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Andrew Turnbull
Private Secretary to
The Prime Minister
10 Downing Street
London

SW1A CRA # July 1990

OQUTCOME OF THIRD NORTH SEA CONFERENCE
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I refer to my letter of 19 April about our approach to the Paris

Commission seeking a study of the various methods of disposal of
sewage sludge, -

The Commission has accepted thisz proposal and has asked the UK to
take the lead in coordinating the study. We intend to start work
later this summer with the aim of completing out igitial teport by
midh}ﬂﬂl for joint consideration bﬁ‘fﬁé Paris and 0Oslo commissions.

I am :ap?igg this t to the Private Secretaries to members of
MISCl41l, Simon Webb {Ministry of Defence) and to Sir Robin Butler.
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KATE BUSH \&
Private Secretary
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OUTCOME OF THIRD NORTH SEA CONFEERENCE

Thank you for your letter of 26 March. It is our intention that
there should be a full study of the environmental effects of
different methods of disposing of sewage sludge including sea

disposal. We are pursuing this at official level with the Paris
Commission.

1 am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries, to members of
;,f’ MISC 141, Simon Webbh (Ministry of Defence) and to Sir Robin Butler.
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EATE BUSH
FPrivate Secretary







10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIAZAA

From the Priscipal Private Secretary

26 March 1990

Dews ey,

OUTCOME OF THIRD NHORTH SEA COMNFERENCE

Thank you for your letter of 22 March. The Prime Minister
was looking for two elements in the proposed scientific study.
The first was an assessment of the environmental as opposed to
economic implications of different methods of disposing of sewage
sludge. As your letter makes clear this will be coversd by the
proposed study. The second was a comparison between the
environmental effects of disposal on land and dispozal at sea.
This was sought, not in order to contest the decision to end
dumping at sea but in order to establish clearly the penalty, in
terms of CO,, that has been incurred by this deeisien. I heope,
therefore, dumping at sea can be included in the study as the
base line for comparing the alternative methods.

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries to
members of MISC 141, Simon Webb (Ministry of Defence) and to
Sir Robin Butler.

ANDREW TURNEBULL

Roger Bright, Esq.,
Department of the Environment
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OUTCOME OF THIRD NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

Thank you for your letter of 12 Match concerning the arrangements
for an internatieonal study on disposal of sewage sludge.

As my Secretary of State has already reported to the Prime Minister,
the idea of a study was discussed at the Third Morth Sea Conference
and was well received by other countries. The precise wording in
the Ministerial Declaration on this 1s5:

"ps invite the Parie Commission te undertake before 1992 a
review of alternative methods of handling and disposal of
sewage sludge aiming at developing clean and low waste
technology.”

The Paris Commission is concerned with the protection of the
environment., The study will therefore be a scientific comparison of
the differing impact on the environment of disposal options. But
the UK has always insisted that in undertaking such studies the
Paris Commission should always have regard to relative costs. The
study will, therefore, be a scientific investigation, but with an
assessment of costs alongside.

The detailed arrangements for the study, including its preclise
scope, remain to be sorted out at official level. In taking this
forward, our officials will, of course, be mindful of the Prime
Minister's views recorded in your letter of 3 March.

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries to members of
MIS5C 141, Simon Webb (Ministry of Defence) and to Bir Robin Butler.
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E BRIGHT
Private Secretary







10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the .Fr'inclfp::l.r Private Secrefary

12 March 1590

Dev Qoo

OUTCOME OF THIRD HORTH SEA CONFERENCE

The Prime Minister has seen your Secretary of State's report
on this conference. She agrees that, in difficult circumstances,
a satisfactory outcome for the United Kingdom has been achieved.
She hopes that every effort will now be made to turn the
spotlight on the short-givings in the environmental records of
other countries. =

She has noted that an international study on alternative
options for the handling of disposal of sewage sludge has been
agreed. She was unclear, however, whether this was a technical
study, for example into the costs of different disposal methods,
or whether it was a sclentifie comparison of the differing impact

q& on the environment. She would welcome a further note on this.

1 am copyling this letter to the Private Secretaries to

members of MISC 141, Simon Webb (Ministry of Defence) and to
Sir Robin Butler.

(ANDREW TURNBULL)

Roeger Bright, Esg.,
Department of the Environment.




FRIME HMINISTEER
OUTCOME OF THIRD NORTH SEA CONFERENCE Lw1lok

I represented the Government at the Third Hnrth S52a Conference in
The Hague on 7-8 March. This was not an easy conference for the UK,
but it was successTUl”in adopting valuable new initiatives on the
most important sources of marine pollution. On all majer UK
concerns we were successful in holding the line I had agreed with

colleagues in earlier correspondence.

These substantive achievements were marred by a Chairman (Mrs Maij
Weggen of the Dutch Transport and Water Hinistry] invariably hostile

to the UK and curtazn dElEgatlﬂﬂE more concerned with statements for

the benefit of the Presa corps at the Conference and green

nrgaﬁlsatiﬁns at home than with negotiations in good faith.
Wevertheless when the dust has settled I believe that the
initiatives we brought forward for the Conference will be seen to
haue marhed a _new era in our approach to combatting marine

pullutinn. Our stance without new policy positions dnulﬂ have been

untenable, and there was much private appreciation, aspacially from
officiale and from thinking journalists, of the moves we have made.

e

Turning to the main points under discussion, the text on nutrient
inputs to the sea mirrors the pesition we are taking in relation to

the draft EC Directive on waste Water treatment - secondary
treatment of sewage discharges with primary treatment in less
sensitive areas, on the basis of studies reported te the European
Commission. We therefore successfully resisted Federal Republic
pressure for "equality of misery" on high standards of treatment
(secondary and even tertiary), and we established the principle that
different standards of treatment are appropriate in different parts
of the North Sea. -




A potentially damaging split of shipping initiatives was resolved to
our satisfaction by deferring consideration of Special Area status
for the North Sea to 1993, while seeking reasonable higher standards
on a global basis. I successfully held the line agreed with
colleagues in relation to dumping of industrial waste and sewage
sludge against predictable pressure to bring forward the dates. On
sewage sludge an international study on alturnative nptlnns for
handling nnﬁ’ﬂisPGEul was agreed.

The UE was able to score uEEful points against the Eed&ral Republic
BY 1nsisting on dq_s&ﬂ:n;tmn of withdrawn PCE_WEE':-& {with storage as
an interim option to 1999 only) and to obtain agreement that so far
as posslble Horcth SEE.QEE?:E thould have their own destruction

facilities. We also pressed an amendment requiring the Feporting
and regulation of dredged spoil dumping in estuarial and inshore
waters, where currently th;_}Ederal Republic dumps 22 million teons a
year with a high but unspecified contaminant load. We aleo Secured
agreement on our wildlife initiative, notwithstanding a late attempt

-

by MNorway to weaken the pack_aée.

On dangerous substance inputs by water and air the conference agreed
important new proposals to reduce several of the most hazardous by
70% or more by 1995, and to reduce air inputs generally by 50%

o moce for 17 substances, provided in both cases that best
available technology enables this to be done. We were however
unable to avoid a reference to the Faris Commission to assess the
feasibility of a higher standard fcr pruduct;qn water from oil
platforms. But other una:ceptahle initiatives were successfully
resisted and in the end withdrawn; many were clearly designed for
home consumption.

I was pressed particularly hard on the issue of radioactive waste
disposal under the sea from ships or sesa-based structures, but, in
accordance with my brief, I declined to give a long term undertaking
in principle not to dispose of such waste in the =sea bed, arguing
that long term options must be kept open. However this topic raised
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censiderable dissension, and it will no doubt recur in future. The
furore over this was unfortunate because it meant that an otherwise
Fairly successful day for us ended on a note of acrimony, which
overshadowed the resulting press coverage. This was exacerbated by
other Ministers seizing the opportunity te criticise us even when

(as with the E%Eg?sj they have their own land-accessed etorage
—— e T i ——

facility under the Baltic.

. - _F_____——:-z__-_'_h_
—_—

The Eurcpean Commission indicated that it is likely to bring forward
draft Directives to implement a number of these agreements.
Generally this is what we expected and should not cause us
difficulty in prineiple.

A Ministerial level working group on the North Sea is proposed for
1993 to cover various topics on an interim basis on the way to the
fourth MNorth Sea Conference in Copenhagen in 1995,

Overall I believe that, once the initial hostility has subsided, we
will be seen to have made some major moves in the direction of our
more pragmatic Eurepean partners. We will have a good basis for
joint development of marine peliecy, having got rid of a number of
symbolic topics whose political significance overshadowed their
contribution to North Sea pollution. We should now be able to
concentrate on the real causes of that pollution - in particular the
input of substances from the rivers of mainland Europe. For our
part, we must now move gquickly to act on the agreements we have
‘adopted, partly to force others to face up to their genuine
problems, and partly to avoid any charges of foot-dragging.

1 am copying this minute to members of MISC 141, Tem King and te 8ir
Robin Butler.

cP
9 March 1990




The Bt Hon Chris Patten HP C/PSQ/2176,/90
Department of the Environment b

2 Marsham Street

London

SWiP 3EB
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Thank vou for copying me your letters to John Gummer of the 13th
and 20th about the North Sea Conference. I fully recognise the
impoertan successiul Conference to the presentation of our

marine protection policies and the negotiating line you propose on
pollution from ships will clearly help in this respect.

=3 MER 190r

5

¥You a=sk if there are any additional peints which might be included
in our nagotiating position. I have a number of comments but want
first to welcome vour acknowledgement that shipping has an
egsential international dimension and any measures directed at
ships should in the main be taken forward within the framework
provided by IMO. The marine environment too should be considered
in a global context and proposEals for cleaner seas should be
locked at in the first ilnstance for world-wide application, and
only IT there are speclial reasons should they be developed in a

Horth Sea context.
P —-

I recognise the emotions that environmental issues can generate -
I hope that the good performance of the Marine Pollution Control
Unit in my Department and the enhancement of its aerial
surveillance capability can help ko egtablish our goad
credentials. There are however two proposals before the
Conference - designating the North Jeg a Special Area for oil,
and for chemicals transpbrted in bulk - which are being pursued
with more dogma Than reason and I am in full agreement with the
firm stand you Intend to take in resisting these proposals. And
on some other matters such as sewage from ships there is a danger
of harm to UE interests without any real environmental benefit.

tus: ils)

With respect to oil, the amount of operationally permitted
discharges into the HNorth Sea by ships is relatively small and
little will be gained by further limitation but we are content for
the possibilities to be examined in IMOD. But the German proposal
to give the North Sea Special Area Status for oils is not

o e =




acceptable. It may paradoxically have the effect of encouraging
the deliberafe discharge of oil into tha Zej. This is because the
proposal would effectively Ccreate a speclal =status area stretching
all the way from the PBaltic to the Eastern reaches of the
Mediterranean in which ships will not be required to be equipped
with the specialised sguipment necessary to treat olly residues.
They may instTead retain their oily waste on board for discharge to
reception facilities, it being assumed that vovages would be short
and ships would be in rt freguently. Enforcement 15 difficult,
but a ship trading in relatively confined sea areas would have
every opportunity to comply. But in this larger nev Area unless
ships are fitted with large holding tanks, ships’ masters would
find it necessary to divert into port just to discharge residues,
This I fear would =imply not happen and there would be deliberate
infringements of the regulations. There is another aspect of this
proposal which would, peculiarly, affect the UK. Ships trading
across the boundaries of a Special Area tend to discharge their
resldues az thay leave or Entgg_the areg and pollution 1in the
approaches to the English channel and in the waters near the
Shetland Islands might well increase. =% =

If, nevertheless, the proposal gailns so much support that 1t
becomes difficult to resizt - and wa are not to be faced with the
pollution problems I have mentioned - there needs to be built into
the Declaration a strcng commitment to impose a much more
rigorous inspection of ships’ 0il record books and the definition
of the North Sea must be extended to take in an area sufficiently
bayvond the sea areas off Cornwall and the Shetland Islands.

Special Area Status: MARPOL Annex IT (Noxious Liguids)

Rs to making the North Sea 1 Special Area for chemicals there is
really no case for it. There are already stringent requirements
to ensure that the cargo tanks of chemical tankers are thoroughly
emptied before being washed and cleaned and, in the case of the
most noxious liguids, independent surveyors are reguired to
certify that this has indeed been done. Special Area Status would
require a significant increase in shore reception facilities and
raise the problem of dealing ashore with the large wvelumes of
chemical tank washings. There may be scope for further improving
the efficiency of the prasent procedures for stripping a chemical
tanker of its residues before 1t leaves port but I do not think we
could agree to Special Area Status.

other Pollution

There would be considerable difficulties if +the proposal to
prohibit the discharge of ships’ sewage into coastal waters were
to ba adopted. Annex IV of the MARFOL Convention covers sewage
and if there is a problem the solution must lie in the
ratification of that Annex. There is no Jjustification for a
regional solution and the present initiative is even more partial
than that, addressing itself in effect only to ships registered in
Morth Sea countries. The amount of sewage from these ships can
only be small in relation to that from land based sources, and
from other ships registered elsewhere, and the reductien in
pollution does not justify the distortion in competitiveness of
our ferries. Some of them, particularly on the Dover/Calais
gservice, would require expensive modification.




. Alrborne Surveillance

At previous Conferences alrborne surveillance has always been seen
as an important part of the measures to enferce the regulations.
All Horth Sea States now have or are acquiring aerial remote
gensing resources. The Bonn Agreement is being extended o cover
the use of survelllance as an aid to preventing violations of oil
discharge regulations and there is an agreed plan of co-operaticon
including joint flights and other measures that are important to
combat pollution. I hepe something can be made of my recent
uslibiall o Increase the Department’s contribution to the number
ol hours flown on regular patrolling of shipping lanes from 300 to
500 hours per year., This, together with the programme of routlne
patrcls over UK offshore installations which we undertake on
behalf of the Department of Energy, will increase the total hours
flown to 800 per vyear. Thizs compares with 600 hours by the
Netherlands, 500 by FRG, 200 by Denmark and 150 by Belgium. Any
call for "balanced coverage" of the North Sea in relation to some
eimplistic measure, such as length of a coastline or national area
of responsibility must be rescisted since the UK has both a
considerably longer cocastline and a larger area of responsibility
than the others. We alsoc have the whole of the west coast of the
UK to patrol. Cover related to the intensity of =shipping and
offshore activities in the warious areas of the North Sea would be
much more meaningful and that is what I hope the Confarence will
be able to accept.

Salvage and Dangercus Cargoes

Despite the intervention of Mrs Maij-Weggen, the Netherlands’
Minister responsible for MNorth Sea issues, I endorse the line
propogsed in the Declaration for funding the salvage of hazardous
CArgoes. This is yet another case where the best response to
maritime pollution is through internaticnal agreement in IMO. I
understand that sufficient reward for salvage operaticns will be
available through the 1989 Salvage Convention, the terms of which
may be incorporated in a revised version of Lloyds Open Form 1980,
the agreement on which much of today’s commercial salvage is
based. In the case of chemical =pill and the preventive measures
taken to deal with it IMO have decided, as a matter of priority,
to establish a liability and compensation regime governing the
carriage of hazardoue and nosious substances. In the ewvent that
progress is slow we would be prepared to look again at the
Netherlands’ proposal for a regiconal fund perhaps at a future
Horth Sea Conference.

Finally I would be grateful if you could, at a suitable time,
refer to the recent incident on the south coast when various
chemicals, including potassium cyanide, were washed up on the
beach having come off a ship in the Channel in heavy weather.
There have been a number of similar incidents in recent years and
publie concarn is obviously growing. As you know,
Patrick McLoughlin had to reply to a Private Notice Question on
the subject on 22 February and was able to say that the North Sea
Conference would provide an opportunity to see whethar anything
further can be done to ensure that IMO rules on the carriage of
dangercus goods are fully enforced. I think this underlies the
importance of the steps set out in Section D of Annex 2 to the
Draft Final Declaration.




I am copying this letter %o members of MISC 141 and to David
Waddington, Tom King, Tony . Newton, Peter Brooke and Michael
Howard.

L%;'

CECIL PAREKINSON







CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 244

From the Principal Private Secretary
3 March 19%D

jltla Ehﬂr*

MISC 141: AQUATIC ENVIROMMENT

Your Secretary of State had a talk with the Prime Minister
after the Local Government Conference to clarify the line
Britain should take at next week's North Sea Conference in the
light of the MISC 141 discussien, his subsequent minute of
26 February on the effect on greenhouse gases, and the minute
from the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry of
28 February.

The Prime Minister said she had twe concerns. First,
Britain had always taken pride in basing its policies on sound
science, but in two recent cases (three-way catalytic
converters and flue/gas desulphurisatien) policies had been
adopted which produced an environmental gain in one area only
at the expense of producing more greenhouse gases., She was
worried that we might be about to rapeat this. She was
reluctant to accept that 500,000 tons of carbon dioxide every
year could be regarded as negligible. Secondly, she was
worried that those who argued for the change of policy on
sludge dumping would be reluctant to accept the consequences in
terms of planning consents for incinerators. With the sclence
still so unclear and with the difficulty of securing planning
consents in this country, her instinct was to ensure that the
Governméent was not completely boxed in.

The Prime Minister commented that logically we should
increase dumping in the Atlantie. This avoided dumping in a
shallow sea and did not incur a penalty in terms of greenhouse
gases. She noted, however, that this was prevented by an EC
Directive.

