PRIME MINISTER

SELLAFIELD

I have had a discussion with Peter Walker about Sellafield and

-—

you may find it useful to have a summary of the present position.

The recent discharge of radloactive material through the sea

[ S ———

pipeline has revealed a serious operatlonal weakness and has

. . S ——
given rise to a good deal of public dHXLeLy and criticism although

the risk of harm to the public has been very small. If British

Nucfear Fuels Ltd is to restore publlc confldence, it must ensure
that its operations are safe and environmentally acceptable.

That applies both to planned discharges from the site and day-to-day
management. The 1nvestlgatleﬁngy the Radiochemical Inspectorate
(RCI) of my Department is likely to conclude that, although

the incident did not breach the numerlcal llmltS in the
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authorisation under the Radloactlve Substances Act 1960 for
discharges to the sea, there were breaches of the conditions
requiring discharges to be as low as reasonably achievable and
requiring records to be kept. The Nuclear Installations Inspectorate

(NII) has also concluded that the conditions of the site licence

[’ —

were almost certainly breached.

The RCI papers have been sent to the Director of Public

Prosecutions. His advice is that police enquiries should be

pursued to establish whether there is a case for prosecution.

The Health and Safety Executive announced on Friday that their

investigations were now continuing in close cooperation with

the DPP and my Department confirmed that was so in the case

of the Radiochemical Inspectorate. On the question of publishing
the reports of the two Inspectorates which are not yet in final
form, we are seeking clarification from the DPP and the Law

Officers. The final reports will not in any case be available

until the New Year.




The main point emerging from the reports of the Inspectorate

is that the incident was originally caused by a management error.

S —.

Attempts to minimise the consequences of this error were hampered

by poor instrumentation and the layout of the plant. When Peter

Walker and I met we agreed that there remained one point needing

further study: how much of the 4,500 curies of radioactivity

involved were actually discharged down the pipeline. The Chief

Inspectors and Sir Sam Edwards (Chief Scientific Adviser to
the Secretary of State for Energy) went to Sellafield to discuss

new evidence from BNFL. They concluded that on a balance of

"probabilities a significant proportion of the 4,500 curies was

discharged to The sea.
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Both inspectorates have notified the company of the measures

that should be taken as soon as possible to prevent any repetition
of the incident, even if that entails a delay in restarting

k\‘““_
reprocessing after the annual shutdown for maintenanceé. Peter

Walker expects the company to give a clear assurance, that it

has taken, or is taking, all the remedial actions which have

been requested by the two Inspectorates. Arising out of their

own investigations they have already made public that they have

set in hand actions to ensure that such an incident cannot happen

again.

There is another disturbing aspect of the incident which I should

mention. The type of_radioéctivity involved in the recent discharge

was beta radiation - ie radiation with a low penetration capability

B

butrgé;értheless'capable of causing injury if seriously

contaminated material is handled by!gigple. Although the reports

make it clear that the material triggered the safety mechanisms

at various points within the plant, the actual monitoring of

the discharge once it has reached the sea has hitherto not been
P RS - MR SRS AR P, SRS MY SRS s k2
of a kind that would automatically have detected beta radiation.
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One of the lessons of the incident therefore is that monitoring
must in future be modified to ensure that contamination by beta

radiation is detected.

I consider that I should make a statement to the House, by way
of a Written Answer before the recess. I would report where
matters stand on the incident on contamination of the beaches

and on public safety. It is desirable to rescind as soon as
possible the advice to the public not to use nearby beaches
unnecessarily or handle objects washed up by the sea; but I
doubt that this can be done before Christmas. Material with
fairly high levels of radioactivity continues to be found and
the view of the National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB)

is that we ought to wait until no samples exceeding

10mR/h beta/gamma have been found for several days in succession.
At the same time as I make a statement, Michael Jopling will

be ready to publish the conclusions of his Ministry's studies
covering possible pathways for radioactivity back to man through
food and the marine environment: these are reassuring. The NRPB
report on analyses of the seaweed and other samples from the
beaches will also be released. Norman Fowler and Dr Acheson,

the Chief Medical Officer, are considering what advice, if any,

they might give about the health aspects.

Thereafter Michael Jopling and I will need to look carefully

once more at the terms of the authorisation for discharges from
the Sellafield site to the sea. There are some amendments to

the present authorisation which should be made as soon as possible.
Later next year a new authorisation will be required to ensure
that the extensive reduction in discharges foreshadowed in my

statement of 2 November are achieved as part of a long term

plan involving the installation of new plant and equipment.

We should also consider whether further reductions beyond those

planned at present should be made.




I am copying this minute to Willie Whitelaw, Geoffrey Howe,

Leon Brittan, Nigel Lawson, James Prior, Peter Walker, George

Younger, Nicholas Edwards, John Biffen, Norman Fowler, Michael

Jopling, Patrick Mayhew and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

e Moot

Yr P J

\ 4 December 1983

(approved by the Secretary of State

and signed in his absence)
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2 MARSHAM STREET
LONDON SWI1P 3EB

01-212 3434

My ref:

Your ref:

SELLAFIELD
We had a word on the telephone about the present p051tlon

on the Sellafield incident. s

My Secretary of State will let the Prime Minister have a

full report following his meeting with the Secretary of

"State for Energy. He will be writing on Monday.
e e SRS

Meanwhile, I should let you know that the Health and Safety

Executive this afternoon put out a press statement, saying

that following the prellmlnary investigation of the Nuclear

Installations Inspectorate investigations were now continuing

B

in close cooperation with the Director of Public Prosecutions.

The statement went on to say that the NII's report was being
withheld from publication so as to avoid prejudicing any
criminal proceedings that might follow their further

enquiries.

It had not been the intention of my Secretary of State to

make any announcement about the investigation before he

had reported to the Prime Minister. There appears to have

been some misunderstanding about withholding the report
in order to avoid prejudice. Our advice in respect of the

draft report of the Radiochemical Inspectorate, confirmed

by the Solicitor General had been that publication need
not be withheld pending further enquiries by the DPP. The

matter will be pursued as a matter of urgency.

Ly

David Barclay Esq




I am copying this letter to the private secretaries to

the Secretary of State for Energy and the Solicitor General.
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' NOTE FOR THE RECORD cc Mr. Ingham
Mr. Mount

Enquiries into Sellafield

I have enquired further into the enquiries being conducted
into Sellafield. First there is the inquiry under Sir Douglas
Black into the incidents of cancers in certain villages near
Sellafield. Secondly there is a study being conducted by DOE
(Radio-chemical Inspectorate) and MAFF into the discharge of
radioactive material. This was the inquiry announced by William

Waldegrave on 21 November.

Thirdly there has been an inquiry by the Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate. This has not so far been announced publicly. The
NII reports jointly to the Health and Safety Commission (which in
turn reports to the Secretary of State for Employment) and to the
Secretary of State for Energy. It is responsible for issuing the
licence under which BNFL operates the Sellafield site. It therefore
has continuing responsibility for ensuring that BNFL facilities are
managed in accordance with the terms of the licence. It has conducted

a preliminary inquiry as a matter of its continuing responsibilities.

The NII has just sent an executive summary of its report to
the Secretary of State for Energy and to BNFL and it has asked the
management of the latter to take certain actions in order to ensure
that the Sellafield facilities are run in accordance with the

licence.

The reply which the Prime Minister gave in the House referred
to enquiries by the "proper authorities". This answer is perfectly
satisfactory as it does not raise the question of the announced
and unannounced inquiries. If asked directly as to whether the NII
has conducted an inquiry we could say that it will have done so

as part of its routine responsibilities.

A

9 December 1983
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Nuclear Waste (Sellafield)

Nuclear Waste (Sellafield)

3.30 pm

Dr. John Cunningham (Copeland) (by private notice)
asked the Secretary of State for the Environment if he will
make a statement about the operations of the British
Nuclear Fuels Ltd. plant at Sellafield and the terms and
conditions of the licence under which those operations are
permitted.

The Under-Secretary of State for the Environment
(Mr. William Waldegrave): My right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State would normally have wanted to answer
the question himself, but he is chairing the Housing
Consultative Committee and has asked me to reply.

The Sellafield works of British Nuclear Fuels Ltd.,
which are an essential part of the United Kingdom's
nuclear power programme, operate under the terms of a
site licence issued by the Nuclear Installations inspectorate
of the Health and Safety Executive and in accordance with
the authorisations for the disposal of radioactive waste
issued by my Department and by the Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. The latter are published
in an appendix to the company’s annual report on
discharges, and, according to the Department’s informa-
tion, it has kept within them.

My right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for the
Environment set out fully in a written answer on
November 2 the substantial reductions in discharges which
the company has recently made and the further reductions
which we have required it to make over the next couple
of years. The authorising Departments keep a continual
watch on the situation and all the available scientific and
monitoring data, and will take whatever action is
necessary to ensure continued protection of the public.

