col Wilson
Capt Ramsey

Mr Newington

Force Levels

Mr Stephen said that'NiO would by now have received Mr Cousins'

letter of 19'February.pr0posing that the 8 Brigade roulement unit

e e e e e e

battalions to cover the Brigade area. It was propogéa”that this
reduction could be achieved by the middle of the year_if the Scots
Dragoon Guards, who were due to arrive in Northern Ireland between

7 and 10 July, were not despatched. The unit would need to be informed
that it was not going to Northern Ireland by 25 March at the latest

if it was not to‘begin'ité Northern Ireland training. This in turn
would require ministerial approval by 21 Ma' n official agreement

on the line to put to Ministers would be necessary by 17 March.

-

Mr Burns said that he would be taking the iead in Belfast and would
ensure that a reply was sent to MOD as.soonias possible. It would
be necessary to obtain a current threat aSSe$sment and to consult

the RUC which would take about a week; he would then reconvene the

Working Group on Force Levels, on which MOD were represented. - MOD

~n/
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.would therefore have advance warning of any problems which might arise.

15
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AREA REVIEWS

Mr Ledlie said that the review of the seéurity situation in South

Armagh was nearing completiOn. The origiﬁal intention was to put

the first draft to Sir Maurice Oldfieid by 7 March but there had been

indications that the procedure might need to be accelerated, in which

case the report could bé submifted by the end of next week. It was

most important that both the Chief Constable and the GOC were given

a chance to consider the.paper and the Secretary of Skate would

wish to consider what further action, if any, was called for before

the paper was put tb the Prime Minister and other Miﬁisteré. To
"summarise, he estimated that about two weeks would elapse between

the date on which the report wés first submitted and the date on

which it emerged from Belfast in its final form. Once the South

Armagh_review had been completed, it was h0ped that the three other

area reviews, on-Londonderry, East Tyrone and Belfast, could be completec

rapidly; the aim was to produce the three reports ih Apfil, May and

June respectively.

..‘_‘H“\

-~ -

In response to the Chairman's question as to how these reviews would

tie in with the GOC's review of forces, Mr Stephens said that there

would need be no conflict. The GOC's review was taking place in two
stages; the first stage covered South Armagh and should be available

in mid-March while the general review.ordered by CGS should be |
completed by the end of April. This general review was to be

undertaken from the Army's point of view although account would be .

taken of the views of the RUC and NIO.

IRISH-NAMED REGIMENTS

The Chairman said that the position appeared satisfactory.

Mr Stephen confirmed that no decision on the TAOR for the unit had
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.yet been tzken and that NIC would be consulted.

THE YELLOW CARD

Mr Farthing said that the draft was now with the Treasury Solicitor.

The Law Officers were content and the dréft had also been sent to

the senior Crown Solicitor in Belfast. Mr Newington asked whether

there were to be any changes in content. The Chairman replied that

there were not; the aim was to make the card more readily under-

standable for soldiers. He then asked whether the RUC had been

consulted. Mr Burns confirmed that the RUC were content; they had

examined the issue both wifh regard to their own Force Orders and with
regard to whether the legal_position of soldiers using firearms would

be altered.

HELICOPTER OVERFLIGHTS

The Chairman said that the arrangement should be operational as from

the evening of 22 February; the issue of the air-safety net had been
put“to'one side and it was hoped thét an appropriate incident would

soon arise to demonstrate the importance of the agreement.

THE TATIOSEACH'S SPEECH AT THE ARD FHEIS .

~—

-

Mr Newington said that he had Just been presented with a copy of the

speech by the Irish Embassy; no further comment had been ﬁade at this
meeting. Our primary concern was the impact of the speech on the
progress of the Conference and no appreciable impact had been made,
although, naturally, there were parts of the speech with which we would
not agree. Nothing would be gained, however, by pressing the issue as
we had to recognise the Taioseach's political imperatives; he had to
appear '"greener" than Mr Lynch without unduly antagonising the British,
and he had succeeded in this task. Although a new sense of urgency
seemed to have been injected into the topic, Mr Haughey had drawn back
from this during debate in the Dail and had confirmed that ﬁe would

not discuss Northern Ireland with the Prime Minister at the forthcoming

EEC conference. 1t seemed that little would come of the proposed approacht
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.to other members of the EEC and the United States. Mr Newington
also said that he had a note to the Dublin Embassy in hand and that
we had requested that Mr Lenihan should meet Lord Carrington during

March. So far, no reply had been received to the Secretary of State's

suggestion that he wvisit Dublin.

THE POLITICAL CONFERENCE

The Chairman said that the Conference had moved from procedural to

substantive matters. The SDLP had initially declined to take part
until the role of the minority-(item 8) was discussed buf had decided
to take part when'item 6 (the modus operandi of government) was
reached. Eachfpérty was putting forward their ideas and progress had
been slow. Alliance had proposed a system qf committees with no
Cabinet and discussions had taken 2% dayss the DUP made most of the
running. The SDLP had proposed a variation on the 1974 scheme and
discussion of this proposal had terminated on Monday (18 February).
The conference would resume on Wednesday, 27 February and meet on six
successive working days. The DUP proposals on item 6 would be discussed
first followed by the ofher items: some of which had been partly

covered during discussion of item 6.

a_
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The discussions outside the Conference had also begun. There had been
two meetings with the SDLP, and Alliance had indicated that they would
lieto attend. The SDLP had discussed security, the firsf time that they
had agreed to face to face discussions on this topic, and had develovned
their theory that consensus in government was essential before security

could be improved. They had also made allegations of brutality and

sectarian partiality against the RUC and the UDR. Mr Burns said that

although the first meeting had progressed satisfactorily, the second had

degenerated into negative comment on the past. The Chairman said that

there was likely to be some disagreement at the next meeting as the

SDLP had claimed that the Secretary of State had agreed with the points

which they made on security; a fact which we would dispute. The
meeting would concern the economy _9f'Northern Ireland and the SDLP
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had already published their paper on the subject.

~ Visit by PUS and Mr Hennigan to Dublin

Mr Newington said that he understood from PS/PUS that the visit

~ had gone well with no surprises.

Date of next meeting

It was provisionally agreed that the date of the next meeting

should be Friday, 21 March. This would be confirmed in due course.
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From the Secretary of the Cabinet: Sir Robert Armstrong Kcs,cvo

25th February, 1980
Ref. AO01513

Political Developments in Northern Ireland

Thank you for your letter dated lith February. I understand that the :
Conference is due to have a number of consecutive sessions at the end of §
February and beginning of March. Until these have taken place itis probably |
too soon to reach conclusions on the programme for further progress.

I shall look forward to taking stock with you on the position which has
been reached at the end of the first week in March, with the expectation that
this is a matter which OD should address before the end of that month. At
this stage I should only like to sound one warning note: your programme
provides for a good deal of activity in Whitehall between then and Easter, at
a time when senior Ministers will be preoccupied with the Budget and with the
run up to the meeting of the European Council at the end of March. No doubt
you will have that in mind as you look ahead.

I am copying this letter to Michael Palliser, Frank Cooper, Brian Cubbon
and Clive Whitmore.

K.R. Stowe, Esq., CB, CVO
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TELEGRAM NUMBER 92 OF 21 FEBRUARY 1980

AND TO IMMEDIATE N10O (BELFAST)

INFO ROUTINE WASHINGTON BIS NEW YORK AND MODUK

OPENING SESSION OF THE DAIL: QUESTIONS TO THE TAOISEACH

CETE LR TS R R SRS

1. WHEN THE DAIL REASSEMBLED YESTERDAY, MR HAUGHEY WAS QUESTIONED
ABOUT THE GOVERNMENT’S POLICY TOWARDS NORTHERN IRELAND AND CROSS
BORDER SECURITY COOPERATION. IN VIEW OF HIS SPEECH AT THE ARD
FHEIS ON 16 FEBRUARY AND HIS SUBSEQUENT COMMENTS TO POLITICAL

CORRESPONDENTS, THE TONE AND CONTENT OF HIS REPLIES SEEMED SURPRIS=—

INGLY RESTRAINED.,
2. MR HAUGHEY SAID THAT HE HAD NO PLANS FOR AN EARLY MEETING WITH
THE PRIME MINISTER TO DISCUSS NORTHERN |RELAN DDED THAT HE
EXPECTED TO MEET HER IN THE NORMAL WAY AT THE NEXT EUROPEAN COUNCIL
AT THE END OF MARCH. HE SAID THAT THE GOVERNMENT WOULD USE

EVERY OPPORTUNITY TO PROMOTE THEIR POLICY DIRECTLY AND THROUGH
MINISTERIAL, DIPLOMATIC AND POLITICAL CHANNELS SO THAT, IN
COOPERATION WITH THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT, AND THE PEOPLE OF THE NORTH
THEY COULD BRING ABOUT A JUST, PEACEFUL. AND LASTING SOLUTION. DR
FITZGERALD, THE FINE GAEL LEADER , PRESSED MR HAUGHEY TO SAY

WHETHER HE INTENDED TO INVOLVE THE NORTHERN POLITICAL PARTIES IN

ANY DISCUSSIONS HE HAD WITH THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT ABOUT THE FUTURE
OF NORTHERN |RELAND, MR HAUGHEY SAID THAT HE COULD NOT AT THIS

STAGE LAY DOWN PRECONDITIONS BUT THAT THE ELECTED PARTIES WOULD
HAVE TO BE FULLY INVOLVED. (MR AUSTIN CURRIE WAS IN THE DAIL AND

IS EXPECTED TC MEET MR HAUGHEY SOME TIME TODAY).

3. MR CLUSKEY, THE LABOUR PARTY LEADER, PRESSED MR HAUGHEY FOR A
S ST e TS

BRITISH DECLARATION OF INTENT TO WITHDRAW AS LAID DOWN IN THE
OCTOBER. 1975 POL [CY DOCUMENT. MR HAUGHEY SAID THAT HE DOUBTED
= e

WHETHER AN OPPORTUNITY FOR DETAILED DISCUSSIONS ON THE NORTH

wWOUL UROPEAN COUNCIL. DR FITZGERALD THEN ASKED HIM

WHAT HE INTENDED TO DO ABOUT THE STUDY PAPERS PREPARED BY THE FIANNA
FAIL PARTY ON NORTHERN IRELAND. MR HAUGHZY DISMISSED THESE, AND

CONFIDENTIAL /&
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BY IMPLICATION THE 1975 POLICY- DOCUMENT, BY SAYING THAT THE
GOVERNMENT?’S POLICY ON NORTHERN [RELAND WAS QUOTE CLEARLY AND _
SPECIFICALLY ENUNCIATED UNQUOTE AND QUOTE "ENTHUS I ASTICALLY ENDORSED

UNQUOTE AT LAST WEEKEND’S ARD FHEIS.U g-{«

4. MR CLUSKEY RAISED THE QUESTION OF CROSS BORDER SECURITY

COOPERATION BY ASKING WHETHER MR HAUGHEY INTENDED TO SEEK A MEETlNG

WITH THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT TO RENEGOTIATE ALL OR PART CF

e e e

THE AGREEMENT ON BORDER SECURITY MADE BY HIS PREDECESSOR. MR HAUGEY -
L e —

SAID THAT NO CHANGE WAS CONTEMPLATED. (THE IRISH TIMES REPORT ADDS
e e )

THE QUALIFYING PHRASE QUOTE AT PRESENT UNQUOTE.)

