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CORTONWOOD COLLIZERY
Line to talke

At a meeting with the Unions on 1 lMarch, the Area Director of

the NCB's South Yorkshire Ares proposed the closure of Cortonwwod
colliery., He pointed out that the reserves available to the
colliery were liwited and, "since ‘the colliery would hrive to close
within a few years, he suggested that its closure in 1984 would
reduce production (as was necessary) without damuging the aren's

longexr term future., There would be no need for compulsory
redundancies,

Whilst the Area Director proposed that production at the colliery
should cease in April, he made it clear that the normal Colliery
Review Procedure would be followed, No developments would be
gtdﬁﬁéd or edﬁipment withdrawn before (if the Unioné wished) all
the various steps in the Procedure had been coupleted and a final
decision taken, He asked for g Reconvened Colliery Review Meeting
as a first step in the normal colliery review process agreed with
the Unions. I understand that the NUM have not so far indicated
that they would Dbe prepared to participate in such a meeting,

Backgroqnq

The following papers are attnached ;-

NCB South Yorkshiro Area Directof's letter of 28 Warch to
workers at Cortonwood,

Mr lMacGregor's. letter of 23 March to Peter Hardy, the
constituency NP

Peter Walker's letter of 27 April to Stanley Crowther 1P
(para 2 refers).

Hunsard of PNQ of 25 April when. Cortonwood was raised by
Alec Woodall IMP

Extract from NCB'g recently published 1983/84 Report and
Accounts, |
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The first thing I must stress is that EVery man who wants 8 Job will have
the opportunity of transferring to another loca] Pit. What I said at the Area
Review Meeting, attended by g1} Trade Unijons" Representatives, was that I

intended to offe PPortunity of voluntary

ith the usual
ce of up to £1,550. Byt nobody will have to leave the
his will,

even if all the
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I am well eware that more than B0 of you have only moved from Elsecear
within the last few months and are obviously concerned at the prospect of &
further upheaval. I am sorry if any of you feel'mjsled by the advice which
was given to you in good faith at the time. Those of you who did move from

Elsecar, however, will be entitled to the same conditions as everybody else on
Cortonwood's closure, and those who want to stay in the industry will, of

course, be entitled to the normal transfer allowance when they move to,enother
pit. ,If

I hope this letter hes cleared up some of the misunderstandings that have
occurred in recent weeks, On an important issue such &s this, however, there

are obviously many points thsat need to be raised and many details settled that
can only be done when we are able to get together round a table.

I hope that before long this will be possible,

Yours sincerely,

. ”™
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G. Hayes
Director
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Ian MacGregor 23rd March 1984

Our Ref., Mp 82/136

Peter Hardy, Esq., MP,
House of Commons ,
LONDON SW1A 0AA

Dear Mr Hardy,

Thank you for your recent letter about Cortonwood Colliery,

I understand that

have done) that
» 8ince the colliery
1ts closure inp 1984

longer term future.
redundancy,

Cor tonwood prod

linited demand. §o the coal tends
Or Lo stock at the colliery.

a final decigion

Review Procedure,
place. '

Copy to: Area Director, Syx
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. Stanley Crowther Esq MP
‘House of Commons

LONDON
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S —

Thank you for your letter of 9 April,
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As you know, the closure of uneconomic pits suggested will only affect 10% of
the industry's workforce. The Board intend that any miner who wishes to

continue working will be able to in another pit, and that the entire 107
reduction will be achieved from volunteers, either going for voluntary early

retirement or voluntary redundancy under the exceedingly generous terms which
I recently approved. | | ///q
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PETER WALKER
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[' JMr, Shaw; 1 certainly give my hon. Friend that  increase of 4 per cent, Per annum that was aimed at has
41 ~onrance. He will know that the commitment to the Point not been achieved, and it was only last year that we

‘ yr development is just as strong, achieved a 47 per cent. increase. The reduction in

Mr. A, J. Beith (Bemick-upon-Tweed): Why will the ~ ©@Pacity was expected to be about 3or4 millg‘on tonnes
Secrelary of State not take the positive step of summoning ﬁgr y ?rg::nbdmis]e;s g:an'rl;lzlf(j:gi; r}::};ezetczaav(;hlﬁ:e?.t 1?3-),
& meeting of the chairman of the board and the president e 18E5ain 12 sgo f.“Plan for Coal.” P ir
of the union with one item alone on the agenda—"Plan ~ Promise H al,

for Coal"—and how it can best be implemented? Mr. Alexander Eadie_(Midlothian): For how much

longer will the hon, Gentleman deceive the House and the

country that this is just a local dispute, when 80 per cent,
of the miners are on strike? Are the hon. Gentleman and
his Government prepared to do something constructive?
Why do they not call a meeting of the tripartite inquiry,
over which his right hon, Friend the Secretary of State for
Scotland could preside, to try to bring an end to this
Mr, Andy Stewart ~ (Sherwood); As the dispute through conciliation rather than confrontation?