A discharge occurred over the weekend of 12-14
November which caused some contamination of a short
stretch of beach near the site, which was discovered on 19
November. BNFL has stated that this did not represent a
danger to the public and the beach was reopened last night.
As a precaution, the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Food is carrying out its own monitoring in the area,
including monitoring of the beach and fish. Inspectors of
my Department are making a formal investigation to
discover how the incident occurred and whether there has
been any breach of the conditions of the authorisation.

Dr. Cunningham: I am grateful to the Minister for that
reply, and I understand why his right hon. Friend cannot
be here today.

If the Minister is not satisfied with BNFL's explanation
of the circumstances of this most recent incident, should
he not ask the Nuclear Installations inspectorate to carry
out an independent inquiry? As it is the Government’s
view that BNFL is operating within the terms and
conditions of its licence — that is important for the
industry as well as for my constituents and for wider
environmental reasons—may I ask whether they would
vary the licence conditions in any way if they were not
satisfied with the company’s performance? If that were to
be done, would it not be much better for the Government
to make a proper, considered statement to Parliament on
the matter rather than what I can only call the vague and
somewhat contradictory statements by the hon. Gentleman
in the media over the weekend, which have confused my
constituents, the industry and those who are responsible
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for monitoring what happens? Will the hon. Gentleman
ensure that when the monitoring that is to take place
independently of BNFL is completed, a full report will be
published?

Mr. Waldegrave: In answer to the hon. Gentleman’s
last question, I can confirm that the results of the report
will be made available. His suggestion about involving the
NII in any further investigations that may be necessary was
helpful, and I shall consider it with the other Departments
concerned.

I am sorry if the hon. Gentleman found my comments
over the weekend confusing. That is always a danger when
one section of the media reports on another section and
does not read the original text. There is no question of
BNFL operating outside its authorisation or licences.
Under Governments of both parties standards have been
improved and BNFL has always endeavoured to meet
tighter and more rigorous standards. That process must,
and will, continue.

Mr. Mark Lennox-Boyd (Morecambe and
Lunesdale): Should not the Government be congratulated
on reacting in a prompt and calm manner to as yet
unsubstantiated allegations that these discharges have
induced cancer? Is my hon. Friend aware of an interesting
letter in The Times on 15 November which showed that in
the 1920s—Ilong before Sellafield was conceived—much
medical opinion in west Cumbria was concerned about the
incidence of cancer, which even then was higher than the
national average?

Mr. Waldegrave: I have read the letter to which my
hon. Friend referred. Anything to do with previous
allegations about a link between cancer and Windscale is
now subject to the inquiry to be headed by Sir Douglas
Black, which was announced by my right hon. Friend.

Mr. Donald Stewart (Western Isles): Would it not be
better for the health and safety of the people of Cumbria
and those on the west coast of Scotland, where the
incidence of radioactivity in fish has risen dramatically, if
this processing facility, which is laundering much of the
world’s dirty nuclear washing, were closed? Should not
this discharge be stopped at least until independent
research has confirmed that there is no danger?

Mr. Waldegrave: I doubt whether that would be right
or necessary. Large expenditure has been undertaken in
the last few years, with the full co-operation of BNFL,
which will produce further major improvements in the
discharges. 1 re-emphasise that BNFL has operated within
national and international safety limits.

Mr. Peter Rost (Erewash): When BNFL'’s current
investment programme is completed, will not the need for
any low-level discharge be substantially reduced or
eliminated?

Mr. Waldegrave: “Substantially” is exactly the right
word.

Mr. Brian Sedgemore (Hackney, South and
Shor:ditch): How many claims have been made, either by
the work force at Sellafield or by people in the area, in
respect of leukaemia, cancer and other diseases? In how
many cases has liability, if any, been admitted? In how
many cases where liability has not been admitted has
compensation been paid? What is the purpose of paying
compensation where liability is not admitted?




Nuclear Waste (Sellafield)

. Waldegrave: I shall write to the hon. Gentleman
sciiately on those points.

Mr. Simon Hughes (Southwark and Bermondsey): If
the inquiry recommends that the Government’s time scale
is too long, will the Minister undertake that there will be
a clear Government directive that the discharges be
stopped immediately the report is presented to Parliament
and that, if necessary, the relevant provisions will be
implemented under the Control of Pollution Act or other
legislation?

Mr. Waldegrave: Of course. If it were shown, as it has
not yet been, that the plant was operating in contravention
of the Department’s authorisation, action would have to be
taken. There is no evidence yet to show that.

Mr. Norman Atkinson (Tottenham): If more money
than the £80 million to which the Minister has referred in
connection with the development of ion separators and the
other filtering technology were available surely there
would be no necessity for any fluid discharge of nuclear
waste into the sea at Sellafield? Can the Government give
an undertaking that they will not only reject any
propositions to reduce the £80 million but will make more
capital available, so that full development of the
technology is possible, thus putting an end to any
discharges into the sea?

Mr. Waldegrave: The £80 million is committed to the
SIXEP plant, as it is known, which will be on stream next
year. A further £20 million is being committed to
evaporator plants. I assure the hon. Gentleman that
shortage of money is not a problem. To some extent,
British Nuclear Fuels Ltd. at Sellafield suffers from some
of the penalties of being first in the field in having older
machinery than other plants in other parts of the world.
Where it is necessary to spend money to make the
improvements that can be made, that will be done.

Mr. Tam Dalyell (Linlithgow): Why was it necessary
for my hon. Friend the Member for Copeland (Dr.
Cunningham) to suggest that this matter should be referred
to the Nuclear Installations inspectorate before the
Government even considered doing that? Some of us who
have been interested in such matters for many years
assumed that an automatic reference to the NII occurred
in such cases. Why has that not happened in this instance?

21 NOVEMBER 1983
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Mr. Waldegrave: If there were an allegation of a
breach of the authorisations issued by my Department, the
primary responsibility would fall on my Department in the
first instance. In offering to investigate the hon.
Gentleman’s suggestion, I do not think that I have done
other than greet it with reasonable courtesy.

Several Hon. Members rose

Mr. Speaker: Order. A private notice question is an
extension of Question Time. I shall call the hon.
Gentlemen who have been trying to catch my eye.

Mr. David Crouch (Canterbury): Will my hon. Friend
note that he gave us cause for concern when he referred
to the age of the process at Sellafield? Other discharges of
nuclear waste take place into the Channel by the French
at Cap de la Hague. That is a more modern plant—
operated by Kogema—than that at Sellafield. Can my
hon. Friend assure the House that the engineering process
at Sellafield is not so old-fashioned as to be inefficient?

Mr. Waldegrave: It is necessary to spend considerable
sums—up to £100 million—to bring the Sellafield plant
up to the latest level of technological performance. My
Department must note the performance of similar plants
in other parts of the world.

Mr. Kevin Barron (Rother Valley): Will the Minister
confirm—or deny—the last paragraph in an article in
the New Statesman, which said, when referring to waste,
that if the pipeline at Sellafield were extended into open
waters the discharges would be illegal under international
law?

Mr. Waldegrave: A basic rule is that one should not

answer hypothetical questions. If the pipeline were
somewhere else, doubtless the conditions would be
different.

Dr. John Marek (Wrexham): Does the Minister accept
that no minimum amount of plutonium is safe for human
beings? If so, will he tell the public the truth and ensure
that the inquiry publishes details of all the discharges that
have been made into the sea off Cumbria, not only of
Plutonium but of caesium and strontium, since the plant
was set up?

Mr. Waldegrave: [ assure the hon. Gentleman that
those details are published regularly.




Department
of the
Environment

Press Notice

—yp?

1\
7 December 1983

SELLAFIELD BEACHES: STATEMENT BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Monitoring of the beaches near Sellafield has continued. Some further pieces
of contaminated debris, including seaweed, pieces of plastic, string, and
herbage, have been found on the same beaches between St Bees and Eskmeals.
Again they have shown higher than normal levels of radioactivity and have
been removed as soon as they have been found. Any risk of contamination to
the public remains extremely small, but members of the public should continue
to avoid unnecessary use of the beaches and should not handle material washed

up by the sea.

Press Enquiries: 01-212 4686/5/3
Night Calls (6.30pm-8.00am)
Weekends and Holidays: 01-212 7071

Public Enquiries: 01-212 3434;
ask for Public Enquiry Unit
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[Continuation from column 416]

European Community (Hazardous
Wastes)

10.27 pm

The Under-Secretary of State for the Environment
(Mr. William Waldegrave): I beg to move,

That this House takes note of European Community
Documents Nos. 4342/83, Proposal for a Council Directive on
the Supervision and Control of Transfrontier Shipment of
Hazardous Wastes Within the European Community, and
8124/83, Proposal for a Council Regulation on the Supervision
and Control of Transfrontier Shipment of Hazardous Wastes
Within the European Community; and supports the European
Community’s efforts to improve control over the transfrontier
shipment of hazardous wastes.