Your Secretary of State said he would not be seeking any
other major environmental commitments before the White Paper,
He had decided to focus attention on the aguatic envirenment
where he believed a significant improvement in the
Government's stance could be achieved. He accepted that it had
not been proved conclusively that dumping of sewage sludge in
the North Sea was environmentally damaging but at the 1987
NHorth Sea Conference the UK had signed up to the precautionary
principle which reguired those wishing te continua dumping to
demonstrate that there was no risk to the North Sea
environment. It was not possible to achieve this. MAFF
believed there could well be damage to fish stocks: there

CONFIDENTIAL




could be a problem with long term contaminants; and there was a
problem of algae, although the main culprits here were the
North Eurcpean rivers.

Your Secretary of State also accepted that there would be
an addition to CO, production, but at /12th of 1 per cent he
considered that this was genuinely negligible. Evan here, he
hoped that it might be able to secura a net generation of heat
from incinerators which would partially coff-set tha effect on
CO5.

four Secretary of State pointed to the apparent
inconsistency of spending large sums to secure primary
treatment of sewage which would retain the most damaging
residues on land while continuing policies which would allow
those residues to be put out to sea,

Your Secretary of State noted that Britain was very often
wrongly put on the defensive at international gatherings. If
the issue of sludge dumping could be resclved, it would enable
Britain to go on the offensive, for example againet Germany's
racord on PCBs and on the condition of the Rhine and the Elbe.

Concluding the discussion, the Prime Ministaer agreed that
your Secretary of State should tell the North Zea Conference
that Britain would end the practice of sludge dumping with
effect from 1998. It would be made clear to the Conference
that we would need to obtain planning consents for the
necessary incinerators. At the same time, your Secretary of
State should press the Osle Commiss=ien to undertake a
scientific assessment comparing the total effects on the
environment of different methods of disposing of sludge on land
with what the impact would have been of continuing dumping at
sea.

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries to
members of MiSC 141 and to Sir Rebin Butler,

‘futaﬂ g T
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Roger Bright Esg
Department of the Environment
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TRIME MINISTER
SLUDGE DUMPING

You and Mr Patten are to meest at No.l1l0 at around 1400 after the
Local Government Conference to sort out the position the UK
should take at next week's Morth Sea Confearenca.

At MISC 141:

"The Group provisionally agreed therefors that the UE sheould
announce that this practice would be banned with effect from
1998; but bearing in mind the effect on greenhouse gases of
cther recent decisions, particularly those on catalytic
converters and flue gas desulphurisation, their agreement
was subject to being satisfied about the effect of
incineration on carbon dioxide emissions."

Mr Patten subseguently minuted conceding that there was a net

e

addition to CO; emissions from incineratien but that at 500,000

tonnes a year it was tiny in relation te the total (0.08%).

L e —

Mr Ridley contested that this was not a negligible figure and
that the evidence about the damage ;;E dumping was causing was

inconclusive.

In the light of Mr Ridley's minute, you argued that a commitment
to end sludge dumping from 1998 should be conditional upon the

necessary planning consent being obtained (no disagreement about
this) and an assessment that the benafit to the North Sea

environment from ending dumping outweighed the disbensfit from

incineration.
e

Mr Patten in his latest minute - Flag A - thinks it impossible
for the UK to go to the Conference with_EEEh a4 conditiopal

position as it would be seen as no advance on our position at the
1987 Conference. More urgently he is committed to a Fress

Conferenca on Monday and there is a Party Political broadcast on
the environment on Wednesday which would fall flat if the
Government is in the firing line over its position on sludge
dumping.

CONFIDENTIAL




You will need to resolve:

What is the evidence on the effect of sludge dumping on
the North Sea? Mr Patten concedes that it is

inconclusive but argues that at the 1987 Conference

—

Mr Ridley accepted the precautionary priﬁcip]e which

put the onus on us to prove that sludge dumping is not

harmful.

—

Is tha CO; impact negligible or not?

Can retaining the option of dumping be squared with the
decisien to treat raw sewerage? Why spend money to
prevent the chemicalwtroublesome residues going down

— e

the outfall pipes while continuing to dump seme 2u-A

residues at sea?

.

¥You will need to argue this through and settle:

The wording of Mr Patten's anncuncement on Monday. The
current draft is at Flag B.

The wording of Mr Gummer's Parliamentary Answer, the
current draft is at Flag C.

AT

i Sludge (MJ)




FRIME MIMISTER

DUMPING OF SEWAGE SLUDGE

I have heard with great concern your wview about how we =should
present our decision about sewage sludge disposal in the North
Sea. I understand that yvou wish to make the decision to ban
sludge disposal as from 1998 conditional upon:

s da priocr assagsment of whather there would be
more environmental damage from any land baszsed
form of disposal as against disposal to sea;

(L4} planning permission being obtained for the
nacassary incinerators.

I agocept of course that planning permission will have to be
abtained for whatever land based disposal we decide on. That
is why we have given ourselves eight years to implement tha
decision. But the first condition yvou suggest will ba seen by
all concerned as undermining our commitment to stop sludge
disposal to"sea. Indeed It will not represent any significant
advance on the decision we have already taken at the 1987
Conference which has been so much criticised.

It 1s already clear that sewage sludge dumping is the single
most controversial issue coming up at next week's Conference.
All other Conference countries have already stopped dumping
sludge, and Ireland has now committed itself to stopping
dumping by 1998. We shall get no credit for any of our other
decisions at the Conference if we hold out on this. Ebthaugh
mmmnwnmm thal there is no positive
m:l.mt.-l.fiﬁ proof cif v harm arising l:':'hh sluﬁgn M they
S5 EEOng !’ ﬂm o t there ) poteantial Aa: s to
) ti and thé marine environment and that thﬂ pfeaautiﬂnary
|principle reguires that the marine environment should not he
|Jﬁuﬁ Ht .risk; Since the North Sea is a resource in common their
view on this matter is at the moment completely frustrated by
our contlnuing to dump when they have stopped.

Dur position will also appear internally inconsistent since we
have already agreed ©to reguire treatment of all sewage
discharges to sea. No one will be able to understand why we
should be prepared to require treatment whilst retaining the
~option to dump the reéBulting sludge in the sea. The
comparison of costs will also seem inexplicable. we shall be
investing £1.5 billion to treat all the discharges, but
possibly refusing __Eﬁﬁfi_nmr___a_____g;_ spend the E£1B80 lion regquired to find
al tecnative me 8 sSpos for sluﬂgz_gn Land .

CONFIDENTIAL




I wundarstand +that wyou are Iinclined to the view that
incineration would probably be the only satisfactory form of
land disposal, and are concerned about the extra CO., emissions
that that would lead to. I do not mysalf thinKk that the
acience leads us to guite such a clear cut view as that yet.
Spreading on land where tha sludge is treated and
uricontaminated is a natural and beneficial use 1if properly
controlled. And in a gimilar way properly managed landfill
gites cause no environmental damage. Noodoubt thare will need
to -be additionsl incinerators - perhaps about tan in all. But
these will not rTeguire fossil fuel to keep them going and will
only produce a small amount of additiconal CO, - wa astimate
gbout 0.0B% of that produced by fossil fuel b - Wa shall
want to explore also the possibility of using some of tha heat
produced for other purposes in substitution for other fusls
which would reduce the net increase in the CO,

I feal wery strongly thet I ocannot present the UK's position
satisfactorily at the North Sea Conference next week without
ha:i..trg -able to give an 1if commitment to ending sludge

by 1998. Th ress snd an Iincreasing number of
individual MPs are already well seized of this issue and will
harry us unmercifully if we do not deliver on this. We would
gain mo credit for the positive envirommental progress wa have
made over the last two wears including in particular our
decision on treatment of discharges to sea. And Lhe pressure
would continue indefinitely after the Conference ensuring us a
continuing bad PFress.

I should be very grateful if we could speak further about this
gs it does seem to me an extremely serious issue. We need to
resolve the matter urgently since as we have already agreed I
have arranged a major FPress conference on Monday March 5 to
announce our decisions before leaving for the North Sea
Conference next day.

I am copyving this letter to John Gummar and Sir Robin Butler.
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CONFIDENTIAL

FRIME MIMISTER

SEWAGE SLUDGE DUMFING AT SEA

1 was grateful far our shart discussion on Thursday about the
arcangements for ending sewage sludge dumping at sea. I have now
drafted the announcement I propose to make on thie taking account of
the points you made. I enclose a copy of those paragraphs of my
proposed announcement on Monday and which deal with sewage sludge.

I am quite sure tLhat it is necessary to give a firm commitment to
ending dumping at sea if we are to retain any credibility at the
North Sea Conference next week. It would also appear inconsistent
to introduce treatment for all sewage presently discharged untreated
to the sea, whilst retaining the option of dumping the resulting
sewage sludge at sea.

We must, of course, keep open our options for disposal on land,

Where it is acceptable we should use the sludge beneficially on
agricultural land. Where this is not possible we have tec explore
the options of landfill and incineratfion. There must, of course, be
a full environmental assessment before the final choice is made.

I would be grateful for agreement to my proposed announcement. I am
cepying this minute to John Gummer and to Sir Robin Butler.
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T At the London Morth Sea Conference in 1987 we agreed that
dumping at sea would only be permitted where there 13 no
practical alternative disposal route on land. For many of our
major conurbations it has proved difficult to ldentify acceptable
land-based disposal options. “But we do now beliave  that
envircnmentally acceptablé alternatives to sea dumping can be
found. In a2 separate announcemant to Parliament today John
Gummer has therefore announced that dumping of sewage sludge
should be stopped by end 19098.

o

6. It would not be right for us to lay down at this time
precigely which particular land-based disposal options should be
adopted. That will, 4dn any case, wvary according to . the

———

particular circumstances of each location. It is our intention
that wherever possible sludge should be used beneficially. Where
this is not pIaE¥Ecah{£hEhen other options such a5 landfill and

—ee

—

incineration mu=st be considered.

e You will know that Jchn Gummar announced on 22 Fehruaarw
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DUMFING OF SEWAGE SLUDGE AT SEA : INSPIRED FARLIAMENTARY QUESTIOH

The Prime Minister will wish to be aware of the attached inspired
parliamentary gquestion which my Minister intends to answer on
Monday 5 March, prior to the Morth Sea Conference on 7-B March.

A copy of this letter and enclosure goes to Tim Sutton (Lord
President’'s Office), Murdo MacLean (Chief Whip's Office), Douglas
Slater (Lord's whips), Sonia Phippard (Cabinet Office), Roger
Bright (Environment) and Jim Gallacher (Scotland).
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Dumping at Sea of Sewage Sludge

Draft Question

To ask the Minister of aAgriculture, Fisheries and Food, whether
he will make a statement about the dumping of sewage sludge at

SeR.

Draft Reply

The arrangements reached at the 1987 Morth Sea Ministerial
Conference lncluded an underbtaking in principle not to dump
materials in the Morth Sea unless there are no practical disposal
alternatives on land. In the case of sewage gludge some T0% of
the UK's production of this material is now disposed of en land.
The Government has continued to encourage sewerage undertakers to
develop the usa of practical lqu—hqged“dispnsal methods for the
remainder, 1In particular we have identified éIgnifi:ant advances
in ingineration technigues both as regards their efficiency and
envirﬂnﬁgntal impact.

In view of this encouraging progréss in the development of

T T ey e

: e e e
alternative methﬂdsgmwe have now decided to terminate the zea
disposal of sewage sludge by the end of 1998,

This will mean a 5&Qstantial programme of work to be undertaken
in order to implement alternative disposal methods. & major
capital investment will be reguired. Planning permission where
necessary must alse be cobtained.
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the department for Enterprise

FRIME MINMISTER

MISC 141 : DISCUSSION ON THE AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT

W

I have seen the note circulated by Chris Patten on the effect

on greenhouse gas emissions of ending sewage sludge dumping at

EEd.

I remain adamantly opposed to this proposal. The note states

that land disposal would increase CO, emissions by some 500,000
i — — ——

tonnes a year. I must accept that figure but I cannot accept

—

Chrig' view that this is a minor adverse environmental effect.
It would involve increasing CO; emissions by an amount equal
to, or greater than, the savings which might be produced by
someé of the individual response measures we will bhe

o

considering at our meeting next week. This is on top of the

CO; penalties we will incur as a result of fitting catalvtic

converters to cars and flue gas desulphurisation equipment to

Powar stations.

I appreciate the political arguments for ending dumping at
sea, But the fact remains that we would be giving up a
practice which ha&ﬂggg_heen shown to have any environmental
digbenefit and CGmm::E:nq ourselves to one which we know will
add to the greenhouse problem. We would thus no longer be
basing our policy on sound scientific advice, but departing

— -
from it, yet again, for reasons of political axpediency.

P54.1710




the department foa Eavterprise

I €think the political case for ending dumping also needs to be

weighed against the political acceptability of incineration on

—

land. The fact of the matter is that it will be VETY

difficult Lo get plans for new incinerators Ehrough the

planning system; and that the process of doing so will cause

us enormous problems and will be subject to lengthy delays.

The problems will get worse the nearer we get to the deadline

for ending sea dumping. It will alsoc add to costs, at a time

St e i

when we know water bills present us with a continuing series

= —

of increases.

On both counts, I do not accept that ending sea dumping is
elther the best political or environmental option. I
therefore think we should look at the arguments again before a

final decision is tLaken.

I am copying this to other members of MISC 141 and to Sir

Robin Butler.

H E

{approved by the Secretary
of State and signed in his
ab=sencea )

28 February 1990

Department of Trade and Industry

P54.1170




PFRINME MINISTER 28 February 19950

MISC 141: DISCUSSION ON THE AQUATIC ENVIROMMENT

Micholas Ridley's minute adds nothing to the points he put

forward in MISC 141, and ignores two important factors:

taj We are committed internationally to ending the dumping

of sewage sludge at sea where practical alternatives

exist. Buch alternatives do exist eg incineration.
The only point still at issue is when we can switch
to using them.

The international scientific consensus is that dumping
sewadge sludge at sea may cause environméntal damage.
The UK has been alone in arguing to the contrary,

—

and within the UK scientific opinion is beginning

to gshift - see the attached extract from the summary

of papers given to a recent HERC seminar on water

guality. While the extent and nature of the covironmental

damage is unclear, scientists in other Horth Sea
countries argue for a "prudential approach" which

we, of course, are advocating on ¢limate change.

-

S S

CAROLYN SINCLAIR




THE SEAS AROUND US

Euripedes, writing i the fifth century BC, said that ‘the sea washes aii
man’s ils away’, a philosophy that Man has found convenient 1a follow
ever since. However, for the UK and other covntries in western
surcpe bordering the North Sea - one of the rmost densely populated
and industrialised pans of the world - there is 5 growing evidence that
our coastal waters are not the infinite sink that we weuld wish .

Shores around Britain vary wiciely in structure and exposure, from
rugged cliffs to dunes and salt marshes, and thus show considerable
ecological diversity, For this reason alone they are highly valued
amerity areas. Many stretches of shorelne and bathing beaches

have a level of pollution that is lees than satisfactory. Recent legislation
prohibiting the disposal of garbage from ahips I European waters will
reduce some of the nuizance from liner, one of the more wisusl
offences, Most public concern, howaver, is over the health hazards
posea by sewage delbris washed up on beaches or Fom microbial
infection from poorly treated effluents. Many of the sea outfalls from
coastal towns and resons date back o the last century and are now
inadequate in both size and length, 3 problem which wil require
enormous capital expendinire n
the near futare. Further | the
queston of the efficacy of sewage
disposal a7 sea is an issue on which
there is currently no consensus
within the EEC.

Whether wastes eventaally reach
the sea through sewage pipes, .
through direct dumping frem ships
or by way of river flow, there is no.
denying that in the somewhat
enclosed and relatively shallow
North Sea, the demands now Ea'i:.gi

mada on its smﬁm%
are increasing reentleasty,

Locally, the Norih Seas s
wvilnerability may be increased by
the currents around the British [sles
whirh tend to concentrate inputs in
certam areas while reducing them
in others, These effects may be
compounded in seme regions by

i e i B wind-driven circulations,
£ LT Ll L
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THE SEAS AROUND US

Pollution hazards

"Two categories of contaminants give rise lo water quality problems in
the open seas. Firsl there are lokic wastes and hydrocarbons. It
would be foclish to be sanguine about the hazards assomaled with
their disposal, even though these dangers are now well recognized
Thare is extensive legislation either in hand or about to be
implemented to deal with themn. Damage from hydrocarhon spillages
atill soems to happen with depressing frequency in coastal areas.
However, deapite the increase in offishore oil and gas extraction, the
concentrations of ol in the open 2ea are low, with most oil present in
the dizsolved, dispersed or adsorbed form, not usually visible cn the
surface of the water except during acoidental spillages. Recent data
show a reduction in the quantity of cil discharged from refireries and
reception facilities. There ia still concem internationally about the
savare damage to marme life and birds caused by illegal discharge of
el and off from ships

A aecond category includes
rather more ‘natural’
substances, such as sewage -
ineludineg dlirect d1,|m}f1:n_|ﬁhm

shupa - and the constituenis of
land runof which can give rise
1o nuirien! enrchment n e
sea The associated
errenmental thresat 1a difficlt
to quanily and has, as yet,
recevea little legislative
attenticn in the UK A particular
issue o resolve is the degree
to which these additional
nutrents causs or exacerhate
aulrcphication.