Nottinghamshire miners haye voted to continue to work, Mr. Shaw: If the hon,
and have shown that they will continue to do §0, is it not

lime that the NCB implemented the new wage proposals : .
that have been on the table since last year? Out of respect Sir William Clark (Croydon, South): Does my hon,

1y st s " o e g i f e
nly _nght_lf they received the nereased pay award. Labour Administration? Is not this strike nothing to do
Mr. Shaw: I note what my hon. Friend says, and the with pit closures and everything to do with politics? Is it
House will be aware that the Nottinghamshire miners have  pot a disgraceful fact that Mr, Scargill, as head of the
been forthright in their acceptance of their duty to work National Union of Mineworkers, refuses to negotiate?

for the future of their industry, The matter of payment is Mr. Shaw: It is a fact that the president of the NUM
ofe for the National Coal Boa_:r.fl.s',r.;_...«.;.'.....;,;.__._,. # has drawn his own conclusions as to what the dispute is

ﬂﬂ'ﬂ-’” Mr. Alec' Woodall (Hemsworth); The Minister has just | about, It is equally incontrovertible that the future of the
1 made great play about the large stocks held by the Central ; industry is critical, but the

jf Llectricity Generating Board—enough, he 52y$, 10 keep . damaged by what is going on

i he tlectricity supply going for the next few months, Is he % of the industry is at stake.

v dware (hat a few weeks 40, an appeal was made to the : .
it officers of the Yorkshire area of the NUM, by the British - Mr, Martin Redmond (Don Valley): How does the

. v Minister equate Mr, MacGregor's recent statement about
i Steel Corporation at Scunthorpe for 16,000 tonnes of coal 4 6

i ,*.j his willingness to phase in the colliery closures programme
hin0 be released to keep that steelworks open? I5 the hon. i over a longer period with the Prime Minister's statement,
,n
lil
!

'y made on two occasions to the House, that the closure

IR ARG ot e e e 1 0 , i Programme is being scheduled? Would not the country be
ihe. National Coal' Bodrd! cannot supply: those 16,000 | better served on this occasion if the Prime Minister went

back to the corner shop?

Mr. Shaw: The chairman of the National Coal Board
has made it clear in the consultative committee—it met

' Is morning — that he is prepared to discuss
matters with those who are concerned with the long-term
‘ industry and that the restructuring of the
industry is an essential part of those discussion. Those
discussions have been held with several unions in the
industry. So far, the National Union of Mineworkers has
refused to be a party to them. |

- Mr. Shaw: The hon, Gentleman must recognise that,
given the present position in the industry, the board and
those who work in it have the capacity to resolve this issue,
Clearly, the NUM is split on this matter, It is not feasible

for the hon, Gentleman to Suggest that somehow this can
be resolved by a wave of the wand from outside,

Gentleman is after conciliation,
why does he not advocate a national ballot on this issue?

 Gentleman aware  that the coal required is high quality

' leoking coal, the coal tha is produced at Cortonywgod, but'
honncs Of coal for Scunthorpe? This is where the dispute |
|parted. Will the Minister give an assurance that he wil, el

i Mry MacGregor to withdraw the ¢losure notices and.bring

—— T

Y orah e Fin L) [

| [his.silly dispute to an end?
!

fﬁ}' Mr, Shaw: No, I shall not give any assurance on that,
fﬁ‘”bccausc. as the House should know by now, the Nationa]
+Conl Board runs its business and it is not the business of
ythe Government to intervene. As to the hon. Gentleman's .
.1question, I am glad that arrangements have been made to
I;.;;cnsure supplies to the Scunthorpe steelworks, However," .
s 1 think T have said to the hon.-Gentleman, before,’ | . ,
:jl;_lqnsultativc procedures can be initiated on Cortonwood ififf ~ Mr. Richard Hickmet (Glanford and Scunthorpe):
| JJIE.NUM.-iS-Yt’iUi. g todo so, IR oy Does my hog. Friend agree t.hat the gravest consequence
Y. anse T RTHMRIRRNE Uil thaitteshnionnis Lo S Of the strike is Upon oursteel industry and those who work
Mr." John" Hannam (Exeter): Will my hon. Friend in it whose jobs depend on coal, and upon our coal miners
refute the unfounded allegations made by Mr. Scargill on  whose jobs depend on supplying the stee] industry? Does
“The World at One” yesterday that in some way the he agree, further, that it seems apparent that the National
Government have broken the terms of “Plan for Coal” of Union of Mineworkers and its leadership are quite

19747 Is it not the case that the Government have upheld prepared to see the steel industry sacrificed upon the altar
their  apreement by Investing in the coal industry of Arthur Scargill's political ambition?
throughout the years and that it i the NUM that has broken . o -
the agreement by preventing the . agreed closure M, Sl)aw. i undf:rstand fully my hon. Friend’s
o < concern with the steel Industry, So far the arrangements
Programme of the uneconomic pits? T
- are very tenuous, They have been made to try to maintain
Mr, Shaw: My hon, Friend is right, Investment is one Some supplies of coal into the stee industry, It must be

of the important factors in “Plan for Coal”, and the amount  recognised that this is a very fragile arrangement and that
invested is far higher than envisaged, The productivity future of the steel industry is clearly at risk,
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high-volume, low-cost industry being met by
applying the basic principles of the Plan for Coal,
which are to continue to build up output at long-life,
low-cost pits and introduce new, low-cost capacity,

to replace old capacity reaching the end of'its useful
life.
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The NUM dispute