This proposal for a European Community instrument
for the supervision and control of transfrontier shipment
of hazardous waste both complements and enhances the
controls that the United Kingdom already operates over
shipments of hazardous waste across our frontiers as well
as introducing additional safeguards on the movement of
hazardous recyclable materials. It should significantly
improve controls over shipments across frontiers
throughout the European community. It is not concerned
with radioactive waste.

In January this year the European Commission
submitted a proposal to the Council in the form of a
directive. That was document No. COM(82)892 or
4342/83, which required the producer or consignor of
hazardous wastes to notify “competent authorities” of
member states that a shipment was intended, any
objections to be stated by the “competent authority” and
to be resolved, and the shipment to be accompanied by a
consignment note during transit, which would identify the
origin and destination of the waste, its essential
characteristics and indicate the action to be taken in case
of emergency. Finally, the disposer of the hazardous waste
would be required to certify that he had received the waste
described on the consignment note. The system therefore
provides a positive form of control over transfrontier
shipments of hazardous waste from the “cradle to the
grave”. The Government have welcomed the basis of the
Commission’s proposal.

Mr. Tony Marlow (Northampton, North): What is the
volume and value of this waste that is passing across
United Kingdom frontiers into other Community
countries? What would be the likely cost to those people
of moving such wastes, and what would be the increase
in bureaucracy, the Civil Service and Government costs
involved in it? Perhaps my hon. Friend will be coming to
that later.

Mr. Waldegrave: Almost no hazardous waste is
exported from Britain. About 5,000 tonnes a year —
mostly from Sweden — is imported into specialised
facilities in Britain. Those wastes, by definition, have a
negative value. It costs money to get rid of them. The
value of the recyclable waste— which is mostly non-
ferrous metals but includes some chemicals, which have
a positive value and which are re-used after being re-
cycled in specialised facilities—is about £250 million a
year. However, I shall write to my hon. Friend if that
figure is wrong.
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I recognise that this is a matter of considerable concern
to hon. Members, and I am grateful to the Select
Committee on European Legislation for the interest that it
has shown and in particular for the two helpful reports it
has produced on the Commission’s proposals. I should
also mention the valuable work done on the same subject
in another place, amd the report resulting from it which
was published last week.

In June, the Commission amended its original proposal
in the light of the opinions of the European Parliament and
the Economic and Social Committee, which called for a
regulation. This was the form of the revised proposal—
document No. COM(83)386 or 8124/83 — which has
superseded the original draft directive. With the House’s
agreement, I would therefore suggest that we confine our
debate this evening to the contents of the latest proposal,
the draft regulation.

The reports that I mentioned criticised several of the
provisions contained in the Commission’s "revised
proposal. It is widely recognised that there is a need for
a Community-wide common system of control over
transfrontier shipment of hazardous wastes. This was
dramatically illustrated earlier this year when a
consignment of highly toxic waste, dioxin, from northern
Italy went missing, only to be discovered later in a disused
abattior in France. That incident called into question the
degree to which some member states had honoured their
obligations under existing community waste legislation,
especially the 1978 directive on toxic and dangerous
waste. Recognising the need for urgent action, Ministers
at the Environment Council in Luxembourg in June which
I attended, called for rapid agreement on a legally binding
Community instrument covering transhipment, at the
latest by the end of the year.

I cannot, of course, pre-judge the outcome of the
meeting of the Council of Environment Ministers, which
I shall be attending next Monday, but I am pleased to say
that, on the whole, discussions have in general proceeded
towards a more simplified proposal than the Commission’s
draft regulation. Perhaps it would therefore be helpful to
the House at this stage if I briefly outlined the scope of the
draft regulation. The documentary control system
envisaged in the original directive is retained, albeit with
some modifications, and is supplemented by some
additional requirements, such as the use of special routes
for shipments, the designation of border crossing points,
and producer liability.

There have been extensive discussions in Brussels at
official level on all the new provisions, and the
Government have not been alone in expressing their
concern that the supplementary provisions were not
essential to the basic system of pre-notification and
documentary control, and could jeopardise early
agreement on the instrument as a whole.

I shall concentrate on the fundamental provisions which
are at the core of the proposal, although I shall be happy
to respond to points that hon. Members may make about
the supplementary provisions during the debate. For ttLis
reason also, I shall not spend much of the limited time we
have available this evening discussing the legal form of the
proposed instrument—whether it would be a directive or
a regulation. A regulation would set something of a
precedent in the environmental area, although a directive
is just as legally binding on member states. What matters
more is the scope and content of the proposal itself,
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[Mr. Waldegrave]

although I shall take careful note of the preference
expressed by the report from another place for a directive,
and of the views expressed this evening.

My Department’s latest supplementary memorandum
provides the details of the amended test. The core consists
of article 1, which deals with objectives, and article 2 with
definitions of hazardous waste.

Article 3 deals with the pre-notification arrangements
which enable competent authorities to check that proper
contractual arrangements exist for the disposal of the waste
and that the wastes are to be disposed of at a properly
licensed site, as well as providing the necessary details
about the nature of the wastes and where they originate
from. A standard form is provided for.

Article 4 requires the competent authority to
acknowledge the notification within four weeks. This is
perhaps one of the most important articles in the whole
proposal. The Government favour a control system which,
while preventing a transfrontier shipment being initiated
before the competent authority of the country of
destination has satisfied itself that adequate disposal
facilities exist in the member state, places a requirement
on the competent authorities to process the notification
form in a reasonable period of time—four weeks—and,
as provided for in article 5, to state the legal justification
for objections to the proposed shipment.

Once this process has been completed the shipment can
proceed, accompanied by a copy of the acknowledgement
from the competent authority and the consignment note,
copies of which must also be sent to the competent
authority as required in article 7. The waste disposer must
certify that he has received the wastes and notify the
competent authorities accordingly. Thus, all the
competent authorities will have received advanced notice
that a shipment is intended, will be aware that it is in
progress and will be notified that it has arrived at its
intended destination.

Article 3 provides for season ticket arrangements for
regular shipments of waste — a new article covers
materials for recycling, which I should like to deal with
separately—and article 9 deals with exports outside the
Community. There are also provisions for the introduction
of appropriate penalties for infringement of the
requirements of the instrument, and for providing
information to the Commission. The rest of the articles of
the revised proposal concern issues which the Government
considers supplementary to the essential objectives of the
instrument.

The United Kingdom’s existing system of controls over
disposal of hazardous wastes is both compatible with and
strengthened by this proposal. Particularly difficult
wastes, known as special wastes, are already subject to a
pre-notification and consignment note system under the
Special Wastes Regulations 1980, and such wastes have
to be disposed of at a site licensed to take them under part
I of the Control of Pollution Act 1974. The regulations
already apply to imports and exports of special waste, but
the Commission’s proposals would give the United
Kingdom competent authorities — that is, our waste
disposal authorities — greater advance warning that a
shipment was planned. It would also enable them to satisfy
themselves that any waste exported out of the United
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Kingdom had been properly disposed of, although I should
say that, to my Department’s knowledge, such exports of
waste, as I said to my hon. Friend, are at present minimal.

Perhaps it is as well to recognise at this point that the
proposal has far greater relevance to our other EC
colleagues in mainland Europe, whose land borders mean
that much more crosses their frontiers. The proposal,
therefore, has to recognise those countries’ own particular
circumstances as much as ours. That is reflected in the
degree of involvement of transit countries in the
documentary control system, something that the United
Kingdom would prefer to minimise, as it has little transit
traffic, but which a number of other countries in Europe
are rightly concerned about because of the volume of
traffic crossing their frontiers.

Mr. Marlow: My hon. Friend has just said that this
directive would strengthen the system that we have in this
country. Is the system that we have at the moment not
adequate, or are we being forced into yet further
bureaucratic measures that we would not of our own
volition introduce?

Mr. Waldegrave: I believe that this is an improvement
on our existing controls. What is more, quite apart from
the European Community, we have various international
agreements and regulations dealing with the transporters
—the tankers, and so forth—in which chemical waste is
transported. That shows that, apart from the European
Community, we have always recognised that in such
circumstances we have to deal with friends and neighbours
to get a sensible regime. Measures of this nature are
appropriate for the Community. It is an example of how
the European Community can produce sensible results for
our citizens.

In addition, other member states do not at present have
the type of pre-notification system for difficult wastes
which already operates in the United Kingdom. It is a case
where perhaps the higher standards and the more sensible
system that exist in the United Kingdom have been
adopted in the European Community. That is beneficial to
us in maintaining our practices, and sensible for the rest
of the Community. I think it would be fair to say that the
Commission proposal is, in fact, based on existing United
Kingdom practice.

I would now like to return to the subject of those
hazardous materials which cross frontiers and which are
intended for recycling. Hon. Members will know from the
memoranda submitted by my Department that the
Government remain unconvinced that recyclable materials
should be subject to the type of control system envisaged
for hazardous wastes.