';5. DR FITZGERALD SUGGESTED THAT THE TAOISEACH HAD BEEN UNWISE IN

", APPEARING TO BE DISMISSIVE TOWARDS THE CONSTITUTIONAL CONFERENCE IN

w
R

HIS SPEECH AT THE ARD FHEIS., THE TAO{SEACH REPLIED THAT HE HAD
e—
BEEN VERY CAREFUL _TO BE IN NO WAY DISMISS|VE TOWARDS THE CONFERENCE
AND ADDED THAT TH}S WAS APPRECIATED BY A LARGE NUMBER OF THOSE
INVOLVED. DR FITZGERALD WENT ON TO SAY THAT THE TAOISEACH HAD |
IGNORED THE QUOTE SECOND-LEVEL DISCUSSIONS UNQUOTE WHICH THE SDLP
HAD HAD TO NEGOTIOATE SO HARD TO GET. MR HAUGHEY SAID THAT HIS
INFORMATION INDICATED THAT THE SDLP LEADERSHIP WAS QUITE
SATISFIED WITH HIS ARD FHEIS SPEECH.

6. WE WILL NOT RECEIVE THE FULL TEXT OF MR HAUGHEY’S REPLIES UNTIL
THE DAIL RECORD IS RELEASED NEXT WEEK. MR HAUGHEY’S ANSWERS IN
THE DAIL DIFFERED HARDLY AT ALL FROM THE KIND OF ANSWERS WHICH
MR LYNCH WOULD HAVE GIVEN TO SIMILAR QUESTIONS. IF ANYTHING,
AND LESS wOOLLY. HOWEVER, IT IE_TOO SOON

TO DRAW DEFINITE CONCLUSIONS.
B ——— . e D S NGRS _

HAYDON
FILES g ADDITIONAL DISTRIBUTION
RID PS/MR RIDLEY NORTHERN IRELAND

NAD PS/MR RLAKER

0ID PS/PUS

TPD SIR D MAITLAND

WED SIR A ACLAND

MAED CHIEF CLERK

NEWS D MR FIGG

SECURITY D MR BULLARD
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London SW1

Hidden Copies: #&F. lMr. llarshall
Mr. Hannigan
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POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS IN NORTHERN IRELAND

Tou will have seen the summary reports on the activity
(or lack of it) at the Conference.

I have been giving thought, with the Secretary of State, to
how we proceed following the Conference, and think it might

be useful to you and other recipients of this minute to know
how we see the possibilities. I emphasise that these thoughts
are very tentative, wholly dependent upon as yet unforeseeable
developments at or arising from the Conference and, of course,
open to substantial amendment, if e.g there are adverse
developments on the security front or by way of political
unrest.

A working assumption is that (as the Prime Minister put it
to my Secretary of State at one of their recent meetings) we
will neeed to have a Bill ready for the new session of
Parliament in November 1980, Another assumption is that it
will be essential, certainly from the stand-point of the
Conservative Party itself, to have engaged the Official
Unionists in significant discussions &about the substance of
the Government'™s proposals at a stage that they will still
believe to be formative, i.e when they can be confident that
their views will be listened to and taken account of. With
these two assumptions in mind it is possible to envisage a
programme along these lines: |

i) By middle or late March the Conference might be
brought to at least, an interim conclusion, with'a
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reportg on its discussions and on the 1ssues of
difficulty arising which would be put to Cabinet
colleagues and, perhaps in a different form and at
a later stage, made public.

ii) The Ministerial Committee (0OD) would subsequently
consider the report and decide on the next steps,
desirably before Easter but subject to progress on
(iii) below. There might need to be 2 or 3 meetings
to allow for this.

1ii) To asdst Ministers in their decision, further
talks, informal and bilateral would be undertaken
with each of the 4 main parties including the OUF.

iv) It would be necessary at about the same time To
ensure that the Opposition and Dublin and Washington
were adequately briefed on where matters stood.

v) The Government might then (after Easter) publish
a White Paper which

a) reports the outcome of the Conference;

b) sets out the substance of the main and/or

outstanding issues (1t is clear that the
Conference's own papers will at least serve
this purpose);

¢) indicates possible solutions to them, and

d) sets out a procedure and timetable for
further consultations desigmed—to enable a
Bill to be prepared for introduction in the
next session of Parliament.

vi) This White Paper could (depending on public
reaction and the Parliamentary timetable) be used as
2 basis for a general debate on the lssues in
Parliament during lay. :

vii) Thereafter bilateral discussions would be initiated
or resumed (depending upon action taken at (iii)) with
the 4 main parties in order to establish whether

it is possible to move them closer together (the
obvious assumption being that the Conference itself
had ended with a substantial gap identified but
unresolved). Depending upon the progress of these
bilateral discussions, in which the OUP would agailn
need to be included, it might then be desirable and
practicable to re-convene the Conference at the end

of June or early in July for an intensive period of
consultation, i.e not on the open-ended basis of the
present Conference, for a further attempt at

resolution of the problems before OD and Cabinet
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take final decisions at the end of July. The
hope would be that the OUP would then participate.

viii) In order to prepare a Bill, with a covering
White Paper, for introduction in November, decisions
would be needed before the House rose for the summer
recess. Bearing in mind that the next electlions
t@ke place in Northern Ireland, in any case, in
May 1981 for local government, there may yet be a
case for deferring publication of the Government's
Bill so that it did not intrude significantly into
those elections - of course there may be argument s
emerging which point in precisely the opposite
direction, i.e in favour of early introduction of a
Bill which could be rought to Royal Assent before
the elections took place, so that it was a 'fait
geecompilii, |

I emphasise that this is all very speculative.

We shall need to review all the options as the Conference
proceeds, but my guess is that my Secretary of State would
in any case need to consult colleagues about mid-March;
and 1t would then be desirable to have a meeting of the
official Committee first.

I am copying this letter to Brian Cubbon, Frank Cooper,
Michael Palliser and (in connexion with the secretary of State's
regular meetings with the Prime Minister to debrief on the
Conference) to Clive Whitmore,

7M M.
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NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE
GREAT GEORGE STREET,

LONDON SWIP 3AJ

Michael Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street
London

SW1.

8 February 1980

W | :

NORTHERN IRELAND CONFERENCE: FOURTH WEEK'S SESSIONS (4 - 5 FEB 1980)

The Conference met for two full days, which it devoted to serious
and detailed discussion of what is in effect the heart of its
Agenda - how to give the minority community a positive part in

a devolved administration.

Of the four sessions, the first was devoted to finishing the
examination of the Alliance Party proposals for a committee-style
partnership administration. The Alliance plan, though it can be
subjected to serious criticism, is well worked out and has

stood up well under scrutiny; their moderate and thought-out
approach has served as a valuable catalyst to the proceedings

of the Conference.

The remaining three sessions were spent on an exposition and
subsequent examination of the SDLP proposals, which are for a
Cabinet-style partnership administration, similar to, but
distinguishable from, the 1973/4 power Sharing Executive. With
some prompting from the chair, the SDLP have laid out a good
detailed case and have answered queations equably and with
some skill and confidence.

In the course of their exposition they made some telling criticisms
of the unwillingness of many Unionist dominated District Councils
to share power with representativez of other parties, in contrast
to the more generous approach of District Councils where the
Unionists are not in the majority.

The UDUP have still not had to lay their cards upon the table,
and have been playing an increasingly defensive game. They
unsuccessfully attempted to force the SDLP to declare whether



their power-sharing proposals were conditional upon acceptance
of links with the Republic. Understandably the SDLP are not
yet showing their hand in this respect.

The Conference does not meet again until Monday 18 February,

when there is a single day's meeting only. But in the following
week we have been able to pursuade delegates to meet on Wednesday,
Thursday (morning) and Friday, 27 to 29 February (though some

of the talks will for some sessions be represented by a deputy).
There will also be meetings on Monday to Wednesday of the
following week (3 to 5 March), giving a clear run of 6 days

in which we hope to make substantial progress, notably in getfing
the UDUP to present their proposals for examination. By 5 March
it should be easier to gauge what are the prospects for agreement
at the Conference and in what kind of time scale.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Private Secretary to
each member of OD Committee and to David Wright.

7"" »
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6 February 1980

I am glad to SZ7 that the Conference is making Steady
Progress in the the=on

fion of the difficult n
before it, and the Circumstances enyis
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TELEGRAM NUMBER 581 OF 5 FEBRUARY 1983

INFO IMMEDIATE NIO BELFAST, NIO LONDON, BIS NEW YORK PRICRITY
DUBLIN

INFO SAVING ALL CGS’ USA

STATE DEPARTMENT REPORT ON HUMAN RIGHTS:
UNITED | KINGDOM -

1. THE STATE DEPARTMENT’S ANNUAL REPORT TC CONGRESS CONW HUMAN RIGHTS
WORLDWIDE IS PUBLISHED TODAY. WE HAVE BEEN ASKING FOR A COPY OF

THE SECTION ON THE UNITED KINGDOM FOR SOME TIME BUT THE STATE
DEPARTMENT SAY THEY WERE PREVENTED BY CONGRESSIONAL RULES FROM
GIVING IT TO US UNTIL THIS MORNING., THEY HAD HOPED TO TELEGRAPH

THE TEXT TO THE US EMBASSY IN LONDON IN ADVANCE BUT PRODUCTICN
DIFFICULTIES APPARENTLY MADE THIS IMPOSSIBLE.

5. THE STATE DEPARTMENT’S HUMAN RIGHTS REPORT (WHICH HAS TO BE
SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS EACH YEAR UNDER THE TERMS OF THE FCREIGN
ASSISTANGCE ACT) COVERS VIRTUALLY EVERY COUNTRY IN THE WORLD. AS IN
THE PAST, THIS YEAR'S REPORT ON THE UNITED KiNGDOM DEALS PRINCIPALLY
WITH NORTHERN IRELAND. IT IS FACTUAL, BALANCED AND UNPOLEMICAL IN
TONE. THE MAIN DIFFERENCES COMPARED WITH 1979 LIE IN DESCRIPTIONS
OF EVENTS OVER THE LAST YEAR, EG THE BENNETT COMMITTEE REPORT AND
SUBSEQUENT ACTION AND THE HANDLING OF THE MAZE PRISON PROTEST. THERE
IS ALSO A SECTION ON THE NCRTHERN IRELAND ECONCMY AND MORE DETAILED
COVERAGE THAN HITHERTO OF LEGISLATION COVERING CIVIL AND POLITICAL
LIBERTIES, INCLUDING RACIAL DISCRIMINATION.

2, THE REPORT OPENS WITH A DESCRIPTION OF THE LEADING ROLE PLAYED

BY BRITAIN IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF DEMCCRATIC INSTITUTIONS AND HUMAN
RIGHTS PRACTICES. IT SAYS THAT THE LONG TRADITICNS GF THE BRITISH

PEOPLE ON MATTERS CF FAIR PLAY, LEGAL SAFEGUARDS AND [NDIVIDUAL

RESTRICTED /RIGHTS ARE




RESTRICTED

RIGHTS ARE QUOTE BROUGHT TC A TEST BY THE SITUATICON IN NCFETHER',
IRELAND, WHERE THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT STRIVES TC PRESERVE PUBLI
SAFETY AND COMBAT TERRORIST VICLENCE WITHIN A SHARPLY DIVIDED
COMMUNITY WHILE ENSURING RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS FOR THE PECPLE

OF NORTHERN IRELAND UNQUOTE.THE RZPORT DESCRIBES THE CASES BROUGHT
AGAINST THE UNITED KINGDOM BY THE IRISH GOVERNMENT IN THE EUROQPEAN
COURT OF HUMAN RIGHTS, THE COURT'S REJECTION OF CHARGES CF TORTURE
AGAINST THE UK, AND THE BRITISH UNDERTAKING THAT THE QUOTE FIVE

TECHNIQUES UNQUOTE WCULD NOT BE USED AGAIN., A SECTICNh CN THE AMNESTY
NTERNATIONAL AND BENNETT REPORTS DESCRIBES THE DECISIONS OF THE

PP IN THE CASES HIGHLIGHTED BY BENNETT AS WELL AS THE ACCEPTANCE BY
HE BRITISH GOVERNMENT OF THE COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDATIONS QN PQLICE
PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES AND THE FACT THAT THESE QUCTE HAVE BEEN

OR ARE IN THE PROCESS OF BEING IMPLEMENTED UNQUOTE. THE REPORT ALSC
DESCRIBES THE ALLEGATIONS MADE BY DR ROBERT IRWIN, TOGETHER WITH

THE STEPS TAKEN TQ INVESTIGATE DR IRWIN’S CHARGES.