Algal blooms

Algal blooms are essentially
nahiral events: a rapid outhurst
in growth of the small, sngie-
celled phytoplankion in
regponee to improved growia
conditicns, usually presant in Compbraied patiers of carenis (9 JF
the spring and early summer. R
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My el
The Et Hon Pater Brooke MP
Becretary of State
Northern Ireland Office
Whitehall
LONDON
SWla 2AZ 7 & February 1990

Your rel

DISPOSAL OF WASTE AT SEA

Thank you for your letter of 25 February. I do understand the
points you make about securing realistic implementation pericds for
ending sewage sludge dumping and treating all sewage discharges. In
the case of sewage sludge, end 1998 is both a feasible propositicon
and probably the latest date that will be acceptable at the North
Sea Conference. AS you may know all other countries are pressing
for a ban on sludge dumping from end 1995,

For sewage treatment, conversely, we do not propose to set a target
date for full implementation at present. We believe that further
detailed investigation is reguired to determine what is practicable.
I agree with you, therefore, that the implementation date is a
matter to be negotiated in the context of the EC Wasts Water
Directive. Given the substantial investment programme already
planned for the next ten years I doubt that it is realistic to
expect this new programme to be completed before 2005 at the
sarliest,

Finally, I note your concerns about public expenditure implications.
This ig, of course, & maktter for the Treasury rather than for me and
no doubt you will be pursuing this with Norman Lamecnt.

These will be major issues at the North Sea Conference next weak.
Unless you have major reservations, and subject to the final
agreement of other colleagues, 1 plan to announce cur decisions on
them on Monday 5 March.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Malcolm Rifkind,
Peter Walker, John Gummer, Norman Lamont and to 3ir Robin Butler.
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CHRIS PATTEN
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Rt Hon Christopher Patton NP |

Secretayy of State for the
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DISPOSAL OF WASTE AT SEA [

ﬁ?,L
Thank you for sending me a coy of your lettor aigngghruary to
Malcolm Rifkind about the disposal of waste at sea.

You state that it is only a matter of tima before the United Xingdem
is forced by its Continental neighbours to curtail substantially, if
not to aliminate altogether, the disposal to the marine environment
of industrial waste, sawage sludge, and untreated sewage affluent.
On the other hand we would bs committing substantial resocurces To
meet costs which,in the case of sewage sludge and sewage outfall, we
do not consider are compelling in environmental terms. In strictly

economic terms the value for money would, therefore, be poor.

The cost of ceasing to dump sewage sludge in the Irish Sea and/or
curtailing the discharge of minimally treated sludge to coastal
waters is likely to be proportionately higher in Northern Ireland,
and, therefore, to impact more severely on customers, than in
England and Wales, unless, of course, we succeed in securing
substantial assistance from the structural funds of the European
Cemmunity. Another important consideration which I have te bear in
mind is that in Northern Ireland the cost of LOproving sSewarages
sarvices would count in full for public expenditure purposes, even
if grant-aided from Brussels.




It 1z most unlikely that I could meet this cost out of existing
resources. I have already signalled to the Treasury that I expect
to come forward with a bid for additional resources to meeb existing
EC reguirements. If these new proposals were adopted the
consaguential costs would almost certainly have to be the subject of
a further bid though we cannot yet be firm about the timing of such
a bkid.

Because these new proposals would represent poor value.for monesy,

would ask you to reconsider whether a less pessimistio negotiating
stance should be adopted. Could Northern Ireland be excluded fronm
the Sewage Sludge proposals (the North Channel is entirely different
from the Worth Sea) or could an extension be negotiated to, say
20107 Or fallimg that 1t would ba helpful 1f Horthern Ireland could
ba excluded from, or given as long a period as possible to implement,
the Disposal of Sewage through Sea Outfalls proposal, preferably

until, say,2010. While ultimately these concessions may not prove
negotiable, it would surely be better to begin by negetiating for
the most satisfactory ocutcome, even if we have to give ground in due

coursa. Could I ask you to adopt thie stance at least in respect of
Herthern Ireland?

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Malcolm Rifkind,
Peter Walker, John Gummer and Worman Lamont and to Sir REobin Butler.

LD/SAOFS /1552
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(1)
. PRIME MINISTER —

THE AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT

You agreed last night that Mr Patten should go ahead with an
announcement that the dumping of sewage sludge in the North Sea
should be phased out by lggﬁ; and I have circulated your decision.
The papers are at Flag ét__ .

Mr Ridley wrote (Flag A) before learning of your decision sayinq

which you have accepted = that the affect on global warming of

R L
burning sewage sludge is so small that other considerations

outweigh it. He also says th5E there is no scientific svidence

L ————— - -— —_—

against dumping of sludgea. Carolyn Sinclair providesz a note on
g
this at Flag 8 which shows that the international scientific

congensus iz that it does caus=e harm. =

The North Sea Conference starts next Tu&sday and the UK will be
rumpletaly isolated on this issue if it does not make an

announcement on Monday. We are alrendy committed to stopping

dumplnq wh&re there are practicable alternatives (which given the

c— c———_ =

practice on on the continent there clearly are in this case).

e —

e

¥You may also want to be aware of an exchange of correspondence
between Mr Brooke and Mr Patten about the position in Northern
Treland on the various forms of dumping discussed at Misc 141.
This is at Flag D. Mr Brocke argues that a more lenient reqime
should be allowed for Northern Ireland perhaps negotiating
longer deadlines, because of the ot costs they fa:e But this is
presentaézanally Very dlffiuult ko dEfend, and Northern Ireland
is in the same position as Scotland, which you have said should

come in line with England and Wales.

Content to overrule Mr Ridley's objections on sewage sludge and
to allow an announcement on Monday to go ahead?

Agree that Northern Ireland should come in line with the rest of
the United Kingdom: and accept the decision= of Misec 1417
AT
Caroline Slocock
28 February 1990
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From the Private Secretary

28 February 1990

QEDJ ﬁm%er;

MISC 141: DISCUSSION ON THE AQUATIC ENVIROHNMENT

The Prime Minister was grataful for your Secretary of
State's minute of 26 February in which he explains the effect on
greenhouse gases of the disposal of sewage sludge on land and in
particular through incineration. Sha accapts that, although the
dumping of sewage sludge in the sea is less harmful in terms of
greenhcuse gases, the adverse effect of incineration is very
gmall. Given our international commitments and the other
environmental argquments against dumping sludge in the ocean, the
Prime Minister agrees that your Secretary of State should make an
announcement on 5 March that the United Kingdom should seek to
end dumping of sewage sludge in the North Sea by 1998, subject to
cbtaining the necessary planning permisseion for the introduction
of incineraticn plants. The announcement would alse cover the
decision made by MISC 141 on the discharge of untreated sewage to
coastal waters.

I am copying this to the Private Becretaries to members of
MISC 141 and to Sonia Phippard (Cabinet Office).

L ;
(Luji E»xtﬂmeing
Car"—

(CAROLINE SLOCOCK)

Roger Bright, Esq.,
Department of the Environment.
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INCINERATION OF SEWAGE SLUDGE

The last meeting of Misc 141 agreed that the UK should seek to end
the dumping of sewage sludge in the North Sea by 1938, subject to
obtaining planning permission for the introduction of incineration
plants. But Mr Ridley raised a problem over CD2 emissions which
you wanted to resolve before making a firm commitment. Mr Patten
has explored the position and a note is attached. In the light of
thizs, he hopes that you can agree that incineration is a wviable

-,
alternative to dumping sewage sludge; and that an announcement can

be made on & March in £time for the North Ssa Cenfarence.

o ——— e—
—

However, his note does show that, as far as C0Z2 i= concerned,

dumping in the sea is envirnnmpnta1 1y better {thp sea absorbs

thres-guarters of the carbon dumped whereas incineration leads to
N ey 1

the emission of all the CO2 in the sludge). But the amount of CO2
involved is very small: incineration would lead to an increase of

only 0.08% in carbon emissions. And incineration produces about
the same amuunt of CO2 as Dther mﬂthﬂds of dispnsai on land

(althcugh the release is on a shorter timescale].

The UK is committed by the 1987 NHorth Sea Conference to end the
dumping of sewage sludge where there are wviable alternativea.
Incineration aﬁa_EHE_dispnsal of sewage sludge on land are methods
already used on the continent. Given the very small effect on CD2
emissions of incineration, it is difficult to argue that there isor
no practicable ones alternative available in the UK.

Mr Patten's note explores whether sewage sludge might be dumped in
the Atlantic. But this he says is prohibitively expensive; and
would break an EC Directive.

In view of this, are you content that the UK should announce on 5
March that it will phase out the dumping of sewage sludge in the
s&a? HJJ

Caroline Slocock

27 February 1990
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THE AT HOM JOHN WAKEHAM MP
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01 238 3290

The Rt Hon Christopher Patten MP
secretary of State for the Environment
Department of the Environment

2 Marsham Street

LONDOHN
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Thank you for copying to me your letter of 13 Februarfﬂtn
John Gummer regarding the proposed handling of the UK's interests
in the forthocoming Nocth Sea Conference.

I fully agree with the lines you propose to take at the
conference regarding cffshore installations. T would stress that
we have reached an agreed pesition, after very hard bargaining,
with the other WNorth Sea States, on the control of discharges
Erom offzshore Installakionz. Even at the last mepbing of Ehe
heads of delegation in January, agreement on a timescale For
eliminating discharges of oil contaminated cuttings [rom
exploration and appraisal wells was only reached after the UK
agreed to reduce the cut-off date from 1995 £o 1994. We consider
that it would be impossible to achieve an earlier date than this
and 1 hope therefore that any attempt at the conference to alter
it will be strenuously resisted.

I am copying this letter to members of MISC 141 and to

David Waddington, Tom King, Peter Brooke, Tony Newton and
Michael Howard.

ey o=
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PRIME MINISTER

MISC 141 DISCUSSION ON THE AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT

Following our discussion on sewage sludge dumping at sea last week I
was invited to produce a note on the effect on greenhouse gases.
Accordingly I now enclose a note which has been eleared
interdepartmentally at official level.

This shows that the effect on greenhouse gases of disposing of
sludge on land is the same whether sludge is spread on land or
incinerated. Modern incinerators use the sludge itself as fuel and
require only a very small initial burn of foseil fuel to starkt up
the process: thereafter no further burning of foseil fuel is
required.

It is, of course, essential that we look at the overall
envirenmental implications of our pelicies and that we should not
resolve one at the expense of creating another. But egqually we
cannot refuse to eountenance sound environmental policies in one
area simply because they have a minor adverse environmental effect
elsewhere. We have to look at issues in the round.

I am convinced that on this issue the small adverse effect on
greenhouse gases falles within the acceptable level and that it is
not of a magnitude that might cause us to reconsider our approval of
a ban on sludge dumping at sea.

I would be grateful for confirmation by Thursday that you ara
content that as agreed at the meeting we should now move to ban

with our agreement on treating sewage discharges to coastal waters

sewage sludge dumping at sea. I propeose to announce this tﬂgecher[a

ol
'hﬁ-;ma

on Monday 5 March.

bt
I am copying this to other members of MISC 141, and te Sir Robin ndummij

Butler., :

T Moma o,

26 FEB 185




SEWAGE SLUDGE DUMPING AT SEA: EFFECT ON GREENHOUSE GASES

i Over GO0 million tonnes of carbon diaxide is produced each
year from burning fossil fuels at power stations, in wahicles and
g0 forth. A further 24 willion tonnes is cycled through the
human food chain. This iz a cycle and unlike burning of fossil
fuel it does not result in a build up of CO,. Of the 24 million
tonnes about afﬂ of a million tonnes is dumped in the saa as
sawage sludge. Some of this subseguently returns to the human
food chain in the form of fish. Some, parhaps up to the
egquivalent of % million tonnes (0.2m tonnes of coal eqguivalent)
remaing in solution in the sea, or precipitated in tha form of

carbonate to the sediments as a carbon sink.

I All cgarbon in sludge disposed to land is eventually
converted into fres CO,. If incinerated sludge is converted to

CD? immediately. If landfilled or spread on agricultural land

the conversion is more gradual. But the nel effect is the same
since incinerators use the sludge as fuel and require only a
very small use of fossil fuel to start up the process.

3. Digposing of sludge on land rather than at sea is

therefore likely to increase the amount of CO., by at most &

million tonnes per annum (an increase of less Lhin 0.08%). This
applies regardless of the precise arrangements for disposal on
land, There will also ba a further small increase arising from
the treatment of sewage discharged to coastal waters but less

than that arising from banning sludge dumping at sea.

4, Thera is a mid way option of dumping sludge in the ocean
rather than in coastal waters. But this would be prohibitively
expensive, and would face the same political objections. In
particular the UK would still have to wveto an EC directive to ban
sewage sludge dumping at sea.
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DUMPING OF INDUSTEIAL WASTE INTO THE HORTH SEA

I have seen Nicholas Ridley’s letter to yuu_giffI“Pebruary_ I agres
with the line he puts forward on ending dumging of industrial waste
at sea and I am content that you should now anncunce this change of
policy.

1 am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other members of
MISC 141 and te Sir Robin Butler.
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The Re. Hon Michelas Ridley MP
Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
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THE DUMPING OF LIQULD INDUSTRIAL WASTE IRTO THE HOETH SEA

L wa O
I have seen Chris Patten’s latfer to Malcolm Rifkind and the

subsequent correspondence about disposal of waste at sea, and
particularly, from my DTI point of view, the disposal of liguid
industrial waste, S

I fully reconise the emotions that this issue generates in this
country and in other North Sea states. Regrettably these
emoticns have tended to cloud the science. However, I can fully
appreciate the risks of the UK yet again unfairly being put in
the dock at the Third Horth Sea Conference, and the damage this
could do to global perception of our record on the environment.

Therefore I accept the political need to do as much as we can
before the Conference to take the sting out of the current
campaign against us even 1f the campaign is based on a partial
interpretation of the London Declaratien. I can accept your
proposal for the general aim of bringing licences to an end by
the end of 1992 and welcome your acknowledgement of the need to
make an exception in the case of ICI. Despite its doubts about
the scientifie case, the company has made a significant
commitment (not least in money terms) to cease sea disposal of
its waste, and since ites initial announcement has CofiE Eome way
ifi advancing its timetable and consequently the date when it
could give up the option of sea dumping. However, the project
to achieve this is large and the company’s judgement is that to
end its dumping licence in the first part of 1993 as you
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the departiment [ur Enterprise

suggest would leave no room for the sork of bteething troubles
which its experience on large chemical projects suggests it is
very likely to encounter. ICI feels that the earliest prudent
date would be OCtober 1993,

I suggest a slight reformulation of your proposal which would
retain its positive stance withcut closing off the possibility of
extension of ICI's licence to October 1993 should it encounter
the sort of technical problems it foresees. Your announcement
yeould say that extension into 1993 for the final two wastes will
qbe granted only if absolutely necessary on techniecal grounds, and
'| for the shortest possible period. If pressed for clarification
¥ you can say that the Firm aim is to end dumping of those wastes
as early as possible in 1933 although it should be recognised
that there may be technical problems which may require extension _
into the, second half of the year. JAaw Mkt~ Lo, :;‘;‘-rmq..t‘.-. o b
Hoiuden 84, Liio bancd, ! Krist, bt En et
Your afficials have also been looking hard at the case for an
early end to other licences. I understand that it has been
accepted that the licence for Woolcombers (Processors) Ltd should
continue until October this year as the company has requested.
Officials are still in touch about the licence to Allied Colloids
Limited. I can understand the concern about the anticipated
reaction in the 0Oslo Commission to the company's case which I
understand is mainly that it needs to retain the optlion of sea
disposal to facilitate its expansion plans. Egually the
company's legitimate commercial concern should not be ignored and
I should be grateful if a final decison can be stayed pending
further details of the commercial impact which my officials are
urgently obtaining from the company. Clearly care will need to
be taken to avoid any suggestion that the case has been treated
other than on its own merits without any unfavourable comparison
with a decizion on ICI's licence.

If my suggestions are acceptable to you and Chris Patten, I doubt
Chat we need discuss the detail at MISC 1471,

I am copying this to the Prime Minister, other members of MISC
141 and Sir Robin Butler.
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I wrote to you nnﬁ;jﬂf1ﬁfuary giving you my general view of where we
stand on the issu€s which will be discussed at the Third North Sea
Conference. Since then I have had a meeting with Mrs Maij-Weggen,
the Netherlands Minister responsible for North Sea issues. who will
chair the Hague meeting and is carrying out a series of bi-laterals
to discuse difficult issues in advance of the Conference.