Recyclable materials are the object of normal
commercial trading practices in the same sense as other
comparable raw materials with which they compete. They
are valuable to their owners and so are much less likely to
“disappear” than hazardous wastes going for disposal. The
recycling industry is highly vulnerable to changing market
pressures, so a delay of four weeks could be very costly
and might in some cases mean that disposal rather than
recycling takes place.

It is firm Community policy to encourage recycling on
environmental grounds. We do not want to damage what
is a sensible trade in environmental terms. To force each
individual country to invest in what is sometimes
expensive capital plant for recycling would be the absolute
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negation of sensible Community policy. However, I
understand the view that exclusion of recyclables might
provide a significant loophole in the controls. There have
been one or two incidents in the past which could lead one
to believe that that might happen.

We have therefore proposed a simplified control system
for hazardous recyclable material, and this proposal
appears to be attracting substantial interest among our
Community partners. no pre-notification would be
required, but the person sending the waste across a frontier
would still have to use the same consignment note form
that is used for wastes intended for disposal. He would be
required to sign a declaration on this form that the waste
was intended for recycling, and send it, in advance of the
shipment, to the competent authority in the country of
destination. A copy of the consignment note would, of
course, travel with the shipment. The person receiving the
material for recycling would also have to sign a declaration
to the effect that he had received it for recycling, and
forward his copy of the consignment note to the same
competent authority.

There would still be a “closed loop” of information in
the country of destination, allowing the authorities to
check up on the shipment if they wished. Such a system
also avoides the delay inherent in the full control system
envisaged for wastes for disposal. This is a compromise
arrangement which seeks to meet the views of some other
member states while recognising that it would be
impracticable to treat recyclable hazardous materials in the
same way as hazardous wastes intended for disposal.

Mr. Nicholas Winterton (Macclesfield): During his
excellent exposition, my hon. Friend has repeatedly
referred to “states”. Will he refer to the chemical industry,
which is inevitably intimately involved in this matter, and
tell the House what representations he has received from
the Chemical Industries Association and individual
companies, because they are rather more interested than
the states? Their views, rather than those of the member
states of the Community, are more important to me in
deciding whether these are good regulations.

Mr. Waldegrave: I am happy to give that information.
Governments and industry have a legitimate interest
because it is the duty of Governments to ensure that
hazardous products do not cause avoidable dangers to their
citizens. Industry has a legitimate interest in seeing that the
control systems that the Government introduce are not
unnecessarily complicated and bureaucratic. Although the
Chemical Industries Association, with which I have
discussed the matter, and the CBI are anxious, as are the
Government, that we should stick to the “core” proposals
without decorating them unnecessarily with additions,
they believe that the system is workable and have not
objected to it. I think that I can set my hon. Friend’s mind
at rest on that point.

The rest of the provisions of the Commission’s draft
regulation cover a wide range of issues which are related,
but in our view not essential, to the basic control system.
These include objections by transit countries—article 5
—the use of designated routes and border crossings—
articles 8 and 14—Ilicensing and training of transporters
—article 13—insurance cover—article 11—and strict
liability of producers until the waste is disposed of—
article 15.

The last of these, in particular, is unacceptable to the
Government. We recognise that there may be a problem

223

in that different member states have different laws on the
liability of the producer and that the contrasts between
these will be highlighted where transfrontier shipments are
involved.

Our legal system recognises that the producer of a waste
has a moral responsibility for it throughout its shipment
and disposal, but that the transporter, disposer, and any
other involved share this as well. The Commission’s
proposal would therefore be at odds with United Kingdom
law in this area.

Mr. Hugh Dykes (Harrow, East): Articles 11 and 13
of the draft regulation refer to this matter obliquely. Does
my hon. Friend agree that, while this may not be a problem
with the domestic internal transport of waste, for cross-
frontier transportation there should be more guidance in
the articles and in the regulation about the quality, strength
and dimensions of the containers? Labelling is not enough.
That would have the twofold purpose of helping the
authorities, including the Community authorities, if they
wished to pursue those who were infringing the
regulations, and giving guidance to those connected with
the transportation exercise?

Mr. Waldegrave: The Hazchem warning labels on
transporters and, indeed, the requirement that tanker
drivers, although not all other hazardous goods vehicle
drivers, must carry certificates showing that they have
been properly trained, are at present maintained under one
of the other treaties to which I referred previously, not
under an EC regulation. It is an important area in which
negotiations continue between the British Government and
the industry. I do not rule out the EC having a role in that
in future. At present, however, I would not want to delay
the chance of getting this directive agreed relatively
quickly by seeking to widen its scope in that direction.
Therefore, it is the Government’s view that on this
occasion we should try to concentrate on the basic core of
consignment note and notification systems and get that
agreed.

At the same time, as this legal issue goes much wider
than transfrontier shipments of hazardous waste, the
Government think that it should be tackled by the
Community in a broader context. It is in fact already under
detailed discussion by our consumer affairs colleagues.

The Government welcome the basis of the
Commission’s proposals. I hope that we shall be able to
reach agreement on the early introduction of the basic
documentary control system when I attend the Council of
Environment Ministers in Brussels next week.

10.48 pm

Dr. David Clark (South Shields): We welcome the
opportunity to participate in this debate and to be able to
express our views to the Government. I know that the
Minister will take on board our views and represent some
of them to his colleagues in Europe next week.

I welcome the debate in a personal sense because I
represent a town that is also a port which has had
considerable problems with the storage of hazardous
material. It is good that we should be debating this issue.
Ever since I became a Member of the House in 1970, I
seem to have been fighting alongside the hon. Member for
Bury St. Edmunds (Mr. Griffiths), arguing for stronger
and tighter legislation for the storage and disposal of
waste. I am pleased to say that I think we have tightened
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things up considerably over the past 13 years and the
documents before us tonight is a step in the process of
making our society and people safer from chemical and
other hazardous processes.

The hazardous waste that we discussed 10 or 12 years
ago was domestic, but with the growth of modern
technology the hazardous waste industry now recognises
no international barriers. For example, nuclear waste
comes all the way from Japan to this country to be
reprocessed. The EC has a valuable role to play in this
respect and it is right that we should be working together
to achieve common standards and practices.

There are a few points that I am sure the Minister was
expecting me to raise because certain matters need
clarifying and we have some doubts about the
Government’s reaction to the proposals before the House.
I pay tribute to my MEP for South Tyne and Wear, Joyce
Quin, who worked closely with me in prodding the
Commission into trying to persuade the European
Parliament to produce the directive that is now before us.
Indeed, It was the answer to one of her questions, on 4
May 1983, that elicited the information that only three EC
states — West Germany, Luxembourg and the United
Kingdom—had complied with the obligation regarding
the report on the disposal of toxic and dangerous waste
pursuant to article 16 of directive 78/319. I hope that the
Minister will follow that up because the Community sets
these standards and it should not be just three states that
support them.

Mr. Waldegrave: I strongly agree with the hon.
Gentleman, in respect of not only this directive but a
number of others. One sometimes has the feeling that we
legislate in Europe and that some countries are more
serious than others about the enforcement that should
follow.

Dr. Clark: I am grateful for the Minister’s reassurance
on that point. Different countries have different standards
of definition and I gather that our definition will be the key
one covering imported material.

Mr. Waldegrave indicated assent.

Dr. Clark: I am glad that the Minister acknowledges
that. It is right that our standards should be those to which
we adhere and not the standards of the country sending the
material.

Some waste disposal authorities take my view —
although I recognise that the CBI and other interested
bodies take another line, as the Minister outlined—on
the question of waste for recycling. I was partly reassured
by the Minister’s explanation; he explained the position
more clearly than a reading of the documents provides. I
am still worried because, as he remarked, this is a volatile
industry in every respect and time is of the essence. I am
worried lest we have some hazardous waste imported into
Britain with the intention of recyling it but for some reason
— because of a change in the market or because
exchange values alter—it is considered not worthwhile
to conduct the reprocessing.

There might be a loophole in that connection and I will
explain my fear as a result of experience in my
constituency, for not only the interest of industry is
involved. We are all interested in industry, jobs and
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modern technology, but we must be equally interested in
public safety, and in that respect there are problems for
some local authorities in planning matters.

With my constituency being at the very mouth of the
Tyne, facing Europe, we have at least one large firm
connected with the storage of hazardous and other waste,
Velva Liquids, which has a large number of storage tanks
in my constituency and some across the river. In the past
—1I emphasise that—there have been great difficulties
simply because local authorities were never sure what was
in those storage tanks. Most tanks were within several
hundred yards of residential development, and that caused
the authorities much anxiety. The system has improved
considerably of late since the Health and Safety Executive
has started operating the system more effectively. In one
case, the Health and Safety Executive advised the local
authority not to build a junior school in the vicinity
because of the proximity of the tanks. My local authority
was concerned because it had been advised not to build a
school, yet children were still playing around the houses
and in the gardens in the area. I am worried that full
notification may not be given to the local authorities.