4, THE REPORT DESCRIBES IN SOME DETAIL THE ABANDONMENT OF SPECIAL
CATEGORY STATUS AND THE ORIGINS OF THE MAZE PRISON PROTEST. IT

. BRINGS CUT CLEARLY THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STATUTORY RIGHTS AND

A ZSTATUTORY PRIVILEGES AND THE STRICT ADHERENCE TO PRISONERS’ RIGHTS

. TO TAKE EXERCISE. IT NOTES THAT THE POSITION ADOPTED BY THE BRITISH
GOVERNMENT 1S SUPPORTED BY PARLIAMENT AND BOTH MAJCR POLITICAL
PARTIES. IT DOES NOT GIVE DETAILS OF THE QUOTE DIRTY UNQUOTE
PROTEST, BUT CONCLUDES QUOTE PRISON AUTHORITIES ROUTINELY ROTATE
PRISCNERS TO CLEAN CELLS, TC REDUCE THE RISKS FROM UNHYGIENIC
CONDITIONS, WHICH, AS THEY POINT OUT, ARE CREATED SOLELY BY THE
ACTIONS OF THE PRISONERS THEMSELVES UNQUOTE.

5 UNDER THE HEADING QUCTE ARBITRARY ARREST CR IMPRICSCNMENT UNQUOCTE
THE REPORT COVERS THE WORKINGS OF THE NORTHERN IRELAND (EMERGENCY
PROVISIONS) ACT OF 1973 AND THE PREVENTICN OF TERRORISM (TEMPCRARY
PROVISIONS) ACT OF 1976. IT NOTES THE DECLARED INTENTICN OF THE
NORTHERN IRELAND STANDING ADVISORY COMMISSICN CN HUMAN RIGHTS 70
CONSIDER THE CONTINUING NEED FOR EMERGENCY POWERS BUT MAKES NO (KC)
REFERENCE TO THE SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMISSION AS
DESCRIBED BY THE SECRETARY CF STATE FOR NORTHERN [RELAND IN THE
HOUSE CF COMMONS ON 11 DECEMBER.

D
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6. A NEW SECTION IN THE REPORT ON THE NORTHERN IRELAND ECONCMY
TALKS OF QUOTE STRONG ALLEGATIONS OVER THE YEARS OF SUBSTANTIAL
VAR | ANCES BETWEEN THE ECONOMIC STATUS AND PRIVILEGES CF THE
PROTESTANT AND CATHOLIC COMMUNITIES IN NORTHERN IRELAND UNQUQTE
AND STATES THAT, DESPITE EFFORTS BY THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT TC
REDRESS THE IMBALANCE, QUOTE THE PROTESTANT PART OF THE NGRTHERN
IRELAND COMMUNITY CONTINUES TO BE MORE PRCSPERQOUS, TC BE ON THE
AVERAGE MORE HIGHLY SKILLED, AND TO CONTRCL MOST OF THE ECONOMY
UNQUOTE. MENTION 1S MADE OF LARGE ECONCMIC SUBSIDIES TO NORTHERN
IRELAND AND TO WHAT IS DESCRIBED AS THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT’S
EXPECTATION THAT AN IMPROVED ECONOMIC SITUATION WILL HAVE A
FAVOURABLE IMPACT ON THE POLITICAL PRCBLEM. BUT THE REPORT CONCLUDES
THAT QUOTE THE LONG TERM ECONOMIC PROSPECT IS STILL UNCERTAIN

UNQUOTE.

7. THE SECTION IN THE REPORT ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION REFERS TO
QUOTE OCCASIONAL AND WELL-PUBLICISED DISTURBANCES ARISING FROM
RACIAL FRICTIONS UNQUOTE, BUT ADDS THAT RACIAL DISCRIMINATION IN ALL
FIELDS IS EFFECTIVELY BARRED BY LEGISLATION AND CONCLUDES THAT

THERE 1S NO MAJOR DISTINCTION BETWEEN LEGAL NORMS AND PRACTICES
REGARDING MINORITY RIGHTS,

8. PRESS ATTENTION ON THE REPORT HERE HAS SO FAR FOCUSSED ON IRAN
AND ON THE REPORT'S CRITICISM OF HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES SINCE THE
OVERTHROW OF THE SHAH. THE STATE DEPARTMENT AKTICIPATE LITTLE
INTEREST IN THE SECTION ON THE UNITED KINGDCM ALTHOUGH THE. IRISH

g i 1 £t

NATIONAL CAUCUS WILL PRCBABLY AS USUAL, ATTACK THE REPORT AS A
WH ITEWASH e

-+ /9. WE

2
RESTRICTED




RESTRICTED

‘,.

9. WE IMAGINE THAT ANY CRITICISM GF THE REPORT AT HCME 1S LIKELY

10 CENTRE IN THE FACT THAT THE STATE DEPARTMENT ARE CCMMENTING AT
AL ON GUR AFFAIRS. WITHCUT GETTING INTO SUBSTANCE, IT MIGHT BE
APPROPR I ATE FOR NEWS DEPARTMENT TO SAY THAT THEY UNDERSTAND THE
STATE DEPARTMENT ARE REQUIRED BY LAW TO SUBMIT AN ANNUAL HUMAN
R1GHTS REPORT TO CONGRESS: THAT BRITAIN IS INCLUDED ALONG WITH OTHER

| NATO COUNTRIES (AND ALMOST EVERY OTHER CCUNTRY IN THE WORLD): THAT

1 THIS YEAR’S REPORT FOLLOWS THE PATTERN OF PREVIOUS YEARS IN

GIVING A FACTUAL AND BALANCED ACCOUNT OF DEVELOPMENTS OVER THE LAST

! YEAR AND THAT IT HIGHLIGHTS THE LONG TRADITIONS OF RESPECT FCK

* HUMAN RIGHTS IN THE UNITED KINGDOM.

(
|
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4 1. FULL TEXT FOLLOWS BY BAG.
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary | 5 Feb rué.ry 1980

Protection of Security Forces in
Northern Ireland

The Prime Minister has seen your letter
to me of 4 February on this subject and
its enclosure. She is grateful for the
trouble put into the preparation of the
report. She has made no comment on 1its
substance.

I am sending a copy of this letter to
Roy Ezrrington (Northern Ireland Office),
and David erght (Cablnet Office).

M. Ol

D.B. Omand, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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PROTECTION OF SECURITY FORCE BASES
IN NORTHERN IRELAND

Thank you for your letter of 28th January about the
threat from mortar attacks on Security Force bases in
Northern Ireland. The Prime Minister's views were of
course conveyed to the GOC Northern Ireland who asked the
Commander Land Forces to prepare a report for the Prime
Minister on this subject. | | -

I attach a copy of Major General Glover's report.

I hope that it will provide reassurance on the one hand that

all reasonable steps are being taken to counter the threat

of mortar attacks, and on the other hand that there has certainly
been no complacency in attitudes to this threat either on

the part of commanders in Northern Ireland or of the MOD

and its R and D establishments which have been working on

this problem.

If the Prime Minister would like to have any of this
material further developed, we would of course be very ready
to arrange this.,

I am sending copies of this letter and enclosure to
Roy Harrington (Northern Ireland Office) and David Wright
(Cabinet Office).

M Alexander
10 Downing Street







MORTAR PROTECTION FOR SECURITY FORCE BASES

BACKGROUND

1. There are a total of 19 'border' Security Force (SF) bases in the
Province, ten of which are police stations in which soldiers are stationed

to provide protection. Each one of these bases is a potential target for

a heavy mortar attack. To date (30 Jan 80) there have been 74 mortar attacks
of all varieties against SF bases throughout the Province, since December
1972. The newest mortar, the Mark 10, was used against RUC Newtownhamilton
on 19 Mar 79, resulting in the death of one soldier and the wounding of 5
soldiers and 2 RUC from shrapnel.

2. In October 1976 the decision was made to provide mortar protection at
RUC Crossmaglen. This decision arose from the mortar attack on the

Crossmaglen base on 31 August 1976 in which 6 members of the SF were injured.
_-‘—-‘_——__--_-_—--——-.—._n_.—-- e ————————— e e — ———— ,.__,“\I

(Ol The work started in November 1976. One troop of Royal Engineers has
been continually involved in the build since then. Phases 1 and 2 of a b
phase build are now complete. The current phase (3) is the rebuild of the
RUC station on behalf of the Dept of Finance. The complete build is due to
be completed in 1981.

Ermeeer—an =R

L. As a result of a mortar attack on RUC Forkill on 23 January 1978 in
which 10 members of the SF were injured, it was decided that mortar proof
accommodation be built there also. To date Phase 1 of a 3 phase build has
commenced. This build is also due to be completed in 1981.

ATM

5. The aim of this paper is to outline the mortar threat to SF bases and
to describe the measures taken to counter this threat. '

THE THREAT

6. The introduction of the Mark 10 mortar, firing a bomb weighing 100 lbs
containing 40 1lbs of explosive, pSEEE'an increased threat to all SF bases.

The blast effect of the bomb is equivalent to 12 lbs INT; the mortar protection
of Forkill and Crossmaglen buildings required some strengthening to counter

the increased kinetic energy of the weapon.

7. The Scientific Adviser to the GOC Northern Ireland (SCIAD) has estimated
that the greatest weight of bomb likely to be used would be about 150 1bs

all up weight and would contain up to 80 1lbs of HME. This would give a blast
equivalent of 24 1lbs TNT. SCIAD has agreed that it would be most unlikely

for technical and supply reasons for PIRA to use commercial explosive for

their mortars. As a result the maximum blast effect which needs to be considered

* Home Made kxplosive




is 24 1bs TNT and the maximum weight of the bomb is 150 lbs. These two
parameters constitute the 'design threat".

8. PIRAs use of heavy mortars (Marks 8-10)have been confined to date to
the border areas:

No of attacks

Mk 8 - Mk 9

Crossmaglen

Forkill

Bessbrook

Newtownhamilton

9. Use of the heavy mortar usually starts with a hijacking of a suitable
flat bed lorry and supporting cars in the border area or in the Republic.
The lorry is then fitted out with the mortar, and a prefabricated base plate
and firing mechanism. Within about 3 hours of the hijacking the lorry is
brought to within range of the selected target, an operation that requires
up to 20 men in supporting roles. The lorry is parked at a previously
selected base plate position, the mortar initiated electrically according to
a timed programme and the PIRA team make their escape to the Republic.
Because of the complexity of the operation and the number of men involved,
it is unlikely that a heavy mortar would be used so far from the border

that the escape of the supporting team would be prejudiced.

OPTIONS IN THE LIGHT OF THE THREAT

10. The PIRA mortar threat poses options, which are themselves not mutually
exclusive. These are:

a. To deter an attack.

b. To save lives should an attack occure.

DETERRENCE

11. In considering deterrence, it is first necessary to list the basic
factors that govern whether or not an attack is likely to take place. An
attack is only likely to take place if:
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a. There is a suitable firing point (that is a firing point at the
desired range, with suitable aiming marks, and concealed from view
from those within the base).

b. Terrorist escape routes are clear (that is a route exists offering
a run, free of interference, to a safe point by the time the first
bombs have been fired, or shortly after this time).

12. From these two points it is apparent that a reasonable prediction

may be made of those bases vulnerable to attack, and the way in which they
might be attacked. Deterrent measures may then be considered. Essentially,
such measures will fall into one of two categories:

a. Protective surveillance of probable mortar firing points.

b. The tasking of external patrols and blocks to disrupt any
contemplated attack.

15 The Surveillance Cell HQNI has carried out a survey to assess the
mortar threat to all border bases. An example of such a survey carried
out at Newtownhamilton is at Annex A.