I was left in no doubt that the most difficult issues for the UK at
the Conference will he dumping at sea, both of diquid industrial
waste and sewage sludge. On the first, I know that you have been
pursuing the gquestion of a termination date and I also had the
opportunity to discuss the issue with ICT last week. In the
circumetances I do not think we can do better than the terms
outlined in your letter of termination by end 1992 with a six month
extension if unavoidable. On the issue of sewage sludge, there is
no doubt that the UK ie deeply isclated and that a failure to move
an this issue would wipe out any credit we might obtain from
agreement on other measures. Indeed Mrs Maij-Weggen indicated to me
that the success of the Conference will be closely linked to this,

There is also little doubt that the issue of nutrients will dominate
North Sea proceedings for some years to come. Although the
Netherlands Minister showed some recognition of our position, based
on reacent scientific studies, there will still he strong pressure
for us to play a part in nutrient reduction measures. It remains
my view therefore that the unaveidable minimum for this Conference
is to eliminate untreatead discharges of sewage from all major
coastal towns as soon as possible. Our North Sea neighbours also
face considerable difficulties in tackling agricultural nutrient
inputs and Mcs Maijl-Weggen is likely to pPropose an additional North
Sea Conference on nutrients to ke held jointly with Ministers of
Agriculture in late 1992 or early 1993,




Lbur dlscussions alse covered a number aof other points., MNrs
Maij-Weggen was concerpnsd Lo reach agreement an fwno of the
eutstanding lssues referred to ip my last letter: the application of
50% targets to dtmospheric emissians, as far a5 Best Availahle
Technology will allow: and Becuring higher reductions far discharges
to rivers of 4 substances. She suggested that there should he a
target of 70% reduction in discharges of cadmium, mercury, lead and
dioxing to rivers. 1 explained our principled reservations on
these, but if adcceptable modifications can be made I am inclined to
seek to reach agreement at the Conference. on the issue of PCB
phase out, I indicated our concern that withdrawal he firmly linked
to destruction and that we SXpected to move to a target date of
2000,

A further issue raised by Mrs Maij-Weggen was the Dutch concern for
Support for their initiative, already discussed in the NsC
Dreparatery meetings, for a salvage fund to cover interim costs of
salving hazardous cargoes or wrecka. I explained that thare ware a
number of difficulties with the propesal but that we could agree to
keep it on the table.

I am copying this letter to members of MISC 141 and to David
Waddington, Tom King, Tony MNewteon, Petsr Broocke and Michael Howard,

(:1jgz;huibrﬁﬁgb?ﬁhfnk

—

Fﬁ CHRIS PATTEN
(Approved by the Becretary of State
and signed in his absence}
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DISPOSAL OF WASTE AT SEA

When I wrote to you on 12 February about the dumping of

industrial liguid waste intoc the MNorth Sea, I had not

s2en your letter of 6 February to Malcolm Rifkind, and uﬂmih
had been assuming that you would be handling the dispozal | W e o
of sewage and sewage slUdFe in MISC 141, where the o
Foreign Secretary would have had the opportunity to ﬁi*ﬁjr
comment. I therefore wanted to ensure that criticism of e
our positicn on the dumping of industrial liguid waste ghhﬁ“ﬂﬁh
would also be taken ifito account.

The arguments I advanced in my letter for fixing a firm
and early date for the cessation of this dumping apply
equally to the dumping of sewage sludge and untreated
sawage. I therefore strongly support the prdpesals in
yvour letter. The level of international opposition to
our policies and the general perception that we are
acting in disregard of the spirit of the Second North Sea
Ministerial Declaration already ensure our isclation on
theze iszuezs at the next Conference in March, and, as I
argued in my letter of 12 February, have a sarious impact
on our now otherwise favourable image ovarseas on other
environmental matters.

I very much hope therafore that colleagues will be able
to agree to your proposed package. I do not believe we
can credibly defend anything less.




I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Malcolm
Rifkind, Peter Walker, Peter Brooke, John Selwyn Gummer,
Norman Lamont and Sir Robin Butler. -

iz

The Rt Hon William Waldegrave

The Rt Hon Chris Patten MP

Secretary of State for the Environment
Department of the Envircnment

2 Marsham Street

LONDON SWl
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UISPOSAL OF WASTE AT SEA

-

Thank you for your letter of IEIFEqu&EY.

1 am grateful for your support on these proposals, particularly on
dumping of industrial waste, which 15, of course, your
responsibility. I fully accept your Proposals on the end date for
industrial waste which I believe represents a significant step
forward in public presentation, It is of course for you to announce
these steps, but I would ask that the timing should take account of
publicity arrangements that we are making in preparaticn for rhe
North Sea Conference. Perhaps our officials could liaige about the
precise timing.

On discharges of untreated séwage, you asked what I mean by ‘major
coastal towns'. The point here ig to fiF in with the Municipal Waste
Water Direétive. As presently drafted, this requires treatment for
all discharges from Populations greater than ten thousand. However,
1 am aware that this figqure could change during negotiations. I do
not therefore want to tie ug ts any particular figure at present. It
may, perhaps, be clearer if I were to substitute *large® for
"majort .

¥ou also mention the problems associated with shellfisheries. I am
aware of these as my Department is reasponsible for implementing the
EC directive on waters for shellfisheries, I would hope that by
treating all sewage from populations of greater than ten thousand,
there would be significant improvements to coastal shellfigsheries,
If my proposals for treating most coastal discharges are agresd, T
will certainly ensure that ¥our concerns are taken into account when
schemes are being designed.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Peter Walker,
Malcolm Rifkind, Peter 3rooke, Norman Lamont, Nicholas Ridley and r-
Eir Robin Butler,
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The RL Hon Chris Patten MP
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DISPOSAL OF WASTE AT SEA ;J‘F '
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Thank you for copying to me your lgkf;r of 6 February to Malcolm
Rifkind,

I am of course fully committed to early termination of our
remaining licences for dumping at sea the industrial wastes
covered by the 1987 Horth Sea Conference Declaration. The
Ministry is pressing licencees hard to put in place alternative
means of disposal. I will ¢terminate licences as soon as
environmentally acceptable land disposal is available, without
disrupting industry.

L am sympathetic to your proposal that a fixed final termination
date should be announced. Five of the nine remaining llcensed
wastes should be dealt with on land within a vyear. Those
companies with longer timescales for implementing land disposal,
some involving substantial investment in complex technology, see
risks 1n sektting an optimistic deadline which may prove
impossible to meet. ICI have written to me on this point,
explaining that they have brought forward their timescale for
texmination from early 1995 and hope, by making all efforts, to
eliminate sea disposal by end 1992, However they seek provision
to use sea disposal in 1993 if they face technical delays. A
second company, Sterling Organics, also has major technical

lssues to resclve, and has also made a case for licensing into
1393

Setbking an unreasonable deadline would store up problems for the
future. I would therefore intend to make an announcement that

fall licenges, with...




all licences, with iUwo possible exceptions, will be withdrawn 5y\_a
the end of 17992, and that an extension into the first half of
1983 For the final twc wastes will be granted only if abseclutely
necessary, and for the shortest possible period.

I am clear that an indefinite continuation of sewage sludge
dumping at gea 1z ot —defensible. T favour a statement being
made befere the HNorth Sea Conference that dunmping of sewage
sludge will be phased out and I am glad that you support that
position. I would look to yvou for guidance as to the length of
Lime required for completion of the process, bearing in mind your
responsibilities for waste disposal on land, for the water
companies and for the planning process, If yvou consider that the
end of 1998 is the earliest cut-off date which is feasible I can
go along with that.

L am pleased that you recognise that increased disposal to
agricultural land is wunlikely to be a alternative
partly because of contamination in sludge. The increased risk of
nitrate leaching in poténtial nitrate vulnerable areas is another
of my concerns. We already dispose of more =sludge to
agricultural land than do most other countries. Apart from the
nitrate leaching risk, our heavy metal limits are often laxer
than elsewhere and set at levels which recent R & D is
indicating could damage the spil. I am not seeking a poliecy
change on these points now, but we must recognise the risk that
if we ban the dumping of sludge at sea on a precautionary basis
Wwe may soon be asked why we continue ta allow its application to
land used for food production. Apart from this issue of
principle, we may well need to review the heavy metal limits
sooner rather than later,

Finally I support the principle of eliminating untreated
discharges of sewage as socon as practicable, I note that your
proposal is sclely in relation to major coasbtal towns., I must
point out our concerns for coastal shellfisheries. BParts of our
shell fish industry are going to have to face very substantial
lovestments in the purification, handling and storage of their
products in order to meet the new standards on microbiclogical
safety which the Commission are about to propose as part of their
"1U9Z" plans for the harmonisation of national measures on
shelIfish hygiene. We need also to continue to protect those 29
shellfish waters we designated in 1981, following EC Directive
79/923. I am concerned that, by restricting the phasing out of
untreated discharges of sewage to major towns alone we will be
doing little or nothing and it will 'seem as such - for our
coastal shellfish industries. They fairly represent that their
costs follow directly from others' pollution; and that untreated
gsewage is a significant component.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Peter Walker,
Malcolm Rifkind, Peter Brooke, Norman Lamont, Nicholas Ridley and
te Eir Robin Butler.

JOHH GUMMER
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As colleagues will be aware, we have been preparing during the lase
yvear for the Third North Sea Conference, which I shall attend in the
Eague 7-8 March 199C. This letter sets out how we see the
Conference prospects and how we propose to handle the UE’s

in all the majer topies likely to be discussed.

The Nocth Sea Conference remains for ue the primary internatianal
focus for policy decisions on a wide range of activities affecting
the marine environment, although it is closely linked to the work af
other fora. The UK cbtained considerable credit from the Second
Conference in London in November 1987, hosted by Nicholas Ridley and
I very much hope that we can continue to do so in March. A
guccessful Conference is an important element of the presentaticn of
marine protection policies at home and it remains ocur intention to
apply North Sea measures generally to all our coastal waters.

One of the main purposes of this year's Conference is to review the
progress on implementation of the decisions of the London
Conference, particularly on the reduction of the order of 50% by
1835 in inputs of dangerous substances to rivers and estuaries.
Here we have a good story to tell, with substantial reducticns
already achieved or snvisaged. I propose to publish the National
Action Plan detailing these measures in advance of the Conference,
together with other positive features of the implementation story,
including our commitment to the North Sea Task Force, which
co-ordinates North Sea science and ressarch and was a UE initiative
in the London Conference.

However, it has been clear that other North Se2a countries ds nat
regard themselves as bound by the commitment in 1987 to treat this
Conference principally as a review of implementation and thete has
been extensive discussion of new initiatives. Although we hava




successfully resolved many conflicting bids in the praparatory
meeting end supported a wvery useful zet 0f Furkher inftiatives.
there are still several difficult issues for resolution at Eke
Conferance.

Discussions have not been helped by a tendency for some Nordie
countries to offer 'maglic wand' undertakings for further reductions
in inputs ©o the sea when we know Lhat the suppotting scientific
data 18 weak and the prospect of delivery poor. More serious has
been the consistent tendency of Federal Republic of Germany to press
extrema and often unsupported proposals on topics in which the FRG
has little direct interest. There has been a marked tendency to
table ever more radical proposals without hope of success in order
to promote green credentials at home. Against this the UK and
France, and to a lesser extent Belgium, have argued £for a more
realistic and honest approach, supported on occasion by Norway and
the Netherlands, which as host country is pulled alternately by
pragmatism and pressure to support more radical gestures.

The framework established at the London Conference will continue to
determine the btoad shape and priorities of the Third Conference
fncluding the explicit commitment to the precautionary approach in
relation to dangerous substances and more generally not to dispose
of waste in the sea if a practicable land-baged alternative is
available.

Dangerous Substances

The Eicst major topic, and in our wview still the most important
sclentifically in terms of improving the guality of the NHorth Sea 1is
the reduction of dangerous substance inputs to rivers, estuaries and
coastal waters. The broad target of a reduction of the order of 50%
by 1995 was agreed in London. The Hague Declaration will strengthen
it by adopting a common North Sea list of around 38 substances to
which this applies. We can agree this (while still giving priority
to our own Red List of 213 substances) and alsoc support a series of
specific measures to reduce mercury discharges from industry and
from batteries, to consider a wide range of other initiatives and
support further study of industrial sector emissions by the Paris
Commission,

However, several other proposals in this area give us cause for
concern. A proposal to semk 50% reductions for atmospheric
emissions for arcund 10 substances, mainly metals, is inadeguacely
supported scientifically. So is a proposal to sesek 70-90%
reductions in river discharges for 4 substances. A gualification
that these shall be "as far as BAT will allow" may help. As in the
London Declaration BAT is defined as "Best Available Technoslogy nct
entaliling excessive cost". We will also continue to oppose strongly
FRAG proposals for a new measure on pesticides - this is unnecessary
lf the single dangerous substance list is maintained and is intends
to deal with a purely German problem, reflecting their own wiabili-
to deal adeguately with diffuse sources of dangerous substances.




A new inikliative for the Tnird Conference iz a proposal to phase put
all remaining, identifiahle, uses of PCBs. In our wiaw (and that of
most other states) we should reject the Germas and Danigh propasal
simply to store waste as unacceptable on envircnmental grounds.
Phase out must be linked with destruction. We have so far supported
an eventual phase out date of 2005, but our estimates suggest that
on the basis of existing plans by industry, the replacement of life
expired eguipment and the capacity of destruction facilities that
the UK should achiewe this substantially earlier, I therefore
propose to indicate that we expect to achisve elimination by the
year 2000 and I believe that agreement will be reached on this dats,
Attached to this part of the text is a proposal to phase out
hazardous PCE substitutes, which we have resisted as unsoundly
based. The current text which seeks to deal with tham to a
"comparable timetable® is we believe the best that can be achieved.

Mutrients looks set to be the single most difficult topic of the
March Conference,. Briefly, states along the eastern sdge of the
North Sea suffer from increasing eutrophication problems in their
shallow, slow moving coastal water caused by input of nutcient,
particularly nitrogen from sewage treatment plants, agriculture and
industry. UK coastal waters do not suffer in this way (except in a
nandful of places such as Langstone Harbour) and s=ince the
aydrography of the North Sea generally maintains a geparate
continental coastal band, there is no evidence that our inputs
(which in any event have oot risen) contribute in any material way

to the problem. Nevertheless the science of this subject is still
evolving go that it is difficult for us to prove cenclusively that
we do not contribute. The nutrient reductien programmes being
undertaken by other states are massive (Denmark and FRG are iooking
for "equal misery"™) involving extensive application of tertiary
=Teatment - 1n Germany's case at a cost of 10kn DM,

The UK has firmly resisted the case for standard measures hera and
drgued that proposals must be addressed to affected areas, Thie
distinction appears to have been acceptad, but as a price the UK
will be pressed to give a general undertaking on treatment. I
cannot accept the exlisting text reguiring secondary treatment as a
general rule and I have indicated elsewhere how far I believe we
could go. We have also offered a proposal to review nutrient inputs
from whatever source - for example diversion of sewage sludge from
sea to land disposal would cut UK inputs by areund 10%.

1 have circulated separately to MISC 141 menbers a paper outlining
proposals on dumping at sea which in my view would go a long way to
removing hostile pressures which could destroy all the credit wa
hope to obtain from the Third Conference. Tha principal isgue i=s
sewage sludge, which is still seen in symbelis terms by virtually
all other Worth Sea countries. Industrial waste dumping has also
become highly sensitive as the UK is the only country to continue




Ihare are also two Metherlands initiatives which are likely to
preduce difficult discussions at the Conference. The first is to
establish a Salvage Fund for removing hazarcous ships and cargoes.
Its purpose is to remedy inadequacies or delays in existing and
proposed international arrangements and avoid the costs of a major
incident falling on one state. Other states have resisted this but
wa cannot completely discount the option. Secandly the Mekherlands
are likely to indicate their enthusiasm for establishing an EEZ for
enviconmental reasons. We have made very clear that this is not
currently an option for the UK but that we will consider inereasing
coastal state jurisdiction for particular parposes on its merits.
There 1s already a provision gn the EP Bill which extends our
jurisdiction on marine dumping.

The Declaration alsov loocks ahead to the Fourth Confersnce in 1995 to
oe hosted by Denmark., Follow up meetings .- at official level will be
aecessary but much effort will be applied in the existing
conventions - 0slo, Paris and the International Maritime
Organisation. However.,we can ‘expect greater attention to
implementation and enfbrcement in the North Sea discussions in the
intervening years,

The negotiating line I have indicated above largely reflects the
discussions already held by officials here and from the Departments
concerned. If there are any additional points which colleagues wish
to emphasise for inclusien in our negotiating position I would be
glad to hear as soon as possible.

I am copying this letter to members of MISC 141 and to David
Waddéington, Tom King, Peter Brooke, Tony Mewton and Michasl Howard,

CHEIS FATTEN
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THE DUMPING OF INDUSTRIAL LIQUID WASTE INTO THE NORTH SEA

I am sure that yeu will have noticed the recent growth of
criticism by Norwegian and German Ministersz and in the British
and European press occasloned by the MAFF's announcement of
the issuing of further licences for industrial waste dumping
operations in the North Sea. I ean understand the
difficulties of MAFF's position, but I think we should remind
ourselves of the foreign pelicy implications of such dumping,
particularly as we approach the Third Ministerial North Sea
coniagence.,

Wa are clearly perceived in Western Europe and in
environmental circles elsewhere as acting in disregard nE the
spirit of the Second North Sea Ministerial Declaration. ' We
will, I am sure, come under heavy fire at the Third Conference
and it is on the dumping of industrial waste which our critics
will fix, and we will losa credit for the considerabla
progress we have made and initiatives we have taken in other
North Sea environmental issues, as well as losing our ability
to move the Germans on other matters s=uch as BCBs.

Thera area broader considerations on which the dumping issue
may alse impact. You know that we won considerable
international credit for our initiative in organising the 1988
Qzone Layer Conference. We have since played a veary active
part in international moves to tackle the problems of Climate
Change. And, due in no small part to initiatives taken by the
Primea Minister, enjoy a generally favourable imaga overseas
for our position on environmantal matters.

211 this may be damaged, perhaps seriously, by a highly
visible rift between the North Sea Conference parties and
curselves covar this dumping issua. I hope that vour
Department and the MAFF (I am copying this letter to

Cavid MacLean) will be able to agree a firm and early data for
the cessation of industrial dumping, in time toc take the sting
ogut of criticism at the Third North Sea Conference.