I concede that materials imported under the regulations
are covered. However, I am worried that material
imported under the recycling regulations could be stored
for some time, not be recycled as proposed and the local
authority may not know what is in the storage tanks. I
know that the Minister will examine that point.

The Minister dealt briefly with land-fill—I know that
he was trying to expedite business. Many waste disposal
authorities face difficulties in finding a place in which to
put domestic waste. If the draft regulations are accepted
could a waste disposal authority refuse waste if it were
intended for land-fill? It may be that some authorities
would not want the material to be used as land-fill when
they already have problems in disposing of domestic
waste. It would be helpful if the Minister were to answer
that important point.

Mr. Eldon Griffiths (Bury St. Edmunds): I share the
hon. Gentleman’s anxiety. If an authority had licensed a
pit to receive toxic materials or recyclable materials, there
would surely be no way of discriminating between
materials coming from different places. The pit should
receive the waste if it is fit to do so, no matter from where
it comes.

Dr. Clark: We went through this matter in great detail
when discussing the 1971 Act. There is a shortage of
licensed pits in some parts of the country. Local authorities
know their capabilities, and more waste could add to their
problems.

The Minister said that the Government were a little
worried about the transit arrangements. I take his point that
perhaps we are not too worried about that in this country.
I should be interested to know how much material comes
into this country en route from or to the Irish Republic.
Many shipments come into the Tyne, Humber and other
east coast ports in huge container lorries. There may be
more material in transit than we imagine. Perhaps the
Government could look into that matter before Monday.

The Government are reluctant to specify entry ports. I
concede that this adds to the difficulties. However, there
is a great advantage in channelling hazardous wastes
through ports, as Britain does, where there is expertise
available and one does not need literally to have a master
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and a dog to deal with the sophisticated and complicated
waste and documentation. I hope that the Government will
not be too rigid on the specific entry points to which
reference is made in the draft directive.

I wish to be slightly critical about two points. I hope
that the Minister will take my criticism in the spirit in
which it is intended. Nowadays we are told of the cost and
the manpower implications of every Bill. Is he satisfied
that the ports have sufficient personnel to handle the
increased documentation? We all welcome the tightening
of the regulations, but unless they are properly checked
and monitored the whole system will fail. I hope that there
will be sufficient personnel to deal with them and that the
Health and Safety Executive will also not suffer manpower
problems. Finally, will there be any extra demands on the
local authorities involved? The Minister’s comments on
those aspects would be most helpful?

In answer to an intervention, the Minister rightly said
that, although we were dealing with this in a European
context, the majority of our imports of hazardous waste
were from non-EC countries. Will he undertake to press
for bilateral agreements with other countries at least to
comply with these regulations, if not to tighten them up?

To be parochial for a moment, my constituency faces
more towards Norway than France. Scotland and the
north-east have a long seaboard with the Scandinavian
countries. We are conscious that the regulations cover
waste oil, but not oil slicks. Material from Norway and
Sweden comes into the United Kingdom, some for
reprocessing and some for other reasons. I recently read
an excellent paper by the Norwegians’ “keep the coast
tidy” organisation. I sometimes feel, however, that they
are keeping their coast tidy at our expense, although they
would probably reply that we are killing their lakes with
acid rain. Nevertheless, I hope that the Minister will press
for bilateral agreements with other countries as I
understand that we import material from at least 19
countries, including some behind the iron curtain.

There is great public anxiety about these matters. We
believe that the regulations are a step in the right direction.
We hope that the Government will ensure that they are
tightened up—not to make them unworkable, but as a
first step towards even more ideal arrangements.

11.2 pm

Mr. John Watson (Skipton and Ripon): I wish to ask
two rather lengthy questions rather than to make a speech,
but I thought that it was better to do so in this way rather
than by intervening in the speech of my hon. Friend the
Minister.

The potential dangers to human beings in Britain from
the transport of non-nuclear waste and various hazardous
chemicals seem to me to be considerably greater than those
likely to arise from the transport of nuclear waste. It is
therefore appropriate that we should give rather more
attention to the transport of non-nuclear waste than we
customarily give to the transport of nuclear waste. If we
were discussing the latter, attendance in the Chamber
would be far greater. In my constituency, when a
consignment of waste comes along the local railway line
for processing at Sellafield people wait about to take
photographs of the flasks and send nasty letters to the local
press, but consignments of cyanide or propane gas go
through more or less unnoticed. I should have thought that
the chances of an accident happening to one of those
conventional consignments was rather greater. More
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importantly, if anything went wrong the risk to human life
from such a consignment would also be considerably
greater. [ am therefore glad that the House is spending time
in dealing with the transport of non-nuclear waste.

My first question is this. Does my hon. Friend the
Minister feel generally content with the standard of
regulations now oeperating in the United Kingdom for the
broad transport of non-nuclear waste?

My second question concerns land-fill, to which the
hon. Member for South Shields (Dr. Clark) referred. I
understand that the regulations as drafted will not enable
us to object to the import of hazardous waste simply and
solely on the ground that it is to be used for land filling.
It may be possible to object to the shipment on other
grounds, but not simply on the grounds of land filling. I
can see no logical reason why my hon. Friend the Minister
should not give himself power to do so at this stage.

I know that the problem is not significant. People say
that little is imported from Europe for land-fill tipping and
that the cost of shipping it is so small that it will never be
a problem. However, I should have thought that, as there
would be no harm in giving ourselves the power to ban
such shipments outright, we should give ourselves that
power. Perhaps other European countries will decide to
give themselves that power. The Germans may become
increasingly irritated with their absorption of hazardous
waste from Holland, for example. In those circumstances,
if we do not watch it, we may find that we are the general
dumping ground for Europe for hazardous waste of various
sorts, although we have less land and fewer pits available
to absorb the wast than most of our European competitors.

Therefore, will my hon. Friend carefully consider
equipping himself with that power? If not, will he at least
give the House an undertaking that he will keep the
situation under close review to make sure that the nation’s
resources are not abused?

11.6 pm

Mr. Stephen Ross (Isle of Wight): I welcome the
directive, which is an important step forward. I reiterate
what was said in an intervention in the Minister’s speech.
Labelling and packaging is important. It must be
permanent and clearly indentifiable. That is not
necessarily so at the moment.

Local authorities, particularly county councils, are
faced with increasing expenditure. I hope that the Minister
will draw this matter to the attention of the Secretary of
State. I am a former leader of a county council, and still
am a member. Increased costs are always imposed on such
authorities, and are not always made up in the rate support
grant. As we are facing all sorts of penalties, I hope that
any increased costs will be allowed for.

The Minister said that he was likely to visit Brussels
shortly in connection with the directive and its
implementation. Will it be possible to extend the
provisions under article 9 to cover the carriage of
dangerous chemicals and poisons that are leaving the EC
for countries outside it? My constituency has suffered
appallingly in recent years from the washing up on our
shores of dangerous chemicals and poisons. I went to
Brussels in March this year to meet a gentleman in Mr.
Dalsager’s office. I am afraid that I cannot remember his
name. I pleaded that the EC should start to consider the
matter. I am told that some preliminaries have been made
in an office in Dublin, but I am not sure how far they have
got.
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I remind the Minister that in the past two or three years
there have been two major disasters in the channel of ships
going down or shedding loads —the Tozeur and the
Aeolian Sky. Vast quantities of poisons such as arsenic
trichloride washed up on our shores. The problem hit not
only my constituents but the whole of the south coast. It
was difficult to identify those poisons. We had to get
experts from Harwell and elsewhere to help us. The
identification on the packages was inadequate.

Consideration of the regulations, which deal with the
transportation of hazardous waste within the EC, offers us
an opportunity to widen the scope and include dangerous
chemicals and poisons. It is not a big step to take, and it
is partly covered by article 9. I hope that that will be taken
on board, together with the claims that local authorities
then make for the damage and expense they incur in
clearing up their beaches and getting these chemicals
restored and properly dealt with. Our figure is about
£35,000, but I realise that other authorities within the
United Kingdom are faced with far higher sums. I know
that the House is not talking about oil, but I believe
Norfolk has a claim of about £5 million outstanding.

The owners of ships that discharge cargoes or go down
always seem to be registered in some obscure country and
cannot be brought to book. That is a difficulty. One hopes
for help from the Department of Trade. No doubt the
Department helps, but local authorities generally finish up
shouldering the entire cost.

Therefore, my plea is for the extension of the role of
these directives and regulations so that a common
approach can be looked for within the EEC to a growing
problem. This is particularly so in the English channel
where there is a far more lackadaisical approach. Systems
of transporting chemicals and fertilisers can cause great
trouble to areas which look too much to the tourist industry
for their income. Although many of these cargoes are
lashed on board ships, I gather that some have to be put
on deck. When a ship gets into trouble, these cargoes are
the first to be offloaded and come up on to our beaches.
If any help can be given on that matter, I shall be grateful.

I very much welcome the proposed directives.