14. These surveys are based on a system of logical analysis:

a. First. Areas of hard standing within mortar range of a base that
could form mortar base plate positions are plotted.

b. Second. Those areas within the arc of fire of occupied sangars
are disregarded.

c. Third. Those positions remaining are examined to see which are
within sight of some aiming mark in the base (such as a radio mast) or
a similar prominent mark on line to the base.

15. From this analysis can be worked out the remaining most likely firing
positions. A combination of patrols, surveillance devices and barriers can
then be deployed to cover these areas or deny access to them.

16. Therefore if deterrent measures are considered carefully, the mortar
threat can be reduced to a low probability. Some element of risk will
always remain, but that risk will be reduced as much as possible.

PROTECTION

17. No deterrent system can offer a guarantee of immunity from attack. It
is therefore necessary to consider how lives may be saved, or injuries
reduced, in the event of an attack. In considering this, the options are:

a. Full mortar protection (vide Crossmaglen and Forkill).

b. Limited protection.

c. Tactical considerationse.

3 0f 5
SECRET




18. Full Protection. Full protection is expensive in terms of engineer
resources and in terms of real costs; and such a construction programme
takes a long time to complete. This solution has now been rejected for any
base other than Crossmaglen and Forkill; to which regular resupply convoys
carrying engineer stores are deployed. These operations last up to 5 days
and involve major Brigade picket and route clearance operations.

Crossmaglen.

(1) The Phase 1 building has a weldmesh stand-off screen to catch
ana detonate bombs. This screen required strengthening to cope
with the increased kinetic energy of the design threat described.
MVEE designed and trialled a suitable screen consisting of an Smm
mild steel plate supported on 1.7m high scaffolding towers and
covered with a layer of sandbags. The material for the screen

was readily available and cost about £10,000. This cost was met by
Engineer funds already allocated. No additional resources from
outside the Province were needed to complete the project. The
erection of the screen is now complete.

(2) PSA (DCES) who designed the Phase 2 building advised that the
roof of the building would also require sgyengthening to cope with
the design threat. Consequently the MVEE designed screen was
extended over both the Phase 1 and 2 structures.

Forkill.

(1) The walls of the Forkill building were designed to provide
protection against a Mark 9 mortar bomb exploding one metre away from
them. Such a mid-air explosion is considered by RARDEPto be most
unlikely. Without redesign these walls afford complete protection
against the design threat~exploding 2m away. In view of the
unlikelihood of such a detonation it is considered that this level

of protection is adequate.

d

(2) Minor strengthening of the sacrificial storey cladding and
the base blast wall was necessary to meet the design threat.
There will be no significant increase in the cost of the project
and no increase in the time scale.

c. Risk. During the building of the bases above, a greater number of
soldiers are concentrated and therefore at greater risk in the short

term. As the build continues the targef-area increasese.
———— P .

19. Limited Protection. Limited Protection covers a wide range of measures
from construction short of full protection to, at the simplest level, the
provision of blast wall and open shelters. It is clear at once that no
common design could be envisaged as standard protection for any base. It is
also clear that a survey of any base would lead to the suggestion of a

number of simple, effective protective measures which could reduce casualties
in the event of a mortar attack. A study on limited protection was carried
out by Commander Royal Engineers. Work is now complete in providing blast
walls and shelter trenches at all bases assessed to be under threat in that
study.

Notes: a. MOD Military vehicles and Engineering Establishment, Chertsey
b. Royal Armament R & D Establishment, Fort Halstead
Cle This is the threat described in para / above.
d. See plan at Annex B
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20. Tactical Considerations. The mortar threat to border bases, particularly
in South Armagh, is treated extremely seriously. In order to reduce this
threat a 24 hour patrol coverage of the immediate area is a standing
operational procedure. In Forkill, for example, this deterrence presence
requires a dedicatedplatoon, and in Crossmaglen two platoons are required.

This manpower, committed purely to the defence of the base, is a permanent
requirement. There is consequently the danger of dissipating one's effort

on purely defensive tasks. Too little local patrolling and the bases are

in danger of mortar attack. Too much patrolling and the patrols themselves,
and not the bases, become the target for snipers and bombs. There is therefore
a fine balance to be drawn on the level of local patrolling carried out.

This balance is the decision of the local commander, based on the threat and
intelligence available at the time.

SAFETY DRILLS

21. Drills required to take cover from a mortar attack are well known to
all soldiers; they are taught during pre-Northern Ireland training and
rehearsed in all the border bases. An attack warning system exists in every
border base. In combination with the simple limited physical protection

of blast waldls and the like, such drills will save lives.

CONCLUSIONS

22 The threat of mortar attack is markedly reduced by selective patrolling
and the use of surveillance devices. The costs are minimal compared to

the costs of full mortar proofed accommodation (something in the order of
£12,000 per base against £900,000 per base).

——

\ ¥ —

23. Should an attack occur, casualties are limited by:

a. Simple, low cost protection against blast, as has been used
effectively in the past (as a matter of normal soldiering) against
such a threat.

b. Local patrolling to deter the terrorist or make it necessary for
him to engage the target from an unsatisfactory position.

c. Adopting well thought out and well rehearsed anti-mortar drills
in the event of an attack.

ANNEX
A. Surveillance Survey - Newtownhamilton

5 of 5
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" ANNEX A

__ CONFIDENTIAL-: -

1039/4/1

SURVEILLANCE SURVEY
0/ TO W HALT LTON

[

TINTRODUCTION -

le The Newbtovmhamilton SF bhase was mortared from a lorry parked as shown
on 19 lMar 79 (Annex A).

2¢  Two areas, The Common and Newry Road are considered to be the most likely
mortar firing points as:

ae They cannot he seen from existing sangars.
be = They can see aiming marks within the hase,

cs The lines of fire do not pass over occupied buildings,

3, The firing points in Rathole Lane and the northern end of Armagh Street
are considered possible but unlikely for the lines of fire pass over ocoupied
buildingse.

REQUIREMENT

o 2

4o  The surveillance requirement is to provide observation over The Common
and Newry Road.

PROPOSED CORNER SANGAR

5. 0OC D Company 3 QUEENS has requested that a sangar be built within the base
at the corner at the junction of Shamble Lane and Newry Street:

2.« To improve the view of possible mortar FPs east of the Fire Station.

bse To improve the close protection of the permaﬁent VCP outside the
SF base.

Comment

2s There is already a sangar at ground level on the southwest side of
the junction of Shamble Lane and Newry Streets Its field of view and
fire along both is adequate for the close protection of the VCP. It is
understood however that the sentry is also required to spot for Vengeful
as oo becomes distracted from his primary protective task during periods
of heavy traffice

be  The cover from view screen at the corner is approximately 10 m high,
From its top Newry Road between the shop and the Masonic Hall cannot he
seen. The view onto the corner from a sangar at that height would be
very restricted and a sentry in it would not be able to assist in the
close protection of the VCP, He would be able to see the Newry Road
beyond the lMasonic Hall, but the range of 200 m would prevent him using.
his weapon effectively at targets there.

CONFIDENTIAL
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CCTV

7. From the top of the cover from view screen (10 m above ground level)
ot position A it is possible to see most of The Common (as shown) and the roofs
of cars moving down Newry Road between the Shops and the Masonic Halle

8., A steerable camera on this site, but elevated to 20 m above ground level
would be able to see at street level in this area., Complete coverage of The
Common would still not be possible but +the coverage would be better than nowe

9 To obtain complete coverage of the Common a second camera would be required
in position Be It is understood that this has already been investigated but
that there are legal and CR difficulties over the proposed sitee

10 The CCTV already covering the helipad cannot see any of these areas nor
can it be modified to do soe It is already monitored in the Ops Room, but if
a second TV is to be placed there, the Helipad monitor should be in the Guard Room.

SUMIARY

11. Observation is required of The Common and Newry Road beyond the Fire
Statione

12, The proposed corner sangar would not be able to observe Newry Road.
13. A CCTV camera at A would cover all Newry Road and most of the Commone

14s A CCTV camera at B would cover the whole of the Common but there are
problems in acquiring its site.

15 The security of the VCP could be improved by double manning the sangar
at the junction of Shamble Lane and Newry Street at busy periods; one man
to spot for Vengeful, one man to act as cover sentrye

~ RECOMMENDATION

16, A CCTV cemera (specification at Annex B) should be erected at A to
~ observe Newry Road and most of the Commone

17. As a second priority, and after the installation and evaluation of the
camera at A, the installation of a camera at B to cover the whole of the Common
should be consideredes

18, The control position for the Helipad CCTV should be moved to the Guard
Roome

IMPLEMENTATION

19 This CCTV system will be included in the consolidated requirement under
preparation within this HQ.

GSO 2 Surveillance
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Annexes:

A.  Approaches to Newtownhamilton SF Base. (Map).
- Be  Proposed CCTV Specification = Newtownhamiltone

S0t 3
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= CONFIDENTIY 2
ANNEX A TO 1039/4/1
E I DATED » AFRIL 1979
p NEWTOWNHAMILTON SF
BASE APPROACHES
<
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RESTRICTED

4"’ ANNEX B TO_1039/4/1
"l’ A ok DATED ____APR 79

PROFOSED_CCTV_SPECIFICATION
W TOVN HAIL LION

L

Te Qamerao COTRON NIGHTGUARD.

5., lense .CANON 15 — 150 mm zoom with x 2 converters

3, Remote Controle MOLYNX BOXER pan and tilt heade

/s Environmental Housinge MOLYNX housing with washer, wiper and demisters

Bie llonitore COTRON PM 24B. Monitor and remote control position in Army

155 e

Ops Roome

6. Camera Mountinge The height of the vertical girder at the north end.
of 4he fence beside Shamble Lane, peside the rear gate, should be extended.
ro 20 m above ground level. The camera ghould be mounted on top of it withe

a. _ Traverses As near 360° as possibles Dead arc to be centred on

260° Eride

be Elevatione Plus 30° to minus 80°.

7. Power, lains power ig to be provided to the camerae

8, Video Cable. Approximately 100 m from camera gite to Army Ops Rooms
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NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE
GREAT GEORGE STREET,
LONDON SWIP 3AJ

Michael Alexander Esg
10 Downing Street 31st January 1980

Lo b, Py

.-%//)

This letter is to report progress at the third week's sessions
of the Conference, which consisted of 5 half-day sessions on
28-50 January.

Northern Ireland Conference

The Conference has now reached the heart of the matter: the
role to be assigned to the minority community in a devolved
administration. Most of the time has been devoted to this
subject, and there is still some way to go. Discussion has
been serious and detailed.

Three positions have emerged:

(i) The Alliance part favour a partnership administration
based upon a system of committees, with membership and
chairmanships in proportion to representation in the
elected Assembly.

(ii) The SDLP favour a partnership administration based on a
power-sharing cabinet-type executive on the 1973/74 model.
They are also keen on some kind of UK/Irish guarantee
of the integrity of such an administration.

(iii) The DUP want cabinet-style majority rule; there would be
some safeguards for the minority, but they have not so far
set out what these might be. |

So far the Alliance proposal has been the most fully expanded, and
has been subjected to detailed examination by the Conference. The
intention is that, when this examination has been completed, there
will be a corresponding examination of the proposals of the

other 2 parties. Some restiveness is developing over the reluctance
of the DUP to show their hand, and over suggestions being made

in leaks to the media that they will not be willing to do so

unless the SDLP concede the principle of majority rule.

CONFIDENTIAL
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The 2 main parties remain a long way apart, and the prospects
of a high level of agreement between them cannot at present

be rated as good. Nevertheless, and despite some skirmishing in
the media (despite the 'self-denying ordinance'), they seem to
want to keep the Conference going. There is a good deal more
"Working Paper" ground to cover, and it could take some time
yet - it would be a mistake, at least at the present stage,

to try to force the pace.

After next Monday and Tuesday (4/5 February) there are substantial
aps in the Conference programme because of other commitments
%EurOpean Parliament in particular). This is a pity but seems
inescapable.