_;?JQi%ﬁ{#ﬁfﬁﬁié%JV
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We are, of course, similarly isolated over the dumping of

sewage sludge, but I understand it is your intentieon to raise
this IN MISC 141, which T walcome.

2
e

The Rt Hon William Waldegrave

The Rt Hon Chris Patten MP

Secretary of State for the Environment
2 Marsham Street
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DISPOSAL OF WASTE AT SEA

It has become evident in recent weeks that disposal of waste at sea
will be a major issue at the forthcoming North Sea Conference to be
held in the Hague in eatrly March. As you know, the UK is now kthe
only North Sea State that continues to dump sewage sludge and
industrial waste at sea. We had hoped that the arguméents we had put
forward in defence otf our present peliey would make these minor
igsues at the Confersnce. But it is now clear that partly through
the antics of pressure groups such as Greenpeace but also because of
growing concern in other countries, disposal at sea will be a very
high profile issue. We therefore need urgently to sort out ocur line
on theee matters. We cannot afford to delay the development of
policy on these issues nor to postpone the announcement of decisions
until the White Paper is published.

There are three issues of concern to me: the dumping of industrial

'waste at sea, the dumping of sewage sludge at sea, and discharge of

L:aw sewage through sea outfalls.| On these issues our policy 15 at

odds with all other Morth Sea states. Until now, Ireland has had

similar policies to ue. But the Irish Geovernment announced on Z6

January firm plans to stop dumping of industrial waste and sewage
mEn

sludge at sea and to eli ate all untreated discharges of sewage

from major coastal Eowns.

Dumping of Industrial Waste at Sea

Strict controls on the dumping of industrial waste were agreed at
the 1587 North Sea Conference. Thie set a deadline of end 19839 for
the ending of this practice axcept for inert materials of natural
arigin or other materials which can be shown in the competent
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international organisation te cause no harm in the marine
environment. We have followed this agreement to the letter but
continue to licence dumping of waste that causes no harm tao the
environment. Neverthelese, pressure groups and to a lesser extent
other North Sea States are arguing that we are at the very least in
bhreach of the spirit of the 1987 declaration and that we are using
\lunphﬂl&s to get round our international gbligations., We must, of
course, repudiate this. But I believe we should go further. We are
already planning to phase out all licences to dump industrial wastes
(except for inert materials of natural origin) over the next few
years. It would help our public and international pesition if we
could now commit ourselves to a specific deadline for the ending of
thesa licences. The actual date is, of course, a matter primarily
for MAFF and I would welcome John Gummer's views on this. For my
pact I believe that we should be very vough on this issue and allow
no more than two to three years. The Irish have announced that they
will ban all dumping of industrial waste from 1995.

pumping of Sewage Sludge at Sea

At the 1987 NWorth Sea Conference we alsoc agreed in ptinciple that
wae from 1 January L989, no material should be dumped in the North
sea unless there are no practical alternatives on land and it can be
=hown to CLhe competent international organisatlons that the

| materials pose ne risk to the marine envirnnment®. We have
1 therefore accepted in principle that sea disposal for sewage sludge
4 chould not be used where there is a practical alternative on land.

The UK is the only North Sea State that continues to dump sewage
zludge at sea. Within the UK this methed of disposal is used for
sludge from the sewage Lreatment warks serving many of the major
conurbations, eg London, Strathclyde, Edinburgh, Merseyside,
Manchester, Tyneside and Belfast. Extensive studies have been
carried put which do not demonstrate that sewage sludge dumpling
causes serious or long term harm to the marine environment and that
compared with alternative disposal routes sea dumping can be the
best practical environmental option. HNevertheless, we are committed
to alternative arrangements on land if this ls practical.

Alternative disposal routes are disposal on agricultural land,
landfill, and incineration. Dispeosal to agricultural land is
unlikely to be a practical alternative both because of the
cantaminants in sludge, and the absence of locally available land.
Landfill may be a practical alternative for some locations, bub it
iz unlikely that suitable sites could he found arcund many of the
major conurbations. In most cases, therefora the only realistic
alternative to sea dumping is likely to be incineration. To replace

. e S

sea dumping completely by incineration would, we estibave, require
capital investment of some +1TB0m (including up to E60m for Scotland)
and increase running costs by Up to £25m per annum {up to ESm per

afnnum in Sceotland).
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There are environmental objections to incineratiﬂn. and we can
expect oppogition to a icatio of incineration plants.
Navartheless, we canncE argue that there are not practical

land-based options for the disposal of sewage sludge, particularly
as manfy nfﬁeg countries, including the OSA and most European

countries, gE:E%gggse of sewage sludge without resorting to the sea.
I beli erefore at we should now move towards ending sewage
sludge d i L sea and we should set an end date after which
licencdes to dump would not be renewed. We need to set a date which
is crediBI® intecnationally and which allows our sewerage
undertakers sufficient time to implement alternative disposal

arrangements. Other North Sea Btates are arguing for 12%51 B
recent draft EC directive proposes a date of end 1998: thHis date has

recentl ted by the Irish Government for ending their
dumping. My view is that end 1998 is the very latest acceptable
data. ——

——
Dpisposal of Sewage Lhrough Sea Outfalls

We have long accepted in this country that sewage discharge to
rivers must first be treated. But for coastal discharges, we have
adqpted’!‘FETTﬂ? O dilute and digperse; allowing natural PLOCEEESEE
te render the sewage harmless. 1IN Tecent years it has bean
acknowledged that THis peolicy is acceptable only where the discharge
iz some distance from the shore and at a suitable location where the
currents and tide will not bring the sewage back onto the shore.
This approach was endorsed by the Royal Commission on Environmental
Pollution {RCEP) inm 19834. BSince then, however, the policy has come
under considerable criticism and applications for discharge consents
for untreated sewage through long sea outfalls face mounting
,criticism from the public. Even RCEF, in evidence to the
| Environment Select Colifittes; have said that were they to study this
igsue again they would be very sceptical aboukt present policy, and
|it should not be assumed that they would again endorse our present
Iapp:ﬂach.

The Eurcopean Commigslion has recently brought forward a dratft
directive which sets minimum treatment standacrds for sewage and
requires that all sewage should be treated before discharge,
including discharges to coastal waters. At present around 17 per
cent of UK sewage is discharged to sea (in Scotland the figure is
around twa—EEIrgs]: some is screened to remove grit and gross solids
but it is otherwise untreated. We commigsioned a study last year to
aggess the implications - both environmental and financial - of this
proposal. We have not yet received that repart (although we expect
it shortly) but we understand that it will confirm that there is no
evidence that discharges through long sea outfalls have a sarious
adversze effect on the marine environment. ©On the financial side the
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consultants estimate that the capital cost of introducing primary
treatment for all coastal discharges would be arcund £lbn and
running costs will increase by around £25m per amnum. For secondary
treatment these costs would be doubled. Costs are
disproportionately higher in Scotland because of the greater use of
sea ocutfalls: present indications are that up to 20% of costs would
ba in Bcotland.

Thege coets are on the bagis that a decision is taken early and the
investment programme to install treatment is integrated with the
already planned £1.4bn investment programme to improve bathing
waters. If these programmes were not co-ordinated the costs of
treatment would be much higher,

The cost of introducing treatment for coastal discharges is
substantial but it would nct be immediate and the ipvestment would,
of course, be spread over a number of years. The water fmdustry in
England and Wale® 1§ already committed te a E£24bn investment
programme over the next ten years and it is unlikely that they could
increase this substantially. In any event new sewage works take
several years to design and build. The majority of the additional
costs WOUIA 6T ERECETOre arige until the late 19905 and early part
of the next century.  The elfect on water charges would be an
increase spread over a decade or more of bebtween 4% and 8%
nationally but with regional variations. It would be on top of real
term increases of around 5% per annum throughout the 185%0s, but
would have a minimal effect on the EPI,

The UK is new the only Community member state advocating discharge
of untreated sewage to the sea. In my view we can no longer hold to
such a policyr our main suppert for it has been the backing from the
Royal Commission on Environmental Poellution in 1984, But even RCEP
have backed off endorsing discharge of untreated sewage in recent
evidence to the Environment Select Committee., My view is that like
tke Irish we should now commit ourselves to eliminating untreated
discharges of sewage from all major coastal resorts. But we should
leave open for further study the level of treatment te be provided
and the timescale, These matters can be negotiated in the context
of the EC Directive.

Overall Assessment

on purely scientific grounds the case has not been made out for
banning dumping at sea and treating coastal discharges of sewage.
But other countries when confronted with these issues have adopted a
precautionary approach and both banned dumping and introduced
treatment of sewage. We are now isolated on these issues. This
leads me to guestion whether we can be sure that ocur policies are
right. I am algo doubtful that we will ever convince the public
that the policies are right especially given the level of
internaticnal opposition to them.
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These issues will arise at the forthcoming North Sea Conference, ang
will be high profile. If we stand out against them then they will
continue as high profile issues in discussions on the EC Directive
and in other international gatherings. They are not going to go
away .

My view is that our present policies are not defensible at least in
the long term. The right time to change policies is now so that we
obtain the maximum benefit from the investment programmes already
announced. We also need to change now if we are Lo claim the credit
for it. IE we resist until after the North Sea Conference it will
look as if we have simply suceumbed to international pressuce.
would hope therefore that you and other colleagues to whom this 1is
copied could agree to an announcement before the Nerth Sea
Conference that:

al dumping of industrial waste at sea ghould be stopped as
sgon as possible, say end 1993; :

b) dumping of sewage sludge at sea should be stopped by
end 1998 at the latest; and = s

c) we should eliminate untreated discharges of sewage from
all major coastal towns as sSoon as practicable.

This has to be seen as a package. We cannot sensibly bLanm sludge
dumping whilst continuing to dischargs untreated sewage. HNor could
we sensibly introduce treatment for sewage and dump the resultant
gludge in the sea.

These issues will be covered in the forthcoming MISC 141 paper on
the aguatic environment but in view of the urgency of the decisions
T am seeking I thought it only right te glve colleagues most
concerned with these issues advance notice. I would very much
welcome your ViEws.

1 am copying this te the Prime Minister, Peter Walker, Peter Brooke,
John Gummer, Norman Lamont and Sir Robin Butler.

CHRIS PATTEHN
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1O DOWNING STREET

4 LONDOMN SWIA IAA
Frome the Private Secrelgry 7 May 19H9

PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING WITH THE MINISTER PRESIDENT OF
LOWER SAXONY

The Prime Minister had a brief meeting this morning
with Dr. Albrecht. Most of 1t was devoted to a discussion
of the German position on SNF in which Dr. Albrecht found
himself rather on the defensive. However, towards the end,
he did make a brief referernce to the initiatives which ha
had taken to elear up the Elbe on which the Prime Minister
complimented him. The Prime Minister in turn recalled the
London Conferance on the North Sea and confirmed that we
remained committed to measures included in the Ministerial
Deglaration issued then, We were looking forward te the
Eollow up Canference.

Dr. Albrecht referred even mora briefly to the use of
military training areas in Lower Saxony by Britisn Forces.
This gave rise to some difficulties with the local population.
He understood that it was difficult for British Forces to
restrict their training any further. The only point which
he would ask the Prime Minister to consider was whether there
was any scope for reducing such training on Sundays. The
Prime Minister took nocte but thought it unlikelwy we counld
do anything turther to reduce our training.

1 am copying this letter to Kate Bush (Department of
the Environment) and to Brian Hawtin (Ministry of Defencel.

(c{ D. POWELL]

Richard Gozney, Esg..
Foreign a2nd Commonwealth Office.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

Lonodon SWI1A 2AH

16 May 1989

Minister President of Lower Saxony

The Prime Minister will see Dr Albrecht briefly on
Wednesday 17 May at noon. The German Embassy, who are
respondible for the programme, have also arcanged for hBim
ta eall on the Environment Secretary earlier that morning
and then to have detailed discussions with DOE experts
before he sees the Prime Minister.

Pr Albrecht recently wvisited East Berlin: environmental
issues figured prominently in his talks, with the main
emphasis on the need to clear up the Eiver Elbe which
discharges many pollutants into the North Sea. The prime
aim for his VvISIt DNere 15 Tto burnish his image by being
geon to be discussing North Sea pollution with the Prime
Minister and te gain further publicity for his recent
anncuncement of far-reaching measures affecting the
North Sea (background in Bonn telno 504 (attached)l. But
he is not expected to go into detail nor to raise other
environmental issues. The Prime Minister will wish to
describe the UK commitment to environmental protectien
generally; the lead we are taking on the ozone laver, both
at the London Conference in March and then in Helginki:
and our recent global climate initiative, as set out by
Slr Crispin Tickell in new York last week [ie a Convention
on Climate Change; to be supplemented by specific
Protocols as scientlfic research progresses: and strengthening
UNET ). A copy of Crispln Tickell's presentaticon is
enclosed. Many in Germany s5till guestion our credentials
and it would be& useful 1If the Prime Minister could take the
cpportunity to dispel any remaining doubts in br Albrecht's
mird ,

on the North Sea, the Prime Minister could recall the
London Conference in Hovember 1%87. ALl concerned
considered it a great succeses, Jgreement was reached on
a package of very EODETantisl measures. The UK stands by
its commitment to the measures included in Lhe Ministerial
Declaration at the London Conference to maintain the
gquality of the North Sea. We were the first North Sea State
to issue guidance to local authorities and industry on how
wE& intended to turn waﬁT;_EETE actioh.

COVERING CONFIDENTIAL
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The next MWorth Sea Conference, hosted by the
Netherlands in=¥STch 1970, was intended primarily to review
progress on the implementation of the measures agreed at
the London Conference, but the Duteh and others,
including the FRS, want to see somé new initiatives., We
are at odds with the Germans on some issues. They are
ingisting on singling out the North Sea”for regicnal
initiatives on strigter standards to control operational
shipping discharges, eg for oil and chemicals, While the UK
and"the majority of other countries wish to see improved
worldwide standards where these can be realistically
achieved. We are alac under presgure to give up entirely
dumping industrial waste at sea. At the same time, it is=s
possible that the Germans may not make the hecessary
progress to phase out ipcineraticn within the timescale set
out by the London Beclaration. It will certainly be very
difficult faf them.

The Prime Minister might assure Dr Albrecht that,
despite our differences in approach, we stand by our
commitment to the London Declaration. We expect to be able
to show real progresa ky the time of the next conference
on the main issues (eg the action plan on discharges to
rivers and estuaries to be published in early 193%0). We
want to ensure the successa of the Conference im the
Fetheriands and we shall continue to work to that end in
the preparatory meetings.

Dr Albrecht hazs not said he wishes to raise any other
matters with the Prime Minister. As vou know, the presence
of British forces in Lower Saxony means we need a good
working relationship with him, and although there are local
sensitivities over low flving and growbnd exercises, we
understand relations are generally amicable with the Land
authorities. The Frime Minister may wish to thank him
for his government's assistance to our forces in the post
and express the hope that it will continue in the [uiure.
Should he ralse the Soltau Lueneburg training area and
low flying, the background is set out in Bonn telno 504,
The Prime Minister could respond on the lines suggested:
but might add that low-flving is & matter for all the
allies and not only of bhilateral concern.

I am copying this letter to Kate Bush in the Department
of the Environment.

x;iW“Jﬂ R |

{

W C-
(R N Peirce)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Ezq
10 Downing Street

COVERING CONFIDENTIAL
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PRIME MINISTER

MEETING WITH THE MINISTER PRESIDENT OF LOWER SAXKONY

You have a short mesting tomorrow with Dr,. Albrecht; the
Ministar President of Lower Saxony. You will remembesr that he
was your hosat during the Buropean Courcil in Hamover. He is
coO bEut ﬂﬂE_;EEn any longer as a serious contender For high

pffice in Bonn.

Dr. Albrecht's main purpose in coming to see you is publicity

—

for himself and in particular for wvarious initiatives he is
taking on cleaning up the MNorth Sea, He has recently

announced measures to reduce the amount of phosphates flowing
From Lower Saxony inte the North Sea by 50/60% and the

: ST
nitrates by 30/408%. Ha may press the cass for a concerted
———

programms: of action on the part of all MNorth Sea states. You

will remembar that we had a successful confersnce in London in
1987 on this and Eh2re is to be a follow—up in the Netherlands
e e
nexk vear. We do not szee eye to eyve with the Garmans on this.
Thay want to focus on the North Sea: we want improved

worldwide standards. Buat you can assure him that we stand by

our commitment to the London declaration.

He may also raise a number of defence matters [(Lower Saxony is
the main area for British forces). Y¥You will want £o thank him
for the good co—operation our forces receive. If he raises
any QuestinnE_EE;EEP;:;ininq - sither tanks or low flving -
vou will want to remind him of how muach of the low Elving wea

_-————

already do over the United Kingdom.

¥You may also like to ask him about the political situation

more generally ion the FRG and the prospects for the coalition.
Some fuller briefing is in the folder,
ChY

{C.D. PFOWELL)
16 May 1989

CONFIDENTIAL
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THE FRIME MINISTER 21 April
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Thank wvoun for your letter of 17 March.

As yvou know from the cutcome of the London North
Sea Conference, the United Eingdom shares the commitment
to protect the marine enviromment and I would be happy to
-

discuss with wvou further sfforts to protact the North

Sea. Could vou manage 1200 on Wednesday 17 May?