11.12 pm

Mr. Eldon Griffiths (Bury St. Edmunds): I welcome
the general drift of the proposed regulations and the
explanation that my hon. Friend the Minister so lucidly
gave to the House. It is a particular pleasure to follow the
hon. Member for South Shields (Dr. Clark), for, as he
said, we have from time to time debated these matters in
the past.

I have some interest in this matter. I suppose I was the
author, in this House at least, of the arrangements whereby
we require people to notify the disposal authorities when
they get toxic and hazardous waste off their premises.
Similarly, we require that the loop be closed by the
receiving authority indicating that it has received it and
disposed of it. I am delighted that this system which was
probably initiated in the United Kingdom has now, in a
sense, been Europeanised.

I welcome the document also because it is a further step
down the road towards creating a genuinely Common
Market. There must be within the European Community
a certain division of labour and specialisation of function.
If some countries have the facilities for disposing of
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particularly complex wastes in an intelligent fashion, it
makes sense that those facilities should not be duplicated
in every part of the Community but should be used
wherever they are best available. That is why the
transfrontier movement of waste is an inherent part of the
concept of a common market that I welcome.

From some modest experience, I can say that nothing
alarms people so much as merely talking about toxic or
hazardous wastes. It is rather like the word “nuclear”,
which alarms people. Therefore, I welcome the
regulations because we are providing a sensible system
that can meet the alarm that people genuinely feel from
time to time.

The hon. Member for the Isle of Wight (Mr. Ross)
spoke of the risks of ships offloading hazardous cargo in
difficult circumstances. I remember going down to
Cornwall when we were told that barrels of death were
floating up on to the Cornish beaches. I was told by the
then Prime Minister to deal with them. I found that the
whole episode had been manufactured largely by the press
as a scare. The toxic waste could not have floated ashore
as its specific gravity was greater than that of water and
it would have been bound to go the bottom of the Bay of
Biscay. None the less, we used a frigate and three
helicopters and I virtually stood the home guard, or
whatever they were called, in Cornwall and Devon on the
alert because there was a scare about “barrels of death.”

It is important that Parliament should deal with these
matters in a rational and sensible way to avoid the
circulation of such scare stories.

Mr. Stephen Ross: I hope that the hon. Gentleman is
not suggesting that the information I gave was incorrect,
because it is all documented. I assure him that what I said
was correct.

Mr. Griffiths: I was in no sense referring to the hon.
Gentleman’s contribution, but rather to events in the not
so distant past.

Against the background of some of the real
environmental dangers that we have seen in recent years,
it is proper that the Community should now be taking this
step.

I have only three points that I hope will assist my hon.
Friend when, with the support of the House behind him,
he negotiates the further details with some of his
ministerial colleagues in Brussels.

I am in almost complete agreement with the
Government’s reservations. I am not persuaded that it is
necessary to license all the handlers. That sounds sensible.
If we license the site, should we not also license the person
moving the material into the site and specify the strength
and type of container that may carry it? I hope that my hon.
Friend will carry with him the support of the House in
resisting the proposal to license handlers, as that would
impose additional cost and complexity on the process. If
the system is to work, it must be relatively simple and not
too expensive.

I also agree with my hon. Friend that we should resist
the legal consequences in the United Kingdom of placing
the responsibility at all stages on the producer of the waste.
With my right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for
Energy, we invented the notion that the polluter must pay.
There is a lot in that, but if a company that produces waste
has abided in every sense by the requirement to specify the
nature of the waste when it leaves the plant and has
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ensured that the destination is capable of receiving and
disposing of it, it would be wrong to carry through a legal
liability on the original producer as it would cause all kinds
of problems under British law. In spite of my hon. Friend’s
anxiety to see this regulation made, I hope that he will not
be pushed around but will stand fairly strongly on the
problems that would be faced in English law.

We are a smallish country with increasing amounts of
complex wastes. In a sense, we should welcome that
because it means that our more advanced industries are
doing better. However, we have the problem of a limited
number of holes in the ground. Sensibly-handled land-fill
is an excellent way of dealing with waste, and there have
been some splendid examples of land reclamation and the
covering of land by trees and grass proving that, properly
handled, land fill can add to rather than subtract from
environmental attractions.

The hon. Member for South Shields said, “Don’t put
your waste in our dustbin because it is full”, but we should
not attempt to discriminate within the European
Community about whose waste can go into holes in the
ground, provided that they have been properly licensed.
There may be occasions when we will want to put some
of our waste into holes in the ground in France. I merely
say that, within a community, it is absurd to try to
patriotise specific holes in the ground. It will not work.

11.19 pm

Mr. David Crouch (Canterbury): I hope that I have a
little time before my hon. Friend the Minister replies.

I declare an interest in that I have spent my life in the
chemical industry and have been for many years the
chairman of the all-party committee on the chemical
industry, which is associated, in its briefing, with the
Chemical Industries Association.

We must not minimise the importance of handling
hazardous waste. We know of Seveso, and the dangers
surrounding dioxin and contaminated earth. Like nuclear
waste, such substances are deadly dangerous. We must
ensure that there are provisions to cover the handling of
deadly dangerous and hazardous waste.

Consideration of who produces the waste in the first
place — the primary producer —is not the paramount
issue. There are secondary and tertiary producers of
chemical products. Initially, the product is manufactured
and known to be dangerous by a responsible producer.
Subsequently, the product is sold and handled by someone
else who uses it in a chemical or metal process. That
person becomes a secondary user of the dangerous
product. The product becomes waste in the hands not of
the primary producer but of the secondary producer. The
product may move further down the line and fall into the
hands of a tertiary producer or user.

Problems arise when the third user does not realise that
he is handling a dangerous product, which Government
regulations in every member state have ensured that the
primary producer is aware of. Whatever we do as a
member state of the Community, we must remind the
Council of Ministers and the Community as a whole of that
fact of life.

Each country has its own record in dealing with this
problem. The British chemical industry has a remarkably
good record in its concern for the protection of the
environment, for workers in factories who handle
dangerous products, and for emission control and
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pollution. I am not saying that we have the best record in
the world, but it is certainly very good. However, we can
always improve.

In our small country local authorities are responsible for
waste disposal, although they are supervised by the
Department’ of the Environment. They are extremely
competent compared with other countries, such as the
United States, which do not have such a strict system of
central Government supervision over those local
authorities.

I hope that a directive is all that will be required when
dealing with this problem. I am sure that the good record
of our industry and that of the local authorities does not
require a regulation. Regulations contain an imperative. A
directive is a much better way to deal with the problem.
I hope that I have made my point clear.

11.24 pm

Mr. Waldegrave: I am most grateful for the helpful
comments made by hon. Members on both sides of the
House, which will be of use in the Brussels negotiations.
They will only begin to become serious at about this hour
of the night and will continue, as I am sure that my hon.
Friend the Member for Bury St. Edmunds (Mr. Griffiths)
remembers, well into the early hours. It is helpful to have
such clarification at the back of my mind.

I shall try to answer some of the matters raised by the
hon. Member for South Shields (Dr. Clark). However, in
response first to my hon. Friend the Member for
Canterbury (Mr. Crouch), I think that a directive is the
more sensible form of legislation, although the
Government do not feel passionately about that. The
majority of our European colleagues consider that to be so,
and it is more likely to be a directive. If the outcome of
the discussions is a directive, the national definition of
“hazard” would be used. I take my hon. Friend’s comment
about the competent waste disposal authorities — the
local authorities—knowing where dangerous substances
exist. That is important particularly in relation to the
recyclables. Perhaps things have not always been clear in
the past. I think that the consignment note system that we
have tabled would help. The authorities would have the
information sent to them, with full details about the
substances and details relating to whom they were going.

My hon. Friend the Member for Skipton and Ripon
(Mr. Watson) referred to our power to refuse land-fill. If
the directive were passed, I do not think that we would be
able to refuse the reception of waste at a site licensed for
it, wherever it came from. There would be problems with
trade barriers in the Community if wastes were refused.
However, in the other place, the Select Committee drew
attention to that point. There is a real issue here, and I
assure hon. Members that we shall keep an eye on the
situation. Clearly, land-fill sites are a finite resource, and
if the now trivial trade developed rapidly, we might have
to return to that subject.

I shall look into the point raised by the hon. Member
for South Shields about transit through the United
Kingdom to Ireland. I think that the amounts involved will
be pretty small, but I shall try to find some figures on that.
I note what he said about specific entry points. We are not
enthusiastic about them. I take the hon. Gentleman’s
point. The danger is that we could become involved in a
long wrangle over that, and that might mean a delay to the
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whole thing. I do not think that that is important enough
to put at risk the basic system, and I suspect that we should
get into some difficulty in that territory.

I come to a point mentioned by the hon. Member for
Isle of Wight (Mr. Ross). I do not think that large increases
will be needed in county council staffs. Indeed, if the
system worked more smoothly and automatically, staff
might spend less time chasing round interviewing people,
and looking for information. Under this system, that will
be made available to them. Increased manpower needs
would become a serious problem only if the trade
burgeoned in the next few years. However, we are talking
about a fairly small tonnage of trans-frontier wastes. I
think that about 2-5 million tonnes went across
Community frontiers as a whole last year. However, only
about 5,000 tonnes came into Britain, and much of that
came from outside the Community. Therefore, from our
point of view the tonnage is relatively small.