The first of the "wider talks" offered (to meet the SDLP request)
took place on Wednesday 30 January. This first one was on
security matters, with the SDLP alone. Further sessions seem
likely, on this and other topics; the Alliance party are
considering the invitation and may join in the talks at the

next stage. The other parties (DUP and UUP) are not willing

to Jjoin in.

My Secretary of State hopes his colleagues in OD Committee, to
whose Private Secretaries this letter is copied, will find
this information useful. It remains confidential, for the
reasons emphasised in my previous letters on this subject.

R
Rk _
e

R. A. Harrington
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, 10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER T 30 January 1980

) G {}qgﬁguﬁwaﬁu (EiL“55(L» 

Thank you for the letter of 16 January from yourself and
Councillors Bleakes and Morrison asking for a meeting to discuss

security in Northern Ireland.

I am glad of your recognition of the Government's determination

to put an end to terrorism. We remain steadfast in our resolve

and will take all appropriate measures to achieve this objective.
I am, of course, aware of the resolutions pa 6qed by & number

of District Councils last autumn., The pointS raised were fully

dealt with in letters se to the dUpTﬂUFi ate Councils on behalif
Lt

nt
of the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland and, in some . cases,

myself.

As you know I held meetings with tihe leaders of the
Democratic Unionist and Official Unionist parties late last year
at which the security situation in Northern Ireland was fully
discussed. (Yéu a.ttended the firsﬁ of these.) I suggest that
if you and your colleagues have fresh proposals O make on

security you should put them to the Secretary of State.

Alderman Peter Robinson, M.P.

BPY i




SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG
CABINET OFFICE

Conference on the Government of Northern Ireland

The Prime Minister has seen your minute to

me of 24 January on this subject and is content.

MICHAEL ALEXANDER

28 January 1980




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 28 January 1980

The Prime Minister has seen your letter to me of 23 January
about precautions against mortar attacks on security force bases
in Northern Ireland. The Prime Minister is, I fear, not satisfied
that adequate measures are being taken to minimise the chance of
further successful mortar attacks by the PIRA.

She has commented against the points made in paragraph 3 of
your letter about protective measures that her own impression is
that the early warning system is not effective. The soldiers
she met at Forkill seemed to think that they would be helpless
in the face of a mortar attack. She adds that she does not
believe the quick-reaction forces can get out in time.

The Prime Minister thinks this problem is being treated too
casually. She has asked that it should be re-considered Iurther
and that she should receive a further report as soon as possible.

I am sending copies of this letter to Roy Harrington (Northern
Ireland Office) and to David Wright (Cabinet OfZfice).

—————— -

. ©'D. B. ALEXANDER

David Omand, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.
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From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY

NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE
GREAT GEORGE STREET,
LONDON SWIP 3AJ]

Michael Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street QY January le)980
2,

D Nkd A LA

SW1. / 2M haniilen

Thank you for your letter of 24 January
enclosing Mr Molyneaux's answer to the
question whether his party's paper should
be laid before the Conference.

Just for the record, we entirely agree with
your view that no reply is needed. You are
evidently as conscious as we are that it would

harm the credibility of the Conference on
the government of Northern Ireland if
Mr. Molyneaux were to discuss with the Prime

Minister matters which he has declined to
discuss at the Conference.

K ™M

R. A. Harrington

g







NOT FOR PUBLICATION OR REFERENCE
70 CONTENT BEFORE TIME OF DELIVERY

Extract from speech by the Rt. Hon. J. Enoch Powell, MP
to the Annual General Meeting of the South Down Unionist
Association at Glenloughan, Kilkeel, Co. Down,

at 8 pm, Friday, 25th January 1980 /:4 y
- s ! ,

I expect I am not the only verson to be staggered by the volume
of sheer bad advice which appears to be tendered to the secretary
of State. In small things and in great, in matters of timing and
manner as in matters of policy, he has from his earliest days 1n
office made a series of gaffes and blunders from which any

M
ordinarily competent department would have saved him. From the

gaucheries of getting himself tied up with the Mayor of New York or
being on holiday at the most delicate time of the Ulster year to his
evident incomprehension of the respective political forces in this
province and their intentions, one is bound, with fthe best will in
the world and with all due allowance for inexperience and ineptitude,
to ask oneself what it is about the Northern Ireland Office that
makes it so different from all the other departments of state.

Once one puts the question, the answer is not far to seek. 16
is an important one, and it points to a reform which ought to be
undertaken in the interest of all concerned.

When a minister goes to any normal office, he finds there, to
advise and help him, a wealth of experience, built up over many
years. Most of the officials will have spent much, if not the whole,
of their career in that department. Few, even those at the top
who may have had recent experience in other ministries, will have
come to the Department as complete strangers; and even they will
have at their elbows colleagues and Jjuniors who 'know the form' from
A to Z. One might suggest that sometimes departments can become
unduly 'in-grown' as & result; but of one thing any minister can
be sure - while he himself may be & tyro, those advising him and
executing his policies will not be.

Now, to all this the Northern Ireland Office - the office of tae

Secretary of State as the cabinet Minister responsible for the
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: . offeirs of Northern Ireland - presents a unique and total contrast,
T am obliged regretfully to add that the contrast is not an
accidental or unintended one. It is not because there exists no
Northern Ireland Civil Service. Indeed, there does, and an excellal

one too, composed very largely of Ulster men and women thoroughly
experienced in their work and, in my judgment, fully on a level
with their opposite numbers in Great Britain, This eivil service
staffs the Northern Ireland departments over which the junior
ministers preside. They, in contrast to their chief,are surroundecd
with the benefits of wide local knowledge and deep experience of the
Ulster scene. Not so the Northern Ireland Office itsclf.

When that Office was set up in 1972, you might have expected
that the Government would have been keen to avail itself of fThe
wealth of talent and knowledge that was ready to hand on the spotT.
Such, however, was the suspicion and even hostility towards Northcrn
Iroland of the then Government, that the Northern Ireland Office
Wes éonstructed de novo out of personnel seconded from other
Whitehall departments, not forgetting, of course, besides The Homc
Offiee, the Foreign Office plus its former Commonwealth and
Colonial Service elements. Nor, once the Office had becn formed,
heve officials been left there to continue their career and build up
the requisite experience. On the contrary, and as a matter of pelies
their tours of duty are limited to two or three years, as a pre-
ceution against their becoming too much assimilated to those who,
in the jargon of the Northern Ireland Office, are contemptuously
referred to as "the natives" - that is to say, you and me.

Just try to imagine the Scottish Office or the Welsh Office
being delibecrately manned with birds of passage whose supreme
qualification for aédvising and assisting their respective Secretarics
of Stuate was to be &s far devoid as possible of any experience of

Scotland or Wales and of any sympathy with it., Or think what would

be said if the Chancellor of the Exchequer was given a new
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department thrown together Ifrom the denizens of other ministries,
from transport to social security, who hzad been picked for their
lack of experience in finance and who would move on again shortly
before they could possibly get the hang of the Treasury. Small
wonder if the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland so-;;g;hently
talks and acts as if he were the man in the moon paying us o visit,

and commits the most egreﬁious blunders spparently unawares and un-

advised.

This is a position which is fair neither to Northern Ireland
nor the Northern Ireland Civil Service. If the United Kingdom 1is
the rightful heritage of 2all the people of Northern Ireland, the
civil servant in Northern Ireland has a right to the full scope and
opportunities available to the civil servant in any other part of
the kingdom, The time has come - indeed, if has been with us for
long already - when the civil service in Northern Ireland should
be an integral part of the €ivil Service of the Crown throughout
the United Kingdom. No doubt, as with other departments of state,
those serving the administration in Northern Ireland would still
choose to spend most or all of their careers here. NO doubt, all
the existing vest rights and expectations of Northern Ireland civil
servants would be mreserved and guaranteed. But the civil servant
in Ulster should be able to look forward as he approaches the apex
of his profession, to filling any top position in the U.K. no Tess
than his peers in other departments; and the devastating
dichotomy between the Northern Ireland Civil Service and the
Northern Ireland Office would be removed.

A11 this is in no way bound up with the question of future
local government here or even future devolution. When the last
parliament framed a Bill for Scottish home rule, complete with a
Scottish Assembly, one thing it resolutely refused to do was to

divide the Civil Service and hive part of it off to Scotland. The

unity of the Civil Service was perceived to be an attribute of the
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. . unity of the realm, The Ulster civil servant has a right to the siiuc
United Kingdom status as the Scottish civil servant. To continuc 1o
deny this - indeed, to treat the guestion itself as if it did not
exist - is not only to perpetuatc the disastrous isolation and
separation of the Northern Ireland Office from those for whom
Parliament and Government are responsible through the Secretary of
Staote., It is a standing practical denial of that integral position
of Ulster in the United Kingdom, to which both Parlicment and

Government purport to be committed.
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UUP: Views of James MOLYNEAUX (early January 1980)

1. James MOLYNEAUX MP, leader of the Ulster Unionist Party
(UUP), speaking to a meeting of about sixty members of the
UUP East Belfast Constituency Association on 4 January,
explained his decision not to attend the constitutional
Toniergnce convened by the Secretary of State for Northern
reland. ‘* ‘ 4

#

7. MOLYNEAUX claimed that the Secretary of State and the
~ prine Minister were 'innocents abroad’ during -the present
~ound of talks. He said he did not believe they wanted to
deny Ulster the basic democratic rights of majority rule.
e said that the real niggers in the woodpile were unnamed
bul powerful members of the Northern Ireland Office and of
he Foreign and Commonwealth Office. He said that these men
for reasons of international and European nolitics wanted
to reform the system of government in Ulster and prepare the
wvay for the eventual unification of lreland. He said that |
one of the main objectives of these officials was to deflect
\he Conservative Party away from their manifesto pledges to

{he people of Ulster.

4. MOLYNEAUX concluded by saying that he and his party would
not be trapped in the same way 2s the DUP. He said that he
-nd other members of the party at Westminster intend to

continue pressing for discussion of Ulster's affairs at
destminster. He made it clear that he would not take part in

any debate of Ulster's future outside Westminster. He also
" indicated that he thought the UUP still had powerful friends
amongst Conservative back-benchers at Westminster.
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by Political Correspondent Tom Sarmways
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A blueprint for the future government of Northern Ireland has
already been prepared and will be submitted for approval to the
Westminster House of Commons by the Sacretary of State later
this year with such amendments as he considers necessary after

the “parallel’” devolution talks at Stormont.

Regardiess of whether agreement is reached by the main political parties on
any part of the Working Paper prepared by the British Government for discus-
sion, or what degree of conflict exists on recognition of the lrish dimension, it
was learned, last night, that the Southern Government’s role in British settie-
ment plans has an important place.

Mr Humphrey Atkins is committed to reporting to Prime Minister Mrs
WMargaret Thatcher and her Cabinet on the outcome of the formal conference
witn the leaders of the SDLP, DUP and Aliiance Party, before Easter.

In advance of this and in an-
tncipation of a “*hung” formal
conference and participation by
oniy the SDLP and the Alliance
Party 1a the concurrent informal
discussions, no time has been lost
in getting a devolution document
prepared which can have the
alterthoughts grafted on to it.

Mr Atkins has sent out the in-
vitations to the leaders of the Of-
ficial Linionist Party, the SDLP,
DUP and Alliance Pariy to the
- aaformal meetings. And ail three
subjects on the agenda have a
very big Irish dimension.

The Secretary of State said the

+meetings away from the formal
. constitutional conference will
i acal with security, the economy
i and the European Community.
. Mr James Molyneaux, leader
of the Official Unionist Party,
declined to atiend the start of the
devolution conference and is
now expected 1o also boycott the
“‘parallel” meetings.

The Rev, Ian Paisley, the DUP
lcader, was at the opening of the
formal constitutional con-
ference, which, in its first three
davs, got down to nothing but a
fizrce  procedural battle, He
declared, in advance of the in-
viiation being sent to him, that
he would not be a party to the
second-tier discussions.