Dr. Ernst Albrecht.
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C D Powell Easqg
Private Secretary to
The Prime Minister
10 Downing Street

Bts LL{I dEI April

BW1A 2RA

Dear Grades

ﬂ.'ll{--.l
Thank you for giving us sight of your nefe of 3 April to Eichard
Gosney at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office about Dr Ernst
Albrecht's request to call on the Prime Minister to discuss North
Sea matters.

We see no reason to turn down Dr Albrecht’s reguest. We are on
target to show a good record of imglementatinn at the Third North
Sea Conference and the occasion will give the Prime Minister the
opportunity to show that the UK continues to attach a high priority
to environmental issues and is willing to learn more of Lower
Baxony's plans.

n We will prepare detailed briefing in due course.

R/MS

CEAR sy

EATE BUSH
Private Secretary
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary PR { i-April 1383

I anclose a copy of a8 letter which
the Prime Minister has received from
br. Ernst Albrecht.

I should be grateful for advice and
a draft reply for the Prime Minister's
signature, to reach this office by 17 April,.

I am copying this letter and enclosure
to Alan Ring [(Department of the Environment).

(C.0. POWELL])

Fichard Goznev,; Esg.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Cffice.




10 DOWNING STREET
_LONDON SWIA ZAA

From the Privair Sevretary 20 April 198%

MINISTER PRESTIDENT OF LOWER SAXONY

Thank you for your letter of 14 April
about Dr. Albrecht's reguest for a meeting
with the Prime Minister to discuss efforts
to protect the NHorth Sea. The Prime Minister
can see him wvery briefly at 12 c'clock on
Wednesday 17 May. T assume you will be

| filling out a programme of appointments
with other Ministers.

Meanwhile the Prime Minister is
replying to Dr. Albrecht.

I am copying this letter to Kate Bush
(Department of the Environment).

Charles Powell

Stephen Wall Esg
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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Regquest from the Minister President, Lower Saxony
to call on the Prime Minister

-

Thank vou for your letter of 3 April asking for ad&1ce Gn
how the Prime Minister should respond to Dr Albrecht's reguest
to call on her some time in May to discuss common efforts
to protect the Horth Sea. Yo #EJH

Although Dr Albreczcht's political Etar 1s possibly in the Lﬂ“‘-
descendant, he is still an important figure in CDU palitics. m
The preszence of British Forces in Lower Saxony adds to the E;E{}
need to have good working relations with him.

¥We want to build on the success of the London North Sea
Conference in November 1987 and put across a positive UK
approach te the protection of the North Sea in the run up to
the next Conference in The Hague in March 1%90. There are
some issues where we are at odds with the Germans, whieh it
might be helpful to discuss. We do, therefore, See Some
interest in a meeting with Dr Albrecht, not least because
he was the Prime Minister's host at the Hanover Summit, but
enly 1f the Prime Minister can readily find time for it. We
do not see it as a high priority.

I sncloge a background note on Dr Albrecht, together
with alternative draft replies to his letter.

(J 5 Wall)
Private Secretary

C b Powell
1t Downing

CONEFIDENTIAL
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ALBRECHT, DR ERNST
Minister-President of Lower Saxony (CDU). A Deputy Chairman of the CDU.

Born 1930 in Heidelberg. Smdied philosophy, theology and law in Tubingen, Comell
Basle and Bonn, From 1954-70 held various pests with the Ewropean Communides (1961.63
Deputy Leader of the Delegation handling negotations for Britsh en try. 1967-70 Director General
For Competition in the Commission). In 1971 he quit the Commission to go into Land politics in
the CDU interest. Unexpectedly nominated as CDU candidate for Minister-President in 1975,
Elected Minister-President in a majer upset in February 1976, leading a minority CDU government
until the formation of a CDU/FDP Land Coalition at the =nd of that year. In the 1978 Land election
his party ebtained an absolute majority in the Landtag, for the first ime in Lower Saxony, and held
on 1o it in 1982, thanks in no small measure to Albrecht's personal popularity with the electorate,
Elected a Deputy Chairman of the Federal CDU in 1979, In the 1986 Land election the CDU lost its
overall majority, but Albracht was able to form a coalidon with the FDP, giving him an overall
majonty of one.

[n 1979 he was initially persuaded by the Federal CDU party, against his own inclinations,
o stand as CDU/CSU Chancellor candidate for the 1980 federal electons, but stood down when
the (DU decided to put its weight behind the CSU candidate, Eranz-Josef Stauss. Albrech: took
lirtle part in the election campaign in support of Strauss, and his position in the Federal CDIJ
suffered as a result. After the election he made no secret of his aspiration to be the next CDU/CSU
Chancellor candidare and of his low opinion of Helmut Kohl. With Kohl now well established as
Chancellor, Aibrechr is showing signs of boredom. He seemed for a while 1o have an eye on a
Possible job in Brussels when the Commission changes, but apparently no longer.

A great family man, with 2 wife who was a University lecturer, and six children, Excellent

English. Impressive in a cool way. An enthusiastic hanter. Paid a COI Category [ visit wo the UK
in 1980, which he enjoved and remembers,

14
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DSk ‘gﬁstd Sept B5) DRAFT: nunute/letter/teleletter/despatch/ note TYPE: Draft/Final 1 +

FEROM: Feferance
Prime Minister
DEPARTMENT: TEL. H:

Your Reference
RUTLDING: ROOIM MO

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 10; Copies to:

Dr Ernst Albrecht

Minister President of Lower Saxony
Becret Flankstrassea &

HARNOVER

Taop Saonat

Confidential
Restricted
Unclasaificd EUBRIECT:

PRIVACY MARKING

Thask-syou for your letter of

[n Conlidence

Az you know from the outco of the London North
e
Eea Cnnferﬂnce’the UK shares thg commitment to protect

AW ERT s i

the marine environment and I 1 be happy to

vl
soe=—yoll _scmeLimno—dr—May- Lo didocussifurther efforts
to protect the North Sea.

My officrals—will-ba i pelr-with—your's—abedt

the timdng of your callks

Enclosures flop(s)
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DRAFT: minute/letter/teleletter/despatch/note

TYPE: Draft/Final | +

FROM:
Frime Minister

DEPARTMENT

RUILDING:

Referanoe

TEL. MND:
Your Referance

ROOM NO-:

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Top Secret
Secret
Confidential
Restricted

Unclassifiad

PRIVACY MARKING

A R In Confidence

CAVEAT

Pnelosurss  Miaprsd

TO:

Dr Ernst Albrecht
Minlster Presldent ol
Planstraszse &
HANNCVER

SUBJECT:

Thank you for
inTteresated to haar
planning.
such that
this myself.

Nicholas Ridle

e letter of
gbout

much fregret

Copies to:

Lower Saxony

17 Harah. I was
the campaign you are

that n@ diary in May 1in
ablﬂf%ﬂ gsea you to discuss
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I rang Michael Ryder in the FCO
(270 2392) to check on Dr. Ernst
hlbrecht?s titla. He iz the
Prime Minister of Hamburg; each
State has its own PM and this is
the sort of category of perscn
that could call on Mrs. Thatcher.
However he thought it unusual
that he had written direct and
gaid they would want to check
with the Embassy in Bonn before
adviging. Is this now over to
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Tel. 0511/120=R901

The Rt. Hon.
Margaret Thatcher,
Prime Minizster

10 Dewning Stresat
London SW1A ZAK

GHEAT BRITATHN

Dear Prime Minister,

I attend to start a campaign in Lower Saxony to improve the
ecological conditions of the MNorth Bea. I would appreciate
it very much, 1f I could pay vou a wizit sometime during
May to examine with you our common efforts in favour of

the MNorth Sea.

ITf you see a chance to receive me, pleaze give me a ghort
notlce, My secretary shall then contact your secretary
ta Eix a convenient date.

1985
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the department for Enterprise

The R Hon. Kenneth Clacke QC MP
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and
M.i.ni.l.l.:rnf'frlhudhﬂ:._r}'

Rt Hon Micholas Ridley MP Wmmltﬂf
Secratary of State ol nnd Indmery
Department of the Eavironmant 1-10 Viexsris Serest
2 Marsham Streat Londen SW1H 0ET

LONDON Swirchboard
SW1P 3EB 01-215 7877

Telee BE11074/5 DTHS G
Faw 01-2X2 2529

£15 5147

o2 January 1988
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SECOND INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON THE PROTECTION OF THE NORTH
SEA: IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UE e
Wbk KEOUE 3
Thankfynu for cqpfxng ;n Dawld Ynung herea your latter of
14 January to John MacGregor,

1 agree that it is important for the Government to make clear
how it intends to discharge its obligations arising from the
North Sea Confarnece and, subject to one peoint below, I am
content with the text of the draft Guidance Note. Tt will, of
course, be necesgary to carry out formal consultations with
industry and others about datailed implementation of the
Declaraticon as reflected in the Guidance. It would be helpful
if, prior to consultation with industrial interests, your
officials wera to continue to work closely with mine.

My one comment on the draft text ig that the present wording of
paragraph 15 is open to the interpretation that the UK has no
palicy aover the usa of phosphates in detergents; and that we are
loocking forward to an EC Directiva to provide us with one. I am
sure that this is not the impression intended and suggest that
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the department for Enterprise

alternative wording should be used which does not leave us

effectively committed to an BC proposal with which we cannot
agreea.

Copies of this letter go to the recipients of yours.

% B "'"‘L

KENNETH CLARKE
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THE RT HON EKENNETH CLAREE QC MP
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Rt Hon Viscount Whitelaw CH MC 3 ﬁ
Lord Prasident of the Council LR
Privy Council Office s ¥
68 Whitehall R¥L"
LOMDON

SWLA ZAT [§ November 1587

Ve A,

INTERNATIONAL NORTH SEA CONFERENCE .
I have seen Nicholas Ridley's letter to yvou of 17 Wovember
concerning the sea incineration line at the Conference.

I accept Nicholas's judgement that the alternative line I offered
the Department of the Bavironment in my letter of 12 November has
little prospect of succees at the Conference. I also recognise
that our existing obligation under the Oslo Convention leaves us
with 1little room for manoeuvre.

In the circumstances, albeit with great reluctance, I am prepared
to agree the UK line on sea incineration proposed by DOE. But I
trust that our concession on this front will only be used as a last
resort, in order to avoid UK isolation; and that the concesslion is
uzsed to beast advantage in protecting industry's legitimate
interests elsewhere = 1in particular, sea disposal.

If agreement is reached on 1995 as a termination date to be
negotiated in the Oslo Convention, early steps will bave to be
taken to assist companies which currently use sea incineration to
find environmentally and economically acceptable alternative
disposal routes. I would be grateful if DOE would involve my
officials in taking this work forward.

Finally, I regard it as essential that any concession over sea
incineration should not be taken as a precedent for further
departures from our science-based approach to environmental
protection. In particular, we must avolid in future the sort of
commitments that we have entered into under the 03lo Convention,

ECIACI




I am copying this letter to Nichclas Ridley, to other members of
H Committee, and to Sir Geoffrey Howe, George Younger, Cecil
Parkinson, John MacGregor, Sir Rcobert Armstrong and Mr Wilson
{Cabinet Office).

EENNETH CLAREE







Prom: J B UMWIN CB, Deputy Secretary

CABINET OFFICE
70 Whitehall London swis a8 Telephone it 270 0240
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ODr M W Holdgate CB 3 d
Department of the Environment

2 Marsham Street

LONDON SWLP 3JEB 29 June 1987

(Mslnn

INTERNATIONAL NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

Only MAFF and DTI Ministers have responded to my note seeking
agreement on the proposed UK policy lines and tactics for the 8
policy areas for the Conference discussed recently at EP. Since the
note was circulated on the basis that a nil response by close of play
on 25 June would be taken as indicating acceptance, I now assume that
all other Ministers are content.

2. You will see from the copies of the letters attached that both
MAFF and DTI Ministers are also broadly content. The Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lanccaster, however, stresses that his acceptance of the
approach to Policy Area VII rests on the basis that the further work
on its detailed implications is progressed in consultation with other
Departments and with industry. He also asks that any preliminary
announcement that may be necessary at the Peolicy Working Group should
make it clear that the new approach is planned only for a limited
range of the most dangerous substances.

25 On Poliey Area VIII, both MAFF and DTI Ministers have stressed
the need for the UK teo maintain sea disposal as an option for sawage
and industrial waste where thisg is the best practicable environmental
option, and that, as we discussed in EP, the way in which thea UK
operates this policy should be presented very positively at the
Policy Working Group meeting. MAFF Ministars are also concernad that
we should not take too passive a stand in relation to the activities
of other participants and indiecate a number of points on which thay
would wish to have information to hand before the Ministerial
Conference in Novembar. It would be helpful if the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office would consider how best to parsue the points made
by MAFF Ministers with relevant EC and Scandinavian posts.

4. subject to the points made in these letters and summarised
above, you may now regard the lines proposed in the note as a formal
negotiating briaf for the Policy Working Group meeting.




7 I am copying this letter to members of EP.

G
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DEPARTMENT OF TRADE AND INDUSTRY
1-19 YICTORIA STREET
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Michael Eland Esg el D BT
Private Sacretary to e
Lord President of the Council

Privy Council Office

Whitehall

SW1A 2ZAT 15 June 1987
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INTERNATIONAL HORTH SEA CONFERENCE

Tha Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster has asked me to pass on
his comments on the proposed UK policy line set out in H(87)22 on
the main issues to be discussed at the HNorth 5ea Conference.

Tha Chancallor ie content with the proposed lina for policy areas
I - VI and VIII, stressing in particular the UK commitment to
maintaining sea disposal as an option for sewage and industrial
waste,

As regards the line proposed in V11 (the input of dangsrous
substances tao watar), informal soundings suggest that industry
would view with concern the introduction of across-the-board
controls on water pollution based on the principle of 'best
available technolegy not entailing excessive cost' (BATNEEC].

The CRI has in addition expressed the view that the control
mechanisms appropriate to one environmental medium (in thiz case
air) are not necessarily sultable for another (in this casd water)
and that it would be premature to make any new commitment in this
area before the publication of the Royal Commission on
Environmental Pollution's study with the concept of the 'Best
Practicable Environmental Optien'.

The Chancellcor is reassured to note that DOE propeses to inkroduce
BATNEEC only for a limited range of the most dangerous substances,
iia considers that that fact should be made clear in any preliminary
announcement of the new approach, should It prove necessary to make
one at the officials group next week, and notes also that a lot
more work will need to be done on the detailed implications in

JEZACT




consultation
new approach
conkeant with
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I am copying

JEZACT

with other Departments and with industry, before the

could be implemented in practice.
the suggested approach.

this to those on the akkached list.

\.lzm-q.--"‘ MME‘\
|
ﬂ?ﬁﬂ g_:'.ﬁﬂq
FETER SMITH
PRIVATE EEERETﬁRT

on that basis he is




PS/Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary
ps/Chancellor of the Excheguer
ps/Secretary of State for Energy
PS/Secretary of State for Wales

Ps/Lord Privy Seal -~

ps/Secretary of State for Social Services
pc/Secretary of State for Horthern Ireland
ps/Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
pS/Secretary of State for the Environment
PS/Secretary of State for Employment
pPS/Secretary of State for Education
PS/Chief Secretary to the Treasury
PS/Secretary of State for Scotland
PS/Secretary of State for Transport
pPS/Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasury

JEZACL




Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
hitehall Place London SW1A 2ZHH

CABINET DFFICE

Freiv tA# H 11'.‘.5%
e, 26 JUN 1987

SLRNG ST S TIONS

PHE PO . oo

A J Langdon Esq

Secratary

Home & Social Affairs Commlttee

Cabinat Office

London  SWL 9§ June 1987

Dene e Lo,

MORTH SER OONFERENCE

My Ministers have seen the note (H(87)22) circulated by the Secretariat on 22
June ard the note annexed thereto by the Chairman of the Official Committee
on Frvircenmental Protection. Subject to two tactical points, they broadly
sndorse the lipe proposed on the eight policy issues to be discussed at the
next mesting of the Policy Working Group of Officials on 1-2 July.

As you know, my Minister has the statutory responsibility under the Food &
Envirenment Protection Act for licensing the dumpirg of waste at sea.
Practically all the industrial waste consigned for sea dumping from the UK
arises in England, as does most of the sewage sludge and dredged spoil. No
euch dumping is licensed unless the Ministry judges that it would cause no
harm to the marine envirorment and that there is no reasonable land-based
alternative. This point should be clearly presented, especially as the Quality
Status Review prepared Ly the scientific experts for the Conference produced

no evidence to call our judgement into question on that score. As the
quantities of sewage sludge and industrial waste consigned for sea dumping

may well increase if water authorities, notably in the North East, continue
to press industry to cease direct discharges of waste into the water Ccourses,
i+ is essential that the UK preserves the option of sea dumping for cases
whera it is the best practicable environmental method of waste disposal.
This is particularly relevant in view of the proposals on the reduction of
inputs of dangerous substances which are set out in paragraphs 8-15 of the EP

Chalirman's note,

Secandly, my Ministers are concernsd that we should mot take too passive a
stand in relation to the problems of other participants. They consider that
we zhould be using our posts in the EC and Scandinavia to discover the extent
to which others are diverting attention away from their own environmental




protlems by attacking the UK. indeed, they find it diffioulk o understand
why we have not already started to do this. For sxample, we should know the
extent to which the Federal Republic of Germany exports its wastes to the
Eastern Bloc and to France, and dumps dredged spoil in its inshore waters
without regulation, or the extent to which the outch discharge sewage to soa
by pipeline because they (and the Germans) are running out of land on which
it can be gafely spread. Thie kind of information, Chey beliswve, should be
available to them in good time for the Ministerial Confer=nce in Hovemoer.