I think that I have covered the second point made by
my hon. Friend the Member for Skipton and Ripon.
However, he also wondered whether we felt that
sometimes the balance of emphasis between nuclear and
other dangerous substances was wrong. I rather
sympathise with that point. We sometimes talk as if the
dangers involved in radioactive substances are unique and
particularly long lived. However, the Seveso incident has
reminded is all that that is not so. There are chemicals that
are just as long-lived, non-degradable and dangerous, as
the nastiest of the radioactive chemicals. That is why it
behoves us all to take care and to have sensible legislation
on such matters.

The hon. Member for South Shields also asked about
bilateral arrangements with his Scandinavian neighbours.
A proposal similar to the European Community’s
document is under discussion in the OECD. We are closely
involved with that. In OECD language it is a
recommendation, and is likely to be agreed in the next few
months. That will be helpful. However, the Scandinavian
countries tend to have fairly high standards in thes
matters. ;

The hon. Member for Isle of Wight referred to
labelling, which is at present dealt with under the ADR
agreement. That is the non-European Community
agreement. I do not say that there is no improvement to
be found there. Indeed, there may be further work to be
done. However, I do not want to widen the scope of the
directive or enmesh us in a tangle of things that may put
at risk the passage of the core directive.

I sympathise with the hon. Gentleman’s points about
article 9. He said that we should take care that things do
not leave the Community and disappear out of all ken. We
are still having discussions about whether there can be
some arrangements about wastes that are shipped out of the
Community for disposal. There should be some check that
they have been disposed of.

The hon. Gentleman also mentioned shipborne wastes.
This directive, as it is likely to become, will not cover
some of the unpleasant substances such as oil that are
accidentally sluiced out of ships. They are to be dealt with
by an International Maritime Organisation convention,
MARPOL 73-78, which came into force this October. A
section of it, Annexe 2, which deals with liquid chemical

waste will come into force in three years. We might be
able to offer the hon. Gentleman some comfort on that
point under the IMO rubric rather than under this directive.
This legislation will not extend to considerations of
compensation. There are discussions on that matter in the
EC but they are in the consumer affairs council because
the matter is being discussed in the context of consumer
liability.

I pay tribute to my hon. Friend the Member for Bury
St. Edmunds as the only begetter of this directive. He was
right to say that the legislation with which he was
originally associated formed the model for European
legislation in this area. It is not unduly boastful to say that.
It is fair for him to take credit for it. He was also right to
say that, in terms of maintaining recyclables, this is a
good, sensible communautaire trade to protect. I like the
picture of him at the head of the home guard, rather like
the late and much lamented John le Mesurier, dealing with
the barrels of death. I take the point that these matters are
sometimes the cause of good but, not always accurate
stories in the press.

My hon. Friend the Member for Canterbury talked of
the danger of over-licensing. In terms of our domestic
wastes investigation — the Gregson committee —
somewhat tortuous negotiations are still going on between
local authorities and the chemical industry. There is a
danger of too much legislation being aimed at a reasonable
target which then escapes. It is not possible to catch the
cowboys by putting more regulations on the people who
behave sensibly.

I do not want to end on a negative note, but there is one
item which we cannot accept. My hon. Friends the
Members for Canterbury and for Bury St. Edmunds
referred to it—the introduction of a simplistic concept
of producer liability. Our courts would want to examine
whose fault it really was and would not follow a rule of
thumb saying that the primary producer had responsibility
in every case. That is good law and common sense. We
should not import such an idea. I made it clear to
colleagues in Europe at the informal meeting at Athens,
that we could not accept it.

I am grateful for the contribution that hon. Members
have made to the debate. Their speeches confirm that the
Government are on the right lines as to the type of package
that we are trying to negotiate. I have some hopes that we
shall be successful in Brussels on Monday—or Tuesday
morning, as it is more likely to be—although, as my
hon. Friend the Member for Bury St. Edmunds will recall,
there are sometimes Gallic slips, or hazards of a non-
chemical type, on the way to agreement on these matters.
I do not want to sound over-optimistic, but there is no
reason in common sense why we should not agree a
sensible package of which we and all of our Community
partners can be proud.

Question put and agreed to.

Resolved,

That this House takes note of European Community
Documents Nos. 4342/83, Proposal for a Council Directive on
the Supervision and Control of Transfrontier Shipment of
Hazardous Wastes Within the European Community, and
8124/83, Proposal for a Council Regulation on the Supervision
and Control of Transfrontier Shipment of Hazardous Wastes
Within the European Community; and supports the European
Community’s efforts to improve control over the transfrontier
shipment of hazardous wastes.
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3.30 pm

Dr. John Cunningham (Copeland) (by private notice)
asked the Secretary of State for the Environment if he will
make a statement about the operations of the British
Nuclear Fuels Ltd. plant at Sellafield and the terms and
conditions of the licence under which those operations are
permitted.

The Under-Secretary of State for the Environment
(Mr. William Waldegrave): My right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State would normally have wanted to answer
the question himself, but he is chairing the Housing
Consultative Committee and has asked me to reply.

The Sellafield works of British Nuclear Fuels Ltd.,
which are an essential part of the United Kingdom’s
nuclear power programme, operate under the terms of a
site licence issued by the Nuclear Installations inspectorate
of the Health and Safety Executive and in accordance with
the authorisations for the disposal of radioactive waste
issued by my Department and by the Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. The latter are published
in an appendix to the company’s annual report on
discharges, and, according to the Department’s informa-
tion, it has kept within them.

My right hon. Friend the Secretary of State for the
Environment set out fully in a written answer on
November 2 the substantial reductions in discharges which
the company has recently made and the further reductions
which we have required it to make over the next couple
of years. The authorising Departments. keep a continual
watch on the situation and all the available scientific and
monitoring data, and will take whatever action is
necessary to ensure continued protection of the public.

A discharge occurred over the weekend of 12-14
November which caused some contamination of a short
stretch of beach near the site, which was discovered on 19
November. BNFL has stated that this did not represent a
danger to the public and the beach was reopened last night.
As a precaution, the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Food is carrying out its own monitoring in the area,
including monitoring of the beach and fish. Inspectors of
my Department are making a formal investigation to
discover how the incident occurred and whether there has
been any breach of the conditions of the authorisation.

Dr. Cunningham: I am grateful to the Minister for that
reply, and I understand why his right hon. Friend cannot
be here today.

If the Minister is not satisfied with BNFL’s explanation
of the circumstances of this most recent incident, should
he not ask the Nuclear Installations inspectorate to carry
out an independent inquiry? As it is the Government’s
view that BNFL is operating within the terms and
conditions of its licence — that is important for the
industry as well as for my constituents and for wider
environmental reasons—may I ask whether they would
vary the licence conditions in any way if they were not
satisfied with the company’s performance? If that were to
be done, would it not be much better for the Government
to make a proper, considered statement to Parliament on
the matter rather than what I can only call the vague and
somewhat contradictory statements by the hon. Gentleman
in the media over the weekend, which have confused my
constituents, the industry and those who are responsible
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for monitoring what happens? Will the hon. Gentleman
ensure that when the monitoring that is to take place
independently of BNFL is completed, a full report will be
published?

Mr. Waldegrave: In answer to the hon. Gentleman’s
last question, I can confirm that the results of the report
will be made available. His suggestion about involving the
NII in any further investigations that may be necessary was
helpful, and I shall consider it with the other Departments
concerned.

I am sorry if the hon. Gentleman found my comments
over the weekend confusing. That is always a danger when
one section of the media reports on another section and
does not read the original text. There is no question of
BNFL operating outside its authorisation or licences.
Under Governments of both parties standards have been
improved and BNFL has always endeavoured to meet
tighter and more rigorous standards. That process must,
and will, continue.

Mr. Mark Lennox-Boyd (Morecambe and
Lunesdale): Should not the Government be congratulated
on reacting in a prompt and calm manner to as yet
unsubstantiated allegations that these discharges have
induced cancer? Is my hon. Friend aware of an interesting
letter in The Times on 15 November which showed that in
the 1920s—Ilong before Sellafield was conceived—much
medical opinion in west Cumbria was concerned about the
incidence of cancer, which even then was higher than the
national average?

Mr. Waldegrave: I have read the letter to which my
hon. Friend referred. Anything to do with previous
allegations about a link between cancer and Windscale is
now subject to the inquiry to be headed by Sir Douglas
Black, which was announced by my right hon. Friend.

Mr. Donald Stewart (Western Isles): Would it not be
better for the health and safety of the people of Cumbria
and those on the west coast of Scotland, where the
incidence of radioactivity in fish has risen dramatically, if
this processing facility, which is laundering much of the
world’s dirty nuclear washing, were closed? Should not
this discharge be stopped at least until independent
research has confirmed that there is no danger?