This leaves only the SDLP and
the Alliance Party to discuss with
Mr Atkins the very issues on
which the Loyalists have put
most emphasis. Security is at the
top of the concurrent conference
zgenda and the DUP won’t be
thEre,

Yet the Rev. William McCrea,
ciairman of Magherafelt district
council and Mr Paisley’s adviser
a1 the forma! conference, has
writien to the leaders of the other
political parties, including Mr
Hume and Mr Napier, inviting
ihem 10 take part in a security
march to Stormiont,

The Officiai Unionists have
atready had a sgourity picket on
¢ the  Stormont  Parliament
C pasidings.

| Triumplh

Now, they will be watching

from the wings as Mr Hume and
Mr Napier, inside the Stormont
building,
Secretary of State the security of
Northern Ireland in co-operation
with the Republic and the major

discuss  with the

issucs of the economy and EE
membership as part of the ne
devolved government plans.

It has become clear that M
Atkins — with the way out of tk
political impasse clear to him an
the Westminster Governmer
and a decument all-but-ready fc
the British Parliament’s approv
— is not worried about who wil
or will not, talk. He is in tl.
position of not pleading for par
ticipation in any talks by any o
the Party leaders but is giving
thein the opportunity of being
heard if they are so inclined.

All this is seen as a triumph for
Mr Hume and the SDLP in that
their own policy document wilf
be discussed in detail with the
Secretary of State and their view-
point will be considered by the
British  Government although
much of what Mr Hume had
been demanding should be
discussed was apparently already
being given due recognition at

least in part in drawing up the!

proposals for a devolved govern-
ment for the North.

Sincerity

SDLP leaders are delighted
that they have put, and can con-]
t'nue to put, all their views on
the table for the British Cabinet’s
consideration,

The Party’s deputy leader Mr
Seamus Mallon said, last night,
that the refusal of the DUP and
Official Unionists to go to the
Secretary of State's conference
to discuss the wider issues in-
cluding security clearly affected
the whole community and
brought into question the sinceri-
ty of these Pariies.

Their daily demand, over the
past 10 years, had been for
stronger security. They had bar-

raged the 26 district councils
with motion after motion on

security, yet now when Mr.
Atkins invited them to discuss
the matter seriously, both refus-
ed to attend.

Explanation

One could not escape the con-
ciusion that they were more con-
cerned about which was the
strongest party than with
creating stability, “‘lan Paisley
and Jim Molyneaux,”’ he said,
““owed their electorate and, in-
deed, all the people of Northern
Ireland a convincing explanation
as to why they could not see fit to
discuss serious matters like
security with the other Northern
Ireland™ Parties and represen-
tatives of the British Govern-
ment.

Meanwhile, yesterday four of
the smaller political groups
reiterated their own claim to be
included in the inter-Party
«liscussions.

Ambiguous

Mrs. Anne Dicjson, jeader of
the UPNI, Alderman Seamus
Lynch (RCTWP), Mr. Alistar
Keery (United L abour Party) and
Mr. Hugh Smyth (Progressive
Unionist Party) signed a letter to
Mr. Atkins which was delivered
to the Northern Ireland Office.

They referred to a letter from
Mrs. Atkins received last week
after a meeting with the
Secretary of State and described
it as “‘ambigucus’ and said it
“ignored the clear undertaking
by you to put the matter of our
representation 1o the conference. |

The letter added: *“We are
given to understand that the Par-
ty leaders conceined were not
consulied by you as you had

Nos n

undertaken to do in an attempl

to achieve some semblance of

Democratic  represeniation  at
these talks.

“The meaningless statements
issued by your appointed
spokesman have _rci_nforcc&i‘ our
fears that a solution will be
worked out behind locked docers,
this excluding a section of
democratically elected opinion
and the wishes of the MNorthern
Ireland pecple, who have an ab-
solute right to know what is bL_*-
ing said and done on their
behalf. _

““As we are totally dissatisficd

with the contents of your letter,
we belejve we have a right to a
we believe we have a right 1o a
matter of urgency and certainly
before the meeting of the con-
ference next week.”’ .
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Conference on the Government of Northern Ireland

The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland's Private Secretary wrote

to you on 1-’)5(1{ January to report on the opening of the Conference.

e — i —— = —

2's This seems to have got off to a quiet but reasonably encouraging start.
If all continues to go well, the Secretary of State expects to be in a position to
report to OD in early March. Before thatI will hold a meeting of my Official

ST SR RN e
Committee on Northern Ireland to take stock with the various senior officials
concerned. In the meantime the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland will

report orally to Cabinet when any significant developments take place.

3 This seems a satisfactory way of handling the present situation.

. (Robert Armstrong)

24th January, 1980







24 January 1980

I enclose a copy of a letter which the
Prime Minister received yesterday evening
from Mr. Molyneaux in reply to her letter
to him of 11 January. As you will see,
mr. Molyneaux has rejected the suggestion
that he should plsce his document before
the Conference.

Mr. Molyneaux does not suggest a further
meeting with the Prime Minister. Unless vou
advise to the contrary, I would see no need
for the Prime Minister to take the correspond-
ence any further at this stage.

foy Harrington, Esq.,
Northern Ireland Office.
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From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY

NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE
GREAT GEORGE STREET,
LONDON SWIP 3AJ

Michael Alexander Esq

Private Secretary

10 Downing Street 24 January 1980
London
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Conference on the Government of Northern Ireland

Although my Secretary of State will have given the Cabinet this
morning an oral report on progress at the Conference on its
second week's sessions (21-23 January) I thought it might be
helpful if I continued the practice begun in my letter to

you of 15 January of letting the Private Secretaries to OD
Members have a note of how things have gone.

Within its limits the second week of the Conference went reasonably
well: progress was better than might have been expected in the
light of experience of the first week.

The agenda was settied without undue difficulty or delay. Basically
it is the same as the list of questions on page 11 of the Conference
Working Paper published by the Government in November (Cmnd 6673);
but the order is slightly differant and there are 2 additional
items, which derive from the Working Paper but were prompted by

the initial submissions of the Parties to the Conference. The first
of these is the question whether any arrangements agreed on for
devolved government should be seen as permanent or temporary;

the other is arrangements for testing the acceptability of any
agreement, including the use of a refarendum.

Unfortunately the SDLP, though they agreed to the agenda, announced
when substantive discussion began that they would not be taking any
part in the discussion until the Conference reached what to them is
a crucial question - the role to be given in a devolved government
to the minority. Underlying this unwelcome posturing is their
determination, shared by the Alliance Party, not to be manoeuvred
into agreeing on some matters unless there is agreement on all
matters. On this crucial point we are essentially in agreement

with them: an agreement (as was the 1975 Constitutional Convention)
on some aspects of devolved government which did not include the basic
question of the role of the minority would be no use at all.

CONFIDENTIAL
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The immediate result was that the SDLP played no part in a number of
quite meaty and sensible-discussions of agenda items. From these
discussions, the following particular points emerged:

(1) There is no support for a "local government" type of solution:
the Parties, including (we know from their general position)
the SDLP, want maximum devolution to a proper regional
government.

(2) They want the range of subjects that are transferred to that
government to be no less than was transferred in 1973 (or
even, the DUP would say, than in the original 1920 Constitution).
Interest was expressed in giving a devolved administration
some voice in matters - eg EEC - which in principle would
have to remain a Westminster responsibility.

(3) The devolved government should have power to legislate
as well as administrative responsibilities: there is a
strong feeling that devolution without legislative power
is of little value in meeting Northern Ireland's particular
needs.

(4) There is general agreement that election to an assembly should
be by some form of proportional representation, though
there are differing views on what form it should take.

We have therefore quite a lot to show in terms of ground covered. But
the non-participation of the SDLP has limited its usefulness, and
looming ahead is the critical question what will happen when we
reach a point at which the SDLP will put forward their views on the
role of the minority in a devolved administration. The risk is

that at this point the views of the Parties will prove so
irreconcilable, and they will conduct themselves in such a way,
that the Conference breaks up. The Secretary of State's object in
handling next week's session will be to avert any such breakdown
while exploring the question of the role of the minority as fully

as the Conference will agree to do.

One ground for concern is the obvious SDLP suspicion, which is

being increasingly strongly expressed, of the bona fides of the

UK Government. They believe, guite wrongly, that the Conference is

a mere "charade" on the conclusion of which the Government will impose
a "secret plan" already prepared. We are doing our best to dispel

this illusion.

The Conference meets for 3 days next week, and 2 days in the

following week; but thereafter there are problems in agreeing dates be-
cause of other commitments (especially the European Parliament)

and, assuming that the Conference continues in being, progress in
February is bound to be slow.

Finally, to pick up the point made in the previous report, although
there has been some leaking to the press the "self denying
ordinance" has to a surprising degree held up so far. Indeed, the
Conference even decided not to continue with a Conference press
spokesman, because of the difficulty of his avoiding being drawn
into answering supplementary questions. It follows that discretion
is important in drawing on the contents of the above.

CONFIDENTIAL
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I am sending a copy of this letter to the Private Secretaries of
all OD Members and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

Yo e,
oy A

R. A. Harrington

CONFINENTIAL
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Conference on the Government of Northern Ireland
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{Robert Armstrong)

24th Januacy, 1980




From JAMES H. MOLYNEAUX, J.P., M.P. for Antrim, South.

House of Commons,
London $.0WH.1.

23 January, 1980.
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Thank you for your letter of 11 January,

I note what you say in your second para-
graph; but in the light of the view which
this Party has taken of the conference
from the start, I do not think it would
be appropriate that my submission to you

should be placed before it.

As I said in my previous letter, I shall
at all times be at your disposal if you

wish to discuss any aspect of it.

o

A

\/\-—-"\,

The Right Honourable Mrs Margaret Thatcher, MP.,

10 Downing Street,
London, SWI1.




SECRET q

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01- B HRK 218 2111/3

SECRET 23rd January 1980
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You asked in your letter of 18th January for a note
on the precautions being undertaken by the Army in the light
of the assessment in JIC (80)(N)(IR)1 that there may be further
mortar attacks on security force bases.

Although paragraph 5 of the JIC assessment refers to
the Provisional IRA having tested mortars '"recently'", the Army
in Northern Ireland had in fact identified a particular threat
of further mortar attacks some weeks ago. All border bases
were made aware of the assessment at that time.

| Mortar attacks have of course been a continual threat,
particularly at such bases, for a number of years. The measures
which are taken to counter this threat rest upon a fairly detailed
knowledge of the Provisional IRA's expertise in this field.
We know, for example, from captured weapons that their latest,
largest and most dangerous mortar, the "Mark 10", has a
useable range of about 150 metres (although in laboratory
conditions its absolute maximum range is about 500 metres).
(»v; . yThe Army is thus able to design its protective measures and
! wnA” |lits early warning system to cover the area around the bases
dp'r‘ﬁp‘From which the greatest threat comes. At Forkill a picquet
N is permanently in a position from where it can observe possible
1*%&‘8 mortar firing points and can direct quick-reaction forces to — |/
b_‘l)'.\l""the right area. Crossmaglen has a Closed Circuit Television ¢ewndr :
t;ga + System which views the Market Square. Newtownhamilton is O A
,p“"/ similarly equipped with CCTV. At all border bases patrols Lf-},:
WO yisit all possible firing pdints at frequent but irregular
:jluﬁ'f intervals. The bases at Crossmaglen and Forkill are also
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Py
being mortar-proofed, as was explained in our letter of

10th January. In general we are satisfied that adequate ,ﬂpr
measures are taken to minimise the chances of further [ (2 A &

successful mortar attacks by the Provisional IRA.

If, despite the preventive measures I have outlined
above, terrorists do manage tostage an attack, soldiers
in the bases are well versed in immediate action drills to
move into positions giving the best possible protection
whilst at the same time enabling them to return fire
and protect the base offensively.