1 am sending copies of my letter to the Private Secretariat to members of H
Committes and Fo the Secretaries of State for Scotland, Wales, Tracd= & [ndustry,
Energy and Foreign & Commorwealth Affalrs and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

Lju-wr: o
[

oA ﬂm e
A J Bastian
Frivate Secretary




CONMFIDEMNTIAL

LAW OFFICERS' DEPARTHMENT
ROTAL COURTS OF JUSTICE

LONDON, WC2A ELL

H.STEEL.CHE OBE
LEGAL SECRETARY

Our Refi LEAK 10/85 |7 Septembear, 985

;;L,, e

MeEW SCIENMTIST REPORT ON PROPOSED
LMITED KINGDOM NORTH SEA CONFEREMCE

[ have seen Michasl Franklin's letter to you of My Septzmber and have discussed

it with John Wood (Deputy DPP). We are happy for the investigation to be
pursued in the manner proposed on the understanding that the head of MAFF's
security Section will conduct it as nearly as possible as if he were conducting

a pollee Irvestlgation, lL.e. with a view to obtaining evidence which would be
admissible In any subsequent legal proceedings. 1f he gets to the paint - as he
may well do - where he cannot advance further {and therefore cannot get at the
truth) without coing ar saying something which might foreclose the option of
legal proceedings, we hope that he could temporarily disengage so a3 to aliow

us all to take stock.

| am copying this letter to Michael Frenklin and to MNigel Wicks and Antony Duff.

H STEEL

Sir Robert Armstrong GCZ CYD
Cabinet Office

10 Whitehall

London SWI

CONFIDEMTIAL
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CONFIDENTIAL

i Robert Armsirong (GCHB CVQ
Cabinel Office

T Whitehall

LONDOMN

WA EAs

16th September 18985

DGy ‘f({-@hn =

As you agreed in your letter of ¥id September, our securlty staff haove
been pursuing thelr coquiries inta the recent report in the New Sciontist
ahout 8 proposed United Kingdom North Sea Conference.

| THIS IS A COPY. THE ORIGINAL IS | 227"

" 3_.-},:' L'.-"'}

| RETAINED UNDER SECTION 3 (4) | =~ e
| OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT |13 75/%0¢

[n ._-'_nl_Sil'_iLr:'inH how we mipght best do =0, | am mindful of the probability
that, 1 any external Investigation, cooperation would be refusced by
Mr Dalyell and the New Seientist, so making successful legal proceedings
a rather remole prospect. Essentially, we shall have to depend upon an
admission of guilt by the officer concerned, and | believe that our own
security staff are most likely ta secure this. If we proceed in this Wiy,
we have in my view the maximum chanece 'of diannw:]*jnﬁ' what happened

while still leaving open the guestion, in the Hght of their further report,
whether to deal with the matter by way of legel proceadings or - as |
would prefer - disciplinary action, 1 hope vou and Henty Steel can ogree
that I should instruct the head of Security Section - who is an cx-[_.a'um
cfficer - to pursue his investigations with this afficer.

1 am sending copies of this letter to Nigel Wicks, Antony Duff and
Henry Steel.

G Stapleton
W E Mason
» 0 H Griffiths
W Yagkary

MICHAEL FRANKLIK




COMNFIDEMNTIAL

LAW OFFICERS DEPARTMENT
ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE
LONDOK, WC2A 2LL

H.STEEL .iHG OBE
LEGAL SECRETARY

Sir Robert Armstrong GCB, CVO,

Secretary of tha Cabinst

Cabinat Offlce

70 Whitehall

London SWIA 2AS 3 September |

b_‘__.r %{'—v- "i

NEW SCIEMTIST REFORT ON PROPDSED
UNITED KINGDOM NORTH SEA COMFEREMCE

Thark you for sendlng me a copy of Michael Franklin's letter to you of
21 August and your reply of 2 8eptember. 1 agree with the proposal
that the leak should be further investigated by MAFF's awn security and
irvestigation staff and also agree - and | am grateful to you for taking
the point - with your caveat about their need to avold jeopardizing any
future paolice action and to suspend their enquiries as soon as anybody ls
[dantified as a posslole subject for legal proceedings.

[ am copying this letter to Michael Franlkin, Migel Wicks and Antany Duff,

C
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CONFIDENTIAL

70 WHITEHALL, LONDON SWI1A 2AS
01-233 8319

From the Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Home Civil Service

Sir Robert Armstrong GCB CvO

Ref. ADBS/2109 2 September 1985

My dger Mishenef

Thank you for your letter of Z1 August concerning the
Tecent report in the New Scientist about a proposed United
Kingdom North Sea Confterence.

e
Al

It is indeed disturbing that both this incident and the one
in 1983 should have involved the same area of the Department's
work. 1 understand that the person who came under suspicion
in 1983 would not have had direct access to the papers on this
sccasion, but the possibility must exist that there may have
been others who would have had access to both setz of information.
The threat posed by this situatien iz such that I agree that
the matter should be pursued.

Although this is the kind of case that we would normally
refer to a member of the MPO's Central Panel of investigators,
on this cccasion I agree, subject to Henry Steel's views, that
it would be preferable to ask your own investigators to take on
the task. I am sure that, because of their police background,
they will be zensitive to the need to avoid doing anvthing during
the course of their enquiries which might jecpardize any future
pelice action, but I should be grateful if yvou would ensure that
enquiries are suspended immediately in the event of evidence
being obtained which might raise the possibility of legal
proceedings being taken against anvone.

I look forward to receiving a copy of the report on the
investigation in due course.

I am sending copies of our correspondence to Nigel Wicks,
Antonv Duff and Henry Steel.

H}M &
Rste

Sit Michael Franklin KCB CMG
CONFIDENTIAL




Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Whitehall Place
c- NiDaftie - London, SWIA 2HH

Adyice v draft

reply Flltﬂ":'-'il

Sir Michae! Franklin. K CB CMG
Permoanent Secretary

CARINFT OFPICE

&
CONFIDENTIAL an 2 2 AUG 1985

Sir Robert Armstrong GCB CVO Fitisre
Cabinet Office
T0 Whitehall
LONDON
SW1A 248

21st August 1085

Near I&MH

The edition of the New Scientist of 8th August on page 58 reporis accurately
words used by the head of one of our Fisheries Divisions in a minute to the
Minister's office of 18th June., The substance relates to a proposed
UK North Sea Conference., | attach a copy of the extract from the
Maw Scientist. The matter was reported promptly to me and I commissioned
our Departmental Security Officer to make preliminary enquiries. These have
established that the wording quoted in the New Scientist was indeed that of
the minute of 18th June and that the minute - which was not classified - was
circulated initially to about 14 people within the Ministry and hss probably
been seen by a wider number both within Fisheries Group &nd elsewhere in
London and at our laboratories at Lowestoft and Burnham-on-Crouch.

The leak is more embarrassing than politically or internationally
damaging. Mr Waters' minute is expressed in his characteristically vigorous
style, but it was not written for public consumption. However, what makes
me inclined to take the matter further is the fact that thiz leak concerns the
game area of the Department as did the leak to Greenpeace which I reported
to you in my letter of lst September 1883. We followed up the 1983 leak 88
comprehensively a8 we could but in the end, despite the help of one of the
MPO investlgators and the police, we were unable to pin the leak on any
particular person. Nonetheless we moved certain staff to try to reduce the
degree of risk. Clearly we have not eliminated it.

What 1 propose to do, if you agree, is to make use of our security and
investigation staff here, all of whom have police experience, to follow through
the work already done by the Deparimental Security Officer. The aim would
be both to show the ataff that we are not prepared to overlook such leaks
and to establish quickly whether there i8 & real chance of pinpointing the
source of the leak. We could leave open for the moment whether we could
seek the help of one of your investigators and/or the police. I should be
glad to know if you are content with what | propose. We will continue our
enquiries pending receiving your views.

[’ﬂww\ s
o

MICHAEL FRANKLIN
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DEPARTMENT OF TRADE AND INDUSTRY
.19 VICTOEIA STREET
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Narman Lamont MP

The Ht Hon Patrick Jenkin MP
Secretary of State for the
Environmant
Department of the Environment
Z2 Marsham Street
LONDON SW1lP 3EB | S August 1985

IF", rl,"'l
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UE RNORTH SEAR CONFEREHNCE

in Norman Tebbit's absence I am replyving to yvour letter to
Gaoffrey Howe of 24/ July 1985, copied to colleagues, concerning
preparations for the next North Sea Conference. I have also seen
Michael Jopling's letter of 1 August.

I share your view that we should seek to use the conference to
promote understanding of long term trends in the conditicn of the
Morth Sea as 8 basis for decisions concerning its future
management., Howsver, in view of the tough line that we can expect
other delegations to take on this issue, 1 agree with

Michael Jopling's suggestion that a decision on the creation of an
international steering committee should be delayved until we have
the clearest possible view of the line we intend to take.

I am copyirng this letter to Members of the Cabinet and to
Sir Robert Armstrong.
L_/:F{-"L-l--'- _,.-"'*-\_-"'

.

HORMAN LAMONT







DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT
2 MAREHAM STREET LOMDOMN 5WI1P 3EG

01-212 3434

Patrick Jenkin MF
Secretary of State for the Environment
Department of the Environment
2 Marsham Street
LONDON SW1P 3EB & August 1985

ME{ b

Uk NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter of
July 1985 1in which you express support for holding
Conference in HNovember 1987, and ocutline in broad ternms
a course of aeccion leading to the development of a Conference
Aganda.

I agree with your proposals and my offfeials will be
pleased tc co-operate 1in the preparatery work leading up
to the Conference.

I am sending copies of this letter to other members
of the Cabinet and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

il
W

NICHOLAS RIDLEY




SCOTTISH CFPICE
WHITEHALL, LONDON SWI1A 2AU

John Ballard Hzg

Private Secretary to the

Secretary of State for ths Environment

2 Marsham Street

LOMNTRHON

SWLP ZEB r:‘?.-lug'us? 1983

UK NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

My Secretary of State has seen vour Secretary of State's letter of 24 July with
the conelusion that the North Sea Conference should be hald in November 1987,

Mr ¥ounger agrees that we should procead on the lines suggesied and he would
ba glad to have Scottish Office officials attend meetings of the International
Stearing Group. As regards Lhe possibility of the final Preparatory meeting
being held in Scotland, we have askaed our officials to discuss this with YOUTS
88 8007 a5 i8 practicable,

I am copying this letter to the private secretaries of other members of the

Cabinet and to Sir Raobert Armstrong.
%Uﬂ ':;‘ﬂ-:‘!.

D-Aambeita

J & GRAHAM
Private Secretary

DHDOOS01 . 085







HMINISTEY OF AGRICULTUERE . FISHERIES AND FOLIBR

WHITEHALL PLACE; LONDCN. 5WIA ZHH

The Bt Hon Patrpick Jenkin MP

secretary of btate for the Envirtonment
2 Maraham Street

|l ondon  SWi1P 3EH
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UK NUORTH SEA CONFERENCE

ihank you for sanding me 8 copy of wyour letter oF 24 duly ko
Geoffrey Howe about the timing and handling of theid¥ North Sea
Conference. I very much walcomea vour decision that the Conference
should be held 1in Movembar 1987.

1 agres. that the next step should be Ffor offFictals ba prepars
proposals on the agenda and handling of the conference, including
its relationship with the work of establishad inter-governmental
agencies such as the Oslo, Paris and London Conventions. As you
know, I attach particular importance to this planning stage far
the ressong set gul iIn my earlier letters of 20 June and 4 July.
Ag sgeveral Departments besides our own have a substantial interest
here, I think that it wWwould be appropriate For this exercise to
be co-ordinated by the Cabinet Office, on the basis of proposals
from your nofficials. Once we are satisfied that our plans have
been well laid, we can then consider haw beskt to inform the other
participating countries, and (more importantly) how best to
concert a common approach with those such aa the Belgisns and the
French who are likely to be more inclined to cur standpeoint.

Accordingly, I would prefer to poastpone a decision on the creation
of an international steering committee, on the lines that you have
proposed, until we have & clearer view of how we intend to proceed.
Whilst I recognise that such & meeting may well be desirable at

a8 later stage, and that we shall need to take due account of the
wighes of participating countries, 1 do think that it would be a
mistake to approach other countries until we are guite plear in
gur minds as to our own objecbkives and tactics.

I am copying this letter to other membera of the Cabinet and to
Sir Reobert Armstrong.

MICHAEL JOPLING
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My ref:
Your ref:

?'rf July 1985
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UK NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

I am grateful to yop and other colleagues for your responses
to my letter of 4 /Aune abount the timing of the UK Korth Sea

Caonference.

I have carafully considered all the points raised bearing
in mind in particular the Lord Chancellor's concern <that
a spring or autumn 1987 date might clash with a General Election,
and the ©Oslo Commission's deciesion last month to begin a
major study on sewage sludge dumping that would not be completed
by spring 1987. I conclude by agreeing with you that the
balance of advantage would lie in holding the conference
in November 1987. This would of course maximise the
opportunities for further —research apnd monitoring befors
the conference, and would alseo help to prevent overtaxing
ogur resources in the immediate run up teo the meetings of
the 0Osle and Paris Commissions in summer 1987. The main
risk attached to a late 1587 date had seemed to me to bDe
mainly one of souring the goodwill of the more activist of
the other MNorth Sea states. As you say, howevar, we should
be able to defend November 1987 provided we give a f£firm
undertaking on the date and demonstrate at an early stage
that we are making active preparations.

I share Michael Jopling's concern that we should not expose
ourselves to any risk of losing the initiative to the Germans,
or indeed the Dutch, through  lack of preparation on the agenda
and tactics. At Bremen we successfully stressed the need
for decisions to have a sound scientific bDasis. We must
continue to press this approach at our own conference. This
time I hope we can obtain a sound foundation feor decision
on the future management of the North S5ca by seeking to lmprove
the understanding of long term trends in its condition.
I am therefore asking my officials to agree inter-departmental
proposals for our approval for a title and themes for the
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conference and for the associated scientifie and techrnical
work . These proposals, once agreed, would form the agenda
for the first international steering meeting of senior officials
which would be chaired by my Department, and held this autumn.
On this basis I would propose to write to the international
participants in the conference by the beginning of September
to tell them our decision on timing and to send them a copy
of the agenda for the proposed official level steering meeting.
The steering meeting would also need to agree a timetable
for structuring the preparatory work for the conference.
In this connection 1 welcome the propesal made by
George Younger that the final preparatory meeting might be
held in Sceotland, and I suggest that this might be explored
further by our officials.

I would be grateful if you and other colleagues would let
me know as soon as possible if you have any reservations
about proceeding on this basis.

I am copying this Jletter to other members of the Cabinet
and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

&

PATRICK JEWEIN

The Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe QC MP
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UN NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

Thank wbu for sending me - T your letter to Geoffrey
Howe of 4 June 1985 proposing that the next North Sea Conference
be held i the late Spring of 1987 L have glso seen Michasl
Jopling's letters of 20 June -and George Younger's of
26 June, and Geoffrey Howe's

I had not previcusly commented on the guestion of the
timing of the proposed conference, but perhaps I could add
my Support to those who favour a date in Autumn 1987, [ wonld
prefer the Conference to be held at as late a date as possible,
because the earlier it is held the greatey the danger that
insufficlent time will have pPassed since the Bremen Conference
to evaloate the results of further scientific study or technical
war ks Also, an earlier date would nok allow £ims to Aas=ass
the eoffecbtiveness of the implementation of Annex IT of the
MARPOL Convention dealing with noxicus liguid substances, whiat
will not enter into force wentil the Epring of 1987.

I am s=endin a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister
; E

and other members of the Cabir rt, and to Sir Robert Armstron

L

g"ﬁ T
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HICHOLASE RIDLEY
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UK MORTH SEA CONFERENCE

I have now seen Geoffrey Howe's minute of Efﬂﬂ;; in which he
endorses my own proposal that we should offéer to hold Ehe North

sea Lonference in November 1987, 1 agrea that there i3 no
Gl rTeason, in principle, why $he¥should nat be so informed if that
aaclobka/ ig the date on which we all agrea, However, in practice, I am
clear that we ought first to prepare the ground very thoroughly
so that we run no risk of losing the initiative to the Cermans.
I say that for several rmasans,

First, the Germans themselves carefully framed the structure and
timing of their own North Sea Conference before they started out,
and they should therefore expect no less of us. Secondly, we

need to be clear about our own objectives and tactics at what ism,
after all, our Conference. We surely do not want te BExpoEe
ourselves to the risk of having unwelcome initiatives foisted upaon
us, to our delriment, when we could avoid thenm by better control

of the agends from the outset. We must recognise Lthat the Germans
are still pursuing objectivea which could severely damage our
economic interests, for example, by banning sea dumping in the

North Sea. Thirdly, as I pointed out in my marlier letter, we shall
have three other important environmental confersnces in the UK in
19873 namely the Osla, Paris and London Convantion meetings. All

of theae will require substantiasl preparation on the part of my
scientiats, and the North Sea Conference will crests en exktra burden
for them. I do therefore want ta be in a position to decide as
early as possible how to allocate my limited scientific resources to
best effect,




For all thesa reasonse; 1 consider that it ia far preferable that we
ghould settle the agenda and the tactics in the way I proposed
earlier before wa make any announcement to the Germens and others
ebout the date or venue of our own North Sea Conference.,

I am copying my letter to the Prime Miniaster, to the other members of
the Cabinet and to 5ir Robert Armstrong.