At the National Union of Mineworkers’ (NUM)
Conference in Perth in July 1983, resolutions were
passed on the coming wage claim and on the
Union’s opposition to pit closures and manpower
reductions. Both resolutions called for ballots of the
membership if satisfactory responses were not
obtained from the Board,

The NUM wage claim, which was developed from
the composite wage resolution passed at the
Conference, was formally presented to the Board at
a meeting of the industry’s Joint National
Negotiating Committee (JNNC) on September 27
1983. The claim was for a substantial increase in
wages, payment on a salary basis, consolidation of
the Incentive Scheme, a reduction of working hours
and an increase in unsocial hours payments. At a
further meeting of the JNNC on September 30, the
Board outlined the problems facing the industry —
the continuing imbalance between supply and
demand for coal and the poor financial results in
recentyears —and also the progress made in 1989/3
and the first part of 1983/4. In the belief that this
progress could be maintained, the Board said that
they were willing to offer an increase of'5.2 per cent
on grade rates, which would maintain the |
mineworkers’ position at the top of the wages league
for large industrial groups,

At the NUM Special Delegate Conference held on
October 21, this wage offer was rejected as ‘totally
unsatisfactory’. The Conference heard a report from
the National Executive Committee (NEC) on the
state of the industry and re-affirmed its total
Opposition to pit closures and reductions in

manpower. An overtime ban was imposed from
Monday, October 31.

During the negotiations and in their public
statements, the NUM leaders repeatedly asserted
that there was a link between wages and closures,
The wage offer by the Board, however, was not
conditional on acceptance of any level of closures,

At a further meeting of the JNNC on October 27, the
NUM reported the rejection of the Board’s offer and
the overtime ban went ahead as the Board refused to
increase their offer,

Overtime in the coal industry is not normally
worked to produce coal directly but to perform
safety inspections and to carry out repair and
maintenance work, often statutorily required, which
cannot be done within the normal working shift,
Consequently, in normal circumstances most
mineworkers work little overtime, but certain groups
such as craftsmen work a considerable amount,

6

WCCKS, although a ot winuuint of NUM salety
cover in overtime was provided in some Areas,
Workings at one colliery, Bogside in Scotland, had
to be abandoned when a failure to provide safety
cover led to it being flooded and filled with methane,
The Scottish Area of the NUM rejected strike action
against the cessation of operations at Bogside and
the proposal to close Polmaise collicry. As the
overtime ban proceeded, men had to be laid offon
an increasing number of occasions when essential
work, usually done at weekends on an overtime
basis, had to be completed during the normal
working week, with consequent interference with
production, Short sporadic strikes also occurred at a
number of pits, gencrally related to the national
dispute, while the imposition of the overtime ban led

to a number of protests — most notably by winders in
North Staffordshire.

At the beginning of March 1984 there were a number
of strikes taking place, particularly in Yorkshire and
Scotland. In the Board’s South Yorkshire Area,
Manvers, Wath and Kilnhurst collieries were on
strike in protest at proposed changes to shift starting
times for men working on the surface at Manvers, In
Doncaster Area, Goldthorpe and Yorkshire Main
collieries were on strike over relatively minor issues
unrelated to the overtime ban, Bullcliffe Wood
colliery in Barnsley Area was on strike in protest at
the allocation of some reserves from a nearby
colliery, In Scotland, Seafield colliery was on strike
over the disciplining of a craftsman and Polmaise
over the colliery’s proposed closure,

On February 28, the NUM South Yorkshire panel
called a strike of all pits in the South Yorkshire Area
from March 5 in support of the Manvers strike. On
March 1 the South Yorkshire Area Director
indicated that Cortonwood, an unprofitable colliery
with limited reserves, could not be regarded as

a continuing unit within the context of the Area’s
strategy, and he therefore proposed that the

pit should cease production, subject to discussions
within the Colliery Review Procedure, in April,
Over the weekend of March 3/4, NUM branch
meetings at eight of the 15 South Yorkshire Area pits
voted not to join the strike called for the following
Monday. Despite this, on March 3, all but four pits
in the South Yorkshire Area were prevented from
working as men refused to cross picket lines of men
from other pits in the Area. The following day all the
Area’s pits were either ‘picketed out’ in this way or
on strike. A Special Council Meeting of the
Yorkshire NUM - with representatives from all the
branches in Yorkshire - decided on March 5 to call a
strike across the whole of Yorkshire from March 9,
in protest at ‘the Coal Board’s decision to escalate
the attack upon our industry’,

On March 6, a meeting of the Coal Industry
National Consultative Council (CINCC) was held
at which the Board outlined in full, at the request of
the industry’s unions, their plans for the year
1984/5. It was also intended that this meeting would
discuss an agenda for a possible tripartite meeting
between Government, Unions and the NCB. The
Board emphasised their determination to create a
high-volume, low-cost industry which would enable
British coal to compete in the world and UK






