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The Secretary of State for the Environment minuted you on 20 September "
on the question of "Substitution" or "Deferment". This is one of the
points on which MISC 95, at which I was not present, could not come

to an agreed view, although a "small majority" favoured "substitution"
(ie nomination to the bodies to be abolished) rather than "deferment"
(which would entail existing Councillors continuing in office for a
further year if they were willing to do so).

I would myself take the view that the balance of advantage if anything
lay with deferment (with a reserve power to substitute if individuals
would not Serveé). I would think that in terms of public opinion
generally this would put us in the more favourable light: we would

only have to réE3?E"E6'Eﬁ5EEIfHfTEE’Tf"SE?’BEESHEEEE_géhaved
unreasonably. “We would not then heed to prove our case: our

Oppoﬁgﬁls would have done it for us. If we go for substitution

~ab initio, we place ourselves in the position of having to prove

our case: we could only do this by claiming that our opponents were

certain to behave unreasonably, a charge we obviously could not
substantiate before the event.
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