MICHAEL JOPLING




PCS/85/198

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMEMT

DE Horth Sea Conference

1. Thank you for your letter of June proposing that the next
North Sea Conference be held in London in the late spring of 1887,
I have also seen the Lord Chancellor's letter of 17 June and
Michael Jopling's letter of 20 June expressing a preference lIor
November 18ET7.

2. I agree that offering to hold the conference in 1986 when the
nocessary sclentifie studies would not vet be ready does not make
good sense. On the other hand, I think 'it would be better not to
plan to hold the conference in the Spring or Summer of 1887, when,

a5 Lord Hailsham points out, we may be having a General Election.
This therefore polints to offering November 1987 after the London

Tumping Convention meeting in September or October of that year.
I can see that Herr Zimmerman and possibly some of the other
coastal states including the Netherlands and Sweden would prefer
an earlier date but I believe we shall maintain the momentum
following the Bremen conference if we give a firm undertaking now
to hold the conference in November 18B7.

3. Once we have agreed on dates, I would be reluctant to delay
informng Herr Zimmermann and the other participants until we
have a full agenda to put to them. Indeed, they are hardly
likely to expect us to propose a full agenda so early. There
%ill be ample time to do so later and we shall be in no danger
of losing the initiative.

4. I am copying this minute to the Prime Minister, to the other
members of the Cabinet and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

2 July 1985
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UK NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

Thank you for your lestter of 4 June about the UK North Sea
Conference. I agree that the Spring of 1387 would be the
most satisfactory time for the Conference and that the new
westminater Conference Centre would be eminently suitahble
for such an event,

I think thorough preparation for a Conference of this sort
i important, and I note that there will be close inter-
departmental collaeboration. My officials will be awvailable
to play g full part in this.

scotland of course has a considerable interest in the North
Sea. 1T you would consider bringing the final preparatory
Lonferance to Scotland I would be all in favour, and my
o o e 5 g, P i 5

nf'“.w“.’a.ls would be happy to co-gperate with wyours in helping
Lo make Che 2 arrangements, within the eonatraints of
oOUr mARpower Lt

Ed the Prime Minister and other
Cabinet and to S5ir Hobert Armstrong.

g
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The Rt Hon Patrick Jenkin MFP
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UK NORTH SEA CONFERENCE i
Thank you for copying toc me your letber nﬁ;f J UTIE
to GeofTrey Howe about the arrangements for this

conference .

I am entirely content with what you propose and
have no difficulty with the suggested timing.

Copies of thirg lelffer go to the mﬁkjplents af
FOUDE.

ﬁ '

PETER WALKER
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UK MORTH SEA CONFERENCE

Thank you for sending me a pcopy of your letter of ﬂ,ﬂﬂﬁﬂ to
Geoffrey Howe sbout the handling of the UK North Sea Conference.
As you say, there has already been some informal contact between
our officials, and this is welcome, but it is clearly right that
there should be close consultation et Ministerial level on the
handling aof this potentially important Conference.

On timing, 1 entirely agrea that 1986 would be far too early.
Whilat it may be true that certain North Sea States would prefer
an esarlier Conference, it is almost certainly aleoc the caae that
at least two others would prefer none at all. However, [ asccept
that you are committed to hosting a follow-up Conference in

1986 or 1987 and that the time frame is to thel extent already
set. MNevertheless, for several reasens, [ would net wish to see
the Conference held before the Autumn af 1%87.

Firat, it is doubtful whether sufficient naw sclentific or
technical work will have been produced by the end of 1386 Lo
enghle the UK Conference to do other than go ever the old ground
of the Bremen Conference. This would not be in our interest,
since mueh of the ground of that Conference was of the Garmans'
choosing and the carde would thus in large measure be stacked
against us once more. Secondly, a date in early 1987 would
clash with the meetings of bhe scientific committees of the Dslo
and Paris Conventiona which are two of the most important
international organisations concerned with the regulation of marine
pallution. The scientiasts involved in that work would thus find

Jthemselves ...




themselves distracted by the North S5ea Conference, and I believe .
that bath they and many members af the Lommissions themselves

would regard that with disfavour. Thirdly, and most importantly,
the Oglo Commission agreed only last week in response to a

German demand, that its scientific committee, S5ACSA, shoold

review, over the next two years, the impach of sewage sludge

gn Ehe marine environment, The Chairman of SACSA, who is one of

my officials, considers that the naw programme of work cannot

be sensibly completed until mid-1987. This is becasuse the Germans
have First to collect information from all the Dslo Convention
gtates, before presenting it in aynthesised farm toa SACSHA to

enable it to embark upen the review where the timing will in turn
be partly determined by the progress of scientific work on
monltoring technigques going fForward in ICES which is not expected
to ba completed before mid-1%87. Fourthly, it should be remembered
that the Landaon Dumping Convention, in which we have important
intereasts to safeguard and for which much preparation will be
needed, is expected to meet in September or Detober 1987,

In these circumstasnces, it ssemz to me that we should not be looking
for a date earlier than,say, Movember 12B7, which would be only
threa yaars after the last Conference.

As to the venue of the Conference, I am content that it should

be held in Lendon, where it will certainly be esasier for us to
manaqe the physical arrangemente. 11 am, haowever, concercned at

your proposal that you should write to Mr Zimmermen and other
foreign participants at this stagqe before we have agreed on the
agenda for the Conference. It is because I so completely agree
that we should base ourselvea Tirmly on 8 sclentific approach

to the Conference, in order to safequard pur commerce, our inmdustry
and our agriculture from the sort of wunjustified restrictions on
waste disposal thst could otherwise be thrust upon them by countries
laegs fortunate in their geographical position, thafL 1 asttach

guch particular importance to the tactical handling of the
Conferance. We should not only bhe prepared to defend our

own position, where we have relatively litble fte Fear from a
thorough scientifie review. We also need Eo consider how best

to expose the inconsistencies in the position of our erities,

for example by drawing attention to the pollution of the Wadden

Sea by the Dutch end Germans or by questioning them about the
pollution from land-bssed sources via the Rhine and Meuae,

This all reguires the most careful consideration &t home,
orchesbration with the work af the Oslo, London and Faris Conventiona,
and prior diplomscy with those countries such as France and Belgium
which might be helpful to us. I suggest therefore that, before

vou write to Mr Zimmerman and other Ministers of North 5oa 5tates,
that we ask officials to work up for us a draft egendms and proposals
far tha tactical conduckt of Ehe Conference. In this way we maoy

hope to avoid the tangles into which the Germans led themselves

Jand the reskt ...




and the rest af us in 1984 snd to work constructively wikh our
allies towards & programme which is likely to yield moat benelfit
to the United Kingdom,

I am copying this letter £o the Prime Miniater, to other Members
of the Cabinet and to 5ir R

Robert Armstrong.

HMICHAEL JOPLING
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UKk HNORTH SEA CONFEREHNCE

Thank you for copying to me your letter of 4 June to GCecffrey
Howe, sesking agresement on the timing and location of the UE Worth
Sea conference, I am content with whakt you propose,

2 I share your wview that the UE line must be based on a
scientifie view of what proper management of the Morth Sea
requires, and that we should resist pressure from our partners for
extreme soluticns, some of which would have significant
implications for the competitiveness of UK industry, I should -
tharafore be grateful if my officials could be involved in the
preparatory work for the Conference,

3 I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, to other
members of the Cabinet and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

S

NORMAN TEBBIT

JHZAWH
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@M” Pa,htch UE North Sea Conference

In your letter of 4thw£pd£f;555 to the Foreign Secretary,
you suggested that the follow-up conference to the Bremen
Conference would best be held in Spring 1987.

I appreciate the force of your arguments in raspect of
the technical considerations which led you to that conclusion,
in particular the need to avoid criticism from other coastal
States, but 1 do wonder whether it would be wise to plan for
the conference in Spring 1987 in view of the possibility that
there may be a general electiorn in May er June of that vyear.
With this consideration in mind, it may be as well not to rule
out a date in 1986. This course would also have the advantage
of leaving no impression of dilatoriness by the United

Eingdom.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, to other
mambers of the Cabinet and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

jrs :

The Right Honourable
Patrick dJenkin MP
secretary of State for

the Environment
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UX NORTH SEA CONFEREMNCE

You may recall that at the Bremen Conference last autumn on
the protection of the Horth Sea the UE undertgek to host 2 fellow-up
conference in 1986 or 1987. My minutes of 3¥ October znd 8 November
te the Prime Minister set out the issues &t Bremen and the successful
outcome for the UK. The purpose of this letter is to seek agreement
on the timing and location of ocur conference and on the handling
of the preparatory stages,

On timing, we need to strike the right balance between allowing
sufficient time for effective review of the impact of the measures
agreed at Bremen, and avoiding any appearance of dilatoriness which
might endanger the good will amongst the mor= 'activist' states
endendered by our offer ko host the conference. The faormer
consideration, together with the pressure on available resources
entailed by the likelihocd that the UE will hold the EC presidency
in the second half of 1986, effectively rule out a date in 1986,
despite the FRG preference for 1986 which Mr Zimmermann expreseed
to me personally earlier this year. A date late in 1987 would maximisa
the opportunities for research and monitoring, but would be likely
to attract criticism not only from the PRG but alss from some ocher
coastal states including the Netherlands and Sweden who are keen
to see the momentum maintained,

In my view the balance of advantage lies in holding the conference
in Spring 1987. A date in April or early May, preceded by a meeting
of senior officials in March, should provide sufficient time for
preparatery technical work and would keep clear of the German Federal
elections in February 1987. It would also fit appropriately with
the joint meeting of Oslo and Paris Commissions in June 1987 which
18 also bteo be held in this country.

As to location, London has obvicus advantages in terms of
convenience and security, and the new International Conference
Centre would be an attractive venue for the Ministerial gathering,




We shall need, as we did at Bremen, to base ourselves firmly
on a scientific view of the reguirements of the proper management
of the North Sea, and to continue to resist pressure from some
of our partners for extreme solutions - in particular on the subjects
of sea dumping and of 'special area status' for the North Sea under
the MARPOL agreement. 1 look Eorward to the same close inter-
departmental collaboration in the preparatory work which sesrved
us so well ak Bremen; and my officials are already in informal
touch with their colleagues in the other Departments concerned.

If you and the other recipients of this letter are content
with the propesals on timing and location outlined here I will
write to my opposite numbers in the other North Sea states to let
them ¥now how we intend Lo proceed (with a separate letter to
Mr Zimmermann, in view of my earlier exchange with himi.

1 am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, to other members
of the Cabinet and to 5ir RobDert AYmMETYONG.

\\J/M Pt st
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PATRICK JEHKIN

The Bt Hon Sir Gepffrey Howe QE MP
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10 DOWNING STREET

frame the Privale Secretary 12 Movember 1984

The Prime Minister was grateful
for, and has noted, your Secretary of
State's minute of & November reporting
the outcome of the North Sea Conference.

DAVID BARCLAY

Andrew Allberry, Esq.,
Department of the Environment.
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NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

William Waldegrave and Michael Ancram represented us at the Conference

in Bremen. (The background is described in my minute of JF1 October).
——— "

It went rather well for the United Kingdom,

The formal outcome was a Joint declaratien, signed by all the
Ministers present. It covers future co—operative action in reducing
pollution of the North Sea from (a) EEEEEEEE;} rivers and COaSTal
dlachafEEET“TET*EﬁE‘EIﬁEEpHEfE. (e} ships, and (d) oil platforme and
calls for increased research and monitoring. Action on most of these
pPoints was either in progreses or in prospect anyway; much is being

undertaken within The International Maritime Organisation, and under
the Oslo and Paris Commission, which regulate the control of
pallution in the North East Atlantic as well as in individual
countries. In our own case the implementation of Part II of the
Control of Pollution Act 1974 is significant. Nevertheless the
Conference will place increased political emphasis on these activities
a8 will the decision to hold a further Conference here in 1986 or 1987,
and this is likely to lead to sone intensification of effort.

The two main ﬂnntrnveraial issues - whether the Hnrth Sea should have

EPEELEI area ﬂtitﬂﬂ" under the MARPOL cunvantlan governing discharges
of oil Erom Ehipﬂ, and whether ﬂumPth at sea should be stopped - were
settled on terms acceptable to us and without dishonour for the

Garmans. On the first of these, the Conference agreed to defer until

A
the next Conference the issue of “special area status”: during this

pericd the effectiveness of this very recent convention will itself be
evaluated and arrangements for policing it will be improved - we laid
particular stress on the importance of this, Secondly, the move to
Etop sea dumping of industrial wastea and sewage sludge failed on a

e e — ]




combination of Danish refusal to compromise and French insistence on

unanimity, and without any difficulty for us.

These two issues will necessarily have a prominent place at our own
Horth Sea Conference in two or three years' tima, when we shall no
doubt once again be under pressure on them. But the cutcome cof Bremen
represents a comnsiderable success for our efforts o base the

discussion on current scientific knowledge, and I am confident that

this approach will continue to serve us well.

I am sending copies of this minute to members of the Cabinet and to

Sir Robert Armstrong.

g Novembaer 1984
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[ SEA CONFERENCE

The Prime Minister has now sean your
Secrotary of 3tate's minute of 31 October about
the line which the United Xingdom is taking et
the North Sea Confarence. he 1z content with
thig., subject to ny comments from colleagues.

David Barclaw
—

John Ballard, Esq. .,
Department of the Eovironment
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PRIME M ‘l)e’i':i'rnﬁ

NORTH SEA CONFERENCE

The Secretary of State for the Environment has minuted you on the
United Kingdom's stance at the North Sea Conference which begins

today in Bremen.

2, 1 agree with the Secretary of State that the UK has participated
constructively in the preparations for this Conference. The papers
prepared by the UK are of a high scientific standard.

3. There is no doubt that the UK's pesition will come under attack
from other States, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany,
for domestic political reasons. However, I suppert the Secretary
of State's analysis of the issues and his proposals for the UK's
stance. This is firmly based on the scientific evidence and
consistently applies the principle of 'best practicable
environmental option' which has been stressed in Reports of the
Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution and which is accepted

as Government policy.

ﬁiﬁ?ﬂj

FOBIN B NICHOLSONM
Chief Scientific Adviser




Prime Minister
NORTH SEA CONFERENCE: 31 OCTOBRERE - 1 NDVEMEBEER

Willlam Waldegrave and Michael Ancram are to represent the

United Kingdom at this Conference in Bremen. It has been called
by the German Government in response to internal 'Green' pressure
for protection cof the Wadden Sea, which is an area of particular
environmental sensitivity along the Dutch and German coast.

All Coastal states and the Fnropean Community have beoen intvited
to participate. A range of other national Governments and

Non-Governmental Organisations will attend as observers.

The United Kingdom has participated constructively throughout

the preparatory official meetings, but we have insisted firmly

that decisions can only be taken on a sound scientific basis.

—

An agreed 'Quality Status' paper has now been produced by

an international Working Group, which confirms our original
view from our own monitoring programmes that there is no serious
general problem of pollution in the North Sea, but that there

are a number of problem areas near coasts and estuaries

particularly on the continental coastline.

- = —

—

The German Government will press for international agreemernt
to a number of measures likely to impress their Green party,
particularly
a. a ban on sea-dumping as a waste disposal option: and
b. Special Area Status for the North Sea (which would

impose very tight discharge contrels on shipping).

We must resist both proposals because they are aimed at the

" iy
wrang targets. The Quality Status paper shows that sea dumping

is a relatively minor source of contaminants to the North

. B9 - 1
=ed, and a general ban would create fresh environmental problems




ag we sought to dispose of wastes to land, and would be costly

y» the UK industry and to our wWater 1lpdustry.

—

Ag to the guestion of discharges from shipping, the real problem
15 1llegal discharges., and what is needed is better pelicing

of the existing regulations, on which wae will have some positive

—_——

suqgestions to offer at the Conference. MNevertheless, we are

™

likely to be in a minerity on the sea-dumping issue, and the
FRG will press hard for 'special area' status. I am convinced

that we must maintain our robust line.

Furthermore, we have a good and positive story of our own

te tell. As the country with the longest North Sea coastline,
we have a genuine interest in kKeeping it in a healthy state
for the range of commercial, industrial, recreational and
environmental iInterests which 1t supports. ¥We can point to

our ‘achievements in improwving the state of the Thames, Lthe
Tyne and the Firth of Forth, the careful controls that we
exercise over sea-dumping, and the increased powers to control
discharges to estuarial and coastal waters that will come

into force with the implementation of Part II of the Control

of Pallation Act.

At the Conference, we can readily agree to participate in

the improved arrangements for monitoring, cooperation in the
event of oil spills, and a range of gimilar measures, provided
that they are necessary and cost-effective. We have already
announced cur intention to offer to hold a second Morth Sea

Conference at a later date, which iz a positive step.

1 believe that this Conference offers an opportunity to speak

up on the international stage for our science-based approach




to environmental protection, to draw attentlon to our own

success \particularly in improving the state of our rivers),
and to challenge our colleagues from other coast states to
tell us what steps they intend to take in order ta control

their own pollution sources.

[ am copying this minute to members of the Cabinet.
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