I am sending copies of this letter to Roy Harrington
(NIO) and to David Wright (Cabinet Office).
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NOTE OF A MEETING HELD IN THE NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE ON FRIDAY
18 JANUARY 1980 AT 1200PM '

Present //
G

/

Mr Moriarty) | - /lgu/\
Mr Buxton )
Mr Jones )
Mr Benger )

Mr Stephen

Mr Stephens

Mr Rotheram
Mr Williams

Lt Col Bateman
Capt Duff

Capt Ramsey

MOD

S AN AN NN AN A

Mr Heaton Home Office

Mr Newington FCO

Force Reductions

I Stephen saild that the Government should be prepared to comment on
tne Tact that the number of major units in the Province was being
reduced despite the fact that the Press had not yet picked the matter
up. If anything needed to be said, it should be on the lines that
redeployment of Army Units within Northern Ireland had been lcoked at
again, and it had been found possible to dispense with one major unit.
The Spearhead Battalion could be despatched to the Province immediately
1f needed. If it became necessary to call in the Spearhead Battalion
rrequently this would indicate that the force levels were too low, on
the other hand if there was no need to call on the battalion it would
show that existing force levels were adequate. It had not been so |
needed for a long time. The Chairman said that NIO was examining
whether to take the initiative to let news of the force reduction become
known; naturally MOD would be consulted before any action was taken.
Essentially the problem was political in that it was difficult to pass
the matter over in silence at a time when the Secretary of State was

in frequent touch with the local political leaders in the Constitutional
Conference, particularly as Mr Paisley had only consented to attend the
Conference after receiving assurances on security. It was possible
that the Secretary of State might elect to inform lMr Paisley personally
in the margins of the Conference. UMNMr Moriarty thought it possible

that the i1ssue might arise in connection with the modifications to
arrangements for protecting the Civilian Search Unit in the Belfast
segnent. The Chairman mentioned that the "Irish Press" had stated that
the Army's claims that there werse 1%,000 soldiers in Northern Ireland
might be inaccurate. lNr Stephen said that MOD would disclose the
current number of troops to anyone who asked. He thought that it
should be clearly stated that no force level was sacrosanct and that
ultimately Ministers, and not local politicians, decided on the force
levels appropriate.
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,eviews of Security Policy

Mr Stephens said that three separate strands in the consideration of
force levels should be kept linked. ZFirstly there was Sir Maurice
Oldfield's study of four 'hard' areas which was bound to be concerned
with force levels. Secondly, the Chief of the General Staff had
instructed the new GOC to review force levels, deployment and tactics
throughout the whole Province with a view to reporting within six weeks.
Clearly these two studies would overlap but not completely. Finally
there were the matters arising out of the Prime Minister's visit to

MOD on 4 January when she had queried deployment in Routh Armagh and
force levels generally. The Chairman said that NIO had just commented
on the letter of 10 January from 1OD to No 10 about the Prime Minister's
visit. Sir Maurice 0ldfield's conclusions would no doubt come before
0D, which would give an opportunity for Ministerial discussion.

The Yellow Card

The Chairman said that NIO would wish to give careful thought to tThe
terms of the revised draft Yellow Card before commenting; a reply
would be sent as soon as possible.

Irish Named Regiments

The Chairman said that a reply would be sent shortly; it was likely
that it would be favourable.

Arms fof the RUC

The Chairmen said that the Prime Minister's visit to Washington had not
produced a satisfactory result on this issue and it had to be assumed
that no arms would be supplied in the immediate future. A review of
the various options, which included obtaining supplies from West Germany
or France or simply holding our hand for a further year, had been
instituted. Mr Newington concurred that it was unlikely that export
licences would be issued in the foreseeable future given the current
political situation. Given the Irish Government's clear disapproval of
both NORAID and the INC it might well better not to stir things up by
further insistence on the issue of licences, which carried political
risks without prospect of practical results.

Possible M
Yoreign AT

eting between Secretary of State and Irish lMinister for

e
fairs

The Chairman said that it had been %% months since the Secretary of
State had met the Minister for Foreign Affairs. As in that time the
Government, and the Minister had changed, a further meeting was
desirable despite the fact that the Conference was now in session. It
would be necessary to consider cross-border security and in that context
it would be helpful if the issue of air-safety when helicopters crossed
the border could be resolved beforehand. UNr Newington wondered - seeing
that we had raised the issue ourselves - whether we could not take

the position that no formal agreement was necessary; we could -
undertake not to fly during bad weather conditions (night flights being
precluded anyway). Mr Stephens said that MOD would inquire into the
matter as soon as possible. |

Meetings between the GOC and politicians

Mr Sterhen said that the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for

y - 3 ; 3 3 0 ar 1 5 + O ~ P Y T
the army would be visiting Northern Ireland in the near future, ana it
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should be possible for the GOC to hold a drinks party at Lisburn

to whlch local politicians could be invited; he would be grateful

1f NIO could provide a list of suitable 1nv1teeu. /Hr Burns has
undertsken to pursue this/. The Chairman said that it was important
that local politicians should not have access 'by right' to the GOC
and that the GOC should remain firm on the position that he would
discuss particular incidents factually but decline to discuss security
policy which was a matter for Ministers., [r Stephen agreed and said
that the new GOC would be reminded of this.

BBC Series on Camberley

Mr Stephens said that the third programme on this series would refer
to Northern Ireland and would include addresses from the Secretary of
State, the former GOC and extracts from syndicate discussions, some
of which would be "hawkish'.

The Constitutional Conference

The Chairman said that the Conference would meet again on Monday to
discuss the order of business. ©So far the discussion had been heavily
concerned with procedural matters but i1t was clear that the SDLP and
DUP wanted to continue as both had passed up chances to withdraw. The
nub of the problem was the range of topics which had been excluded by
the Working Party eg Irish unity. Mr Hume had pressed for, and got,
some expansion of the limits, but not perhaps as great as he supposed.

Two points of value had, however, emerged. The various parties had
tabled their respective papers and although there had been disagreement
over the order of business 1t seemed probably that they could be resolved
Further, an additional series of meetings outside the Conference to

cover matters which could not be discussed within the Conference had been
arranged; both the SDLP and Alliance, but not the DUP, had agreed to
attend. Also it was clear that neither Mr Paisley nor Mr Hume exercised
the complete domination over their parties which had hitherto been
assumed.

It was possible that the Conference would move to matters of substanceon
Monday 21 January and the parties had been told that the Government
wanted substantial agreement by Easter, although it had to be admitted
that this hope might not be fulfilled. One potential problem was

that Mr Paisley had indicated a desire to talk about the role of

the head of a future devolved administration in formulating security
policy; this was not within the terms of the Working Paper and might
lead to difficulties.

21l January 1980
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

18 January 1980

A’A\ / 4)1@;. ;

- Northern Iireland

As you will know from Clive Whitmore's letter to you of
17 January, the Prime Minister has read Annex B, dealing with
Northern Ireland border bases, of your letter to Clive of
10 January about her visit to the Ministry of Defence.

The Prime Minister has, nonetheless, expressed concern,

having read JIC(80)(N)(IR)L about the possibility that there
will be further mortar attacks on security force bases. She has
asked whether the Army have taken any further action to defend
against such attacks in Newtonhamilton, Forkhill or Crossmaglen.

I should be grateful if you could let me have a note on precautions
being taken in the light of the new assessment of the threat.

I am sending copies of this letter to Roy Harrington
(Northern Ireland Office) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office),

7”2/!/\/\ qa’:’v\ oy
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Brian Norbury, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence




. PRIME MINISTER

Mr. Atkins' Statement on Northern Ireland Bombs

A copy of Mr. Atkins' Statement and a list of the incidents
which took place yesterday are attached. The House was very quiet

and serious about the Northern Ireland security position this morning.

In answer to Questions, Mr. Atkins said that he was reviewing
security on public transport generally and that he was constantly

looking at ways of improving security. gsareaepliixg.

Ian Paisley welcomed the fact that a Statement had been made
' Smiemtbom
and said that he hoped that there Would‘bekgimilar occasions 1in

future. He suggested that the security forces should move from

ERmRses Tt

the defensive to the offensive and carry the battle into the heart

5?_?H5-TTﬁTKTTE_?g?;E?S;;T——EE: Atkins said that he was always
ready to make Statements if the occasion seemed appropriate and
that Mr. Paisley should not think that the operations of the
security forces were entirely reactive. That was not so, and

there had been a number of useful successes in the recent past.

Winston Churchill demanded the return oﬁ_the death penalty

for acts of terrorism. Mr. Atkins said that the House had debated

the death penalty sihce the Election and had reached a decision.
Mr. Biggs-Davison said that Mr. Atkins should consider with Irish
Ministers the possibility of the re-introduction of very selective
detention on both sides of the border, since this had proved the
only effective tactic in dealing with Irish terrorism in the past.
Mr. Atkins said that it was true that he had detention powers,

and that he was always considering how best to use all the powers

he had, but detention had not been employed since 1975.

Tony Marlow said that the interrogation methods permitted in
Northern Ireland were suited more to shoplifters in Surrey than

hardened terrorists; and that many people were afraid to come for-

ward and give evidence because they were frightened of the' conse-

quences for themselves. Mr. Atkins said that the securing of
of evidence was not easy but that everyone had a part to play in
providing information and intelligence. The Government's aim was

to get convictions by legal means.
\

/ Peter Robinson




Peter Robinson called for a new initiative on security.
Mr. Atkins said that the House had debated the security position

immediately before Christmas and had supported the Government.

There were no difficulties about any of this, but it has
committed us to making Statements on similar occasions in future.

This may not be a bad thing.

H}J

18 January 1980
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I”attach a note about
Mr. Atkins' Statement this

morning. His Office have since
confirmed that one of the men

who was injured in the train
explosion yesterday is well known

L e

to them and they hope that he will

—— m
be charged. The woman who was
— .
killed in the explosion was his
girlfriend, who may also have
BE2n involved in the carrying

= e Eee——————t
of the bomb. The other two

e,
people who died were a 17-year-old

student and a Nigerian account;ht,

= - —

both of whom were enfirely

T

innocent.
f
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18 January 1980




From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY

NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE

GREAT GEORGE STREET,
LONDON SWIP 3AJ

Nick Sanders Esq

10 Downing Street 18 January 1980
London

SW1.

I now/enclose a copy of the statement made by
my Secretary of State this morning: in the
circumstances it was not possible to get it
to you before the statement was made.

You may find it useful to have witn the statement
the enclosed list of yesterday's incidents.

Yf\—-“: Lt o®

Rl

R. A. Harrington
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With permission Mr. Speaker, I will make a statement out the
fatal bombing incident in Northern Ireland yestepday evening.

Just before six of*clock yesterday evening there was an explosion
followed by a fire on a Ballymena to Belfast train in the vicinity

of Dunmurry.

The explosion occurred in a carriage immediately in front of the
engine, which was at the rear of the train. As a result 3 people

died and 5 others were injured and taken to hospital. The bodies

of those who died are so badly charred that their identity can

only be established by a process of elimination, and this is in

hand. Of the injured, 3 were seriously burned and were detained in
hospital. The explosive device used is believed to be of the blast
incendiary type, and police enquiries into the incident are continuing.
Up to the present moment no individual terrorist organisation has
claimed responsibility for the outrage. The possibility cannot be

ruled out that the device exploded prematurely.

I am sure I carry the House with me in expressing my deep sympathy
with those innocent members of the public who were injured, and with
the relatives of those who died. The incidents of the last three

days have yet again brought home the utter callousness of the

terrorists in their continued attempts to destroy the life of the




Province. Last night's brutal murders and the attempted murder of

many others have made this clear.

But despite the terrorists' efforts the bravery and dedication to
duty of the people of Northern Ireland remains unshaken. My hon
friend the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State who visited the
scene of last night's fatal incident has told me of the courage of
the staff of the Northern Ireland Railways who dealt with two

devices om two other trains which did not explode.

The people of Northern Ireland are determined not to give in to such
cowardly attempts to intimidate them. Her Majesty's Government

is equally determined to give them the fullest possible security

backing.




SITUATION REPORT FOR THE PERIOD:

0830 HOURS THURSDAY 17 JANUARY 1980 TO 0830 HOURS FRIDAY 18 JANUARY 1980

1755 hours Explosion on ILisburn/Belfast train as it passed under

bridge at Black's Road, Dunmurry. Three dead - burned
beyond recognition. Four injured - burns - not serious.

1835 hours Device spotted on Belfast/Carrickfergus train. Removed

from train at Greenisland and exploded on platform.
No inJuries.

1750 hours - Three men (armed) entered Auto Supplies, Scotch Street,

Dungannon. Gave staff 10 minutes warning. Planted several
devices which exploded causing fierce fire and extensive
damage. No inJjuries.

J

1755 hours Shooting incident at Boveva, Dungiven, Co Tyrone.

Wm James REA of same address - ex-UDR member - was driving
to a potato yard to collect some employees. A car with at
least 2 persons drew up alongside. REA heard a shot and
returned 2 shots from his legally held Browning pistol

at close range. No known injuries. Hospitals in area are
being checked.

1820 hours - Device spotted on train at York Road Station, Belfast.
Thrown onto platform and exploded. No injuries.

1825 hours - Explosion at the Carlton Hotel, Belleek, Co Fermanagh.
Hotel gutted. No inJjuries.

2114 hours - Explosion at McKinleys furniture store, Maghera,

Co Londonderry, Minor damage. No injuries.
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From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY /

NORTHERN IRELAND OFFICE
GREAT GEORGE STREET,
LONDON SWIP 3AJ

{7 January 1980

Clive Whitmore Esq amnx: ﬁ*ﬂéﬁh'
Private Secretary -

10 Downing Street
TONDON SW1 M T whie
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Brian Norbury kindly copied to me his letter of 10 January
following up some points which arose in discussion during

the Prime Minister's recent visit to the Ministry of Defence.

I understand from Brian that the discussion on Northern Ireland
derived from discussion on other topics, and there are some
additional points related to the deployment of security forces
in Northern Ireland, particularly on the border, which the
Prime Minister should be made aware of.

As the Prime Minister knows my Secretary of State had before
Christmas commissioned from the Security Co-ordinator a series

of area studies covering West Belfast, Tyrone, Londonderry and
South Armagh, starting with the latter, to identify the most
effective way of using the skills and resources of the Army and
the police. This review .embraces the deployment of all the
security forces, covering the role of both the Army and the police,
and the civilian administration as well; it will also deal with
the political and economic implications of any possible changes.
Although South Armagh accounts for less than 10% of the army
manpower in Northern Ireland, the Security Co-ordinator has been
asked to take that area first because it experiences a dispropor-
tionate share of the violence in the Province. It 1is also an
area where our co-ordination with the Republic is particularly
crucial, and one of the factors in the review will be the need

to provide on our own side of the border a sufficilently active
presence to take maximum advantage of the increasing support we
are getting from the security forces in the Republic.

Annex B to Brian Norbury's letter referred at paragraph 4 to

some of the arguments against withdrawal from some of These

bases (though we recognise that the Prime llinister 1s nNot by

afiy means suggesting withdrawal of security forces from the area).
Those arguments are important: but my Secretary of State 1s
determined that the reviews that I mentioned above shall be con-
ducted on a fundamental and open-minded basis. He does not intend

fooseithats

RET




Clive Whitmore Esq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street —2= January 1980

that that should delay them. At his regular security meeting

with tThe Security Co-ordinator, the GOC and the Chief Constable
last week he made clear that the first review, which has already
started, should be completed within no more than five or six
weeks. After consultation with the Secretary of State for Defence
my Secretary of State intends to report the results to the

Prime Minister and to colleagues in OD Committee.

The review of South Armagh will be directly relevant to the
question of the South Armagh bases: but the area reviews are
intended to set that sort of question in the context of wider
igsues affecting force levels, the relative roles and strengths
of the Army and the RUC, and Government policy towards Northern
Ireland generally, over the next few years.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Brian Norbury, George Walden
and Martin Vile.

sz W’

Qjﬂmww7b ,

\

R A Harrington
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From the Principal Private Secretary \ d 7N > - 17 January 1980

PRIME MINISTER'S VISIT TO THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
4 JANUARY 1980

The Prime Minister nas seen the notes whnch you sent with your
letter of 10 January.

I understand that the Cabinet Office do propose to take tﬁe
lead on the question of the extent of Ministerial participaticn in
NATO exercises, and the Prime Minister looks forward to seeing
their advice in due course.

As regards border bases in Northern Ireland, the Prime Minister
has noted that the new GOC is conducting a revncw of the disposition::
of his forces and in particulsr is looking closely at military
strengths on the border. When your Secretary of State and the Secretary
of State for Northern Ireland have reached conclusions on the basis of
the GOC's study, she weculd be grateful to know what they are

The Prime Minister would also like to know, in due course, the
outcome of the studies mentioned in paragraph 4 of the note on our
parachute capability.

The Prime Minister is grateful to your Secretary of State for his
invitation to pav a second visit to the Mlnlstry of Defence, but she
will not be able to take it up until she has 'completed her fqur round
of visits to other Departments. ;

I am sending copies of this letter to George Walden CECON
Roy Harrington (NIO) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

£ A, WHITMORE

B.M. Norbury, Esg




Co N EIDIERN T8~

35 TO PM
c@g 629 35 10 1

CONF IDENTI AL b/\}f’//
FM WASH INGTON 1623287 JAN 89

TO PRIORITY F C O

TEL NO 261 CF 16 JAN 80
INFO N1O LONDON, NIO BELFAST, DUBLIN, BIS NEW YORK,

MY TELNO 4334 OF 22 DECEMBER: ARMS FOR THE RUC.

1. SINCE THE PRIME MINISTER’S VISIT, WE HAVE CONTINUED TG SEEK
POSSIBLE OPENINGS. THE PRESENT POSITION IS THAT THE STATE DEPARTMENT

HAVE NOT (NOT) YET RECEIVED A FORMAL APPLICATION FOR A LICENCE
FOR THE FURTHER 3p9% WEAPONS WE ARE SEEKING, THE MANUFACTURERS

WROTE TO THE OFFICE OF MUNITIONS CONTROL AT THE STATE DEPARTMENT
ON 14 DECEMBER SEEKING ADVICE ON WHAT THE STATE DEPARTMENT
REACTION TO A FORMAL LICENCE APPLICATION WOULD BE (TEXT CF LETTER
IN MIFT). NO REPLY HAS YET BEEN SENT TO THAT LETTER BUT WE KNOW
FROM A STATE DEPARTMENT SOURCE (PLEASE PROTECT) THAT THE COMPANY
WERE IN TOUCH WITH THE OFFICE OF MUNITIONS CONTROL BEFORE SENDING
THEIR LETTER AND THAT THEY HAVE BEEN TOLD THAT, WHILE THE STATE
DEPARTMENT REVIEW CONTINUES, NO ACTICN IS LIKELY ON LICENCE
APPLICATIONS, THE MANUFACTURERS THEMSELVES HAVE RECEIVED THREATS
FROM (RISH AMERICANS OF RETALIATION IF FURTHER ARMS ARE SUPPLIED.

2, THE MAIN OBSTACLE TO PROGRESS REMAINS THE ATTITUDE OF SPEAKER
O’NEILL. HE WAS IMPRESSED BY THE PRIME MINISTER AND HE SUPPORTS OUR
CURRENT INITIATIVE ON NORTHERN IRELAND. HE REMAINS ADAMANTLY OPPOSED
TO BIAGG! AND HIS FOLLOWERS AND PERSONALLY TELEPHONED THE PRESIDENT
ONLY RECENTLY TO PREVENT HIM FROM SENDING (AT BIAGGI’S INSTIGATION)
A GOODWILL MESSAGE TO THE IRISH NATIONAL CAUCUS (INC) ANNUAL

DINNER IN NEW YORK. BUT HE BELIEVES THAT IF HE SANCTIONS THE SALE
OF ARMS TO THE RUC HE WILL LOSE HIS CLAIM TO IMPARTIALITY AND

WILL NO LONGER BE ABLE TO DISSUADE IRISH AMERICANS FROM GIVING
FINANCIAL SUPPORT TO SURROGATES OF THE PIRA SUCH AS NORAID.
MOREOVER, HE WOULD NO LONGER BE ABLE TO RESIST PRESSURE FOR

HEAR INGS ON THE GROUNDS THAT CONGRESS HAD NO STANDING IN THE MATTER.
IN THE ABSENCE OF ANY SALE, O’NEILL'S OPPOSITION TO HEARINGS
(INCLUDING THOSE ON AMERICAN INVESTMENT IN NORTHERN IRELAND WHiCH
HAVE BEEN FORMALLY REQUESTED BY CONGRESSMAN GILMAN) REMAINS FIRM,

/8- IF NE WERE

CONEID ENIHAL
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3, IF WE WERE TO MAKE ANOTHER BIG PUSH NOW ON ARMS SALES | -
SUSPECT THAT THE MOST WE WOULD ACHIEVE WOULD BE FURTHER APPEALS
FROM PRESIDENT CARTER TO THE SPEAKER WHICH WOULD GET NOWHERE.

THE ELECTORAL CONSIDERATIONS WHICH HAVE INFLUENCED CARTER UNTIL NOW
CONTINUE TO APPLY AND ARE LIKELY TO DO SO AT LEAST WHILE THE
DEMOCRATIC NOMINATION IS IN DOUBT AND PROBABLY, IF CARTER WINS THE
NOMINATION, UNTIL THE ELECTION IN NOVEMBER.

L, IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED TO ME INFCRMALLY THAT THE ONLY PERSCN WwHO
COULD AT PRESENT CHANGE THE SPEAKER’S MIND, AND THEREFORE THE

ADMINISTRATION’S MIND, IS JOHN HUME QOF THE SDLP, EITHER BY A
DIRECT APPROACH TO O’NEILL NOW OR FOLLOWING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF

A NEwW ADMINISTRATION IN NORTHERN IRELAND OF WHICH HUME WAS A MEMBER.

5. WITHOUT A BREAKTHROUGH OF THAT KIND, | SEE LITTLE HOPE OF MAKING
EARLY PROGRESS ON OUR APPLICATION OR EVEN OF PERSUADING THE
ADMINISTRATION TO MAKE A STATEMENT OF INTENT WHICH COULD BE USED

IN PARLIAMENT AND WHICH WOULD HELP OVER THE PROBLEM OF MORALE IN
THE RUC. | CANNOT THEREFORE SEE THAT THERE IS MUCH GOOD IN
CONTINUING TO RELY ON SUPPLIES OF THESE WEAPONS FROM THE U.S.A.

HENDER SON

PS/MR’ HURD
PS/MR RIDLEY ADDITIONAL DISTRIBUTION

PS/MR BLAKER NORTHERN IRELA
PS/PUS i

SIR > #~/iraswND
CHIEF CLERK

MR FIGG |
MR BULLARD

MR FERGUSSON
LORD N G LENNOX
MISS BROWN

Q.
CO NFIDENTIN A
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Northern Ireland Office
Stormont Castle

Belfast BT4 3ST

Telephone Belfast (0232) 63011
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CONFERENCE ON THE GOVERNMENT OF NORTHERN IRELAND {

Now that the Conference has met for its first week of sessions,
my Secretary of State thought it might be a suitable time to give
his OD colleagues some information about progress so far.

All things considered, the Conference has got off to a good start.
Those taking part are working together well, and are making a
conscious effort much of the time to be friendly and co-operative
towards one another and the Government's team. A Conference routine
has been established. We shall be meeting every Monday to Wednesday
each week, except when other commitm<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>