Mr. Waldegrave: I doubt whether that would be right
or necessary. Large expenditure has been undertaken in
the last few years, with the full co-operation of BNFL,
which will produce further major improvements in the
discharges. I re-emphasise that BNFL has operated within
national and international safety limits.

Mr. Peter Rost (Erewash): When BNFL’s current
investment programme is completed, will not the need for
any low-level discharge be substantially reduced or
eliminated?

Mr. Waldegrave: “Substantially” is exactly the right
word.

Mr. Brian Sedgemore (Hackney, South and
Shoreditch): How many claims have been made, either by
the work force at Sellafield or by people in the area, in
respect of leukaemia, cancer and other diseases? In how
many cases has liability, if any, been admitted? In how
many cases where liability has not been admitted has
compensation been paid? What is the purpose of paying
compensation where liability is not admitted?
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. the metropolitan counties to the districts and boroughs in
grant-related expenditure assessments there is no reason
why arts organisations that are well based in their
communities should not win support.

Elgin Marbles

30. Sir David Price asked the Under-Secretary of
State answering in respect of the Arts, what reasons the
Greek Government have given to Her Majesty’s
Government in support of their request that the Elgin
marbles should be handed over to them without payment;
and what has been Her Majesty’s Government’s reply.

33. Mr. Murphy asked the Under-Secretary of State
answering in respect of the Arts, if he will make a
statement on the request by the Greek Government for the
return of the Elgin marbles.

Mr. Waldegrave: A formal request for the return of
the Elgin marbles was made by the Greek ambassador on
12 October. It will, of course, receive careful
consideration. As my noble Friend said in Parliament
recently, the Government are aware of no general wish to
change the existing powers of the British museum’s
trustees, and do not propose to seek authority to do so.

Sir David Price: Will my hon. Friend and the
Government remind the Greek Government that— no
Elgin, no marbles, no British museum no marbles? Will
he also remind them that the present level of sulphur
dioxide in the Athenian atmosphere is as destructive of
what remains of the Parthenon as was the Venetian
gunfire, the Turkish gunpowder, and the plunderers and
marauders — the Greek people themselves — on the
remains of the Parthenon in the past?

Mr. Waldegrave: I can only add one group to my hon.
Friend’s conprehensive list of those who have damaged the
Parthenon— perhaps the worst of all were those who
converted it into a church in 450 AD. As I understand it,
the Greek Government have not proposed replacing the
marbles on the Parthenon if they were to be returned. They
would have to be kept in a museum in Athens.

Mr. Murphy: Does my hon. Friend agree that the
emotion that is being shown demonstrates that, in more
ways than one, the Greeks have lost their marbles? Does
he agree that it would be more helpful if the Greek
Government appreciated the realistic and legal approach
that Lord Elgin adopted towards those valuable marbles?

Mr. Waldegrave: The Government will, of course,
give the Greek Government’s request serious
consideration.

Mr. Foot: Does the Minister agree that the
supplementary questions that have been asked by
Conservative Members merely add insult to the injuries
that have been inflicted on us all? Is he able to recall that
the circumstances and the manner in which the so-called
Elgin marbles were taken from Greece were bitterly
denounced at the time by most leading English people,
headed by Lord Byron? Is he further aware that Lord
Byron pronounced a terrible curse on those who were
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engaged in the transaction? Will the Minister undertake
that the Government will seriously examine the
proposition that has been made by a friendly, democratic
country?

Mr. Waldegrave: Lord Byron may have been against
it but the right hon. Gentleman doubtless knows that a
Select Committee which looked into the matter believed
that the marbles had been acquired legally. What my hon.
Friends say is doubted by few—if the marbles had not
been taken away they would have been more seriously
damaged.

Mr. Jessel: Will my hon. Friend repudiate the
suggestion of the right hon. Member for Blaenau Gwent
(Mr. Foot) that injuries were inflicted as Britain saved the
marbles after many years of neglect, decay and
dilapidation? Does he agree that they were deteriorating
under many centuries of Greek rule as well as under
Turkish rule?

Mr. Waldegrave: I do not think that there is any
disagreement between the British Government and the
Greek Government about the danger that the marbles were
in at that time.

Mr. Faulds: To take this matter seriously, does the
Minister not consider that it might be time to accept that
there is an argument in Third world countries and others
that a limited range of objects should be returned? Is it not
likely that if we in the West do not draw up a limited range
of objects for restitution, we shall eventually face
commercial and economic pressures to do so when dealing
with other matters?

Mr. Waldegrave: The hon. Gentleman is right. This
matter raises wide and general issues. That is why we must
consider carefully the implications for the British museum
and other great international collections.

Mr. Fallon: From which Government does my hon.
Friend think that a similar request might be made in respect
of the horses of St. Mark’s Square, Venice?

Mr. Waldegrave: A large number of Governments,
including the Egyptian and Turkish, might have rival
claims in that case.

Mr. Canavan: Is it not a historical fact that Lord Elgin
used his position as British ambassador to get his hands on
the Parthenon Marbles, without the consent of the people
of Greece, and that he then proceeded to sell them to the
British Government for £35,000? Will the Government
now, belatedly, do the decent thing and send the marbles
back to Greece so that they can be exhibited in their proper
homeland? Should the Government not make reparation
for an act of piracy by Lord Elgin, which even Byron
described as plundering the Parthenon to decorate a villa
in Scotland?

Mr. Waldegrave: It was not described as plunder by
the Select Committee which looked into the matter, nor
have I ever heard any serious criticism of the way in which
the British museum displays the marbles.

»-
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Mr. Waldegrave: I shall write to the hon. Gentleman
separately on those points.

Mr. Simon Hughes (Southwark and Bermondsey): If
the inquiry recommends that the Government’s time scale
is too long, will the Minister undertake that there will be
a clear Government directive that the discharges be
stopped immediately the report is presented to Parliament
and that, if necessary, the relevant provisions will be
implemented under the Control of Pollution Act or other
legislation?

Mr. Waldegrave: Of course. If it were shown, as it has
not yet been, that the plant was operating in contravention
of the Department’s authorisation, action would have to be
taken. There is no evidence yet to show that.

Mr. Norman Atkinson (Tottenham): If more money
than the £80 million to which the Minister has referred in
connection with the development of ion separators and the
other filtering technology were available surely there
would be no necessity for any fluid discharge of nuclear
waste into the sea at Sellafield? Can the Government give
an undertaking that they will not only reject any
propositions to reduce the £80 million but will make more
capital available, so that full development of the
technology is possible, thus putting an end to any
discharges into the sea?

Mr. Waldegrave: The £80 million is committed to the
SIXEP plant, as it is known, which will be on stream next
year. A further £20 million is being committed to
evaporator plants. I assure the hon. Gentleman that
shortage of money is not a problem. To some extent,
British Nuclear Fuels Ltd. at Sellafield suffers from some
of the penalties of being first in the field in having older
machinery than other plants in other parts of the world.
Where it is necessary to spend money to make the
improvements that can be made, that will be done.

Mr. Tam Dalyell (Linlithgow): Why was it necessary
for my hon. Friend the Member for Copeland (Dr.
Cunningham) to suggest that this matter should be referred
to the Nuclear Installations inspectorate before the
Government even considered doing that? Some of us who
have been interested in such matters for many years
assumed that an automatic reference to the NII occurred
in such cases. Why has that not happened in this instance?
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Mr. Waldegrave: If there were an allegation of a
breach of the authorisations issued by my Department, the
primary responsibility would fall on my Department in the
first instance. In offering to investigate the hon.
Gentleman’s suggestion, I do not think that I have done
other than greet it with reasonable courtesy.

Several Hon. Members rose

Mr. Speaker: Order. A private notice question is an
extension of Question Time. I shall call the hon.
Gentlemen who have been trying to catch my eye.

Mr. David Crouch (Canterbury): Will my hon. Friend
note that he gave us cause for concern when he referred
to the age of the process at Sellafield? Other discharges of
nuclear waste take place into the Channel by the French
at Cap de la Hague. That is a more modern plant—
operated by Kogema—than that at Sellafield. Can my
hon. Friend assure the House that the engineering process
at Sellafield is not so old-fashioned as to be inefficient?

Mr. Waldegrave: It is necessary to spend considerable
sums—up to £100 million—to bring the Sellafield plant
up to the latest level of technological performance. My
Department must note the performance of similar plants
in other parts of the world.

Mr. Kevin Barron (Rother Valley): Will the Minister
confirm—or deny—the last paragraph in an article in
the New Statesman, which said, when referring to waste,
that if the pipeline at Sellafield were extended into open
waters the discharges would be illegal under international
law?

Mr. Waldegrave: A basic rule is that one should not
answer hypothetical questions. If the pipeline were
somewhere else, doubtless the conditions would be
different.

Dr. John Marek (Wrexham): Does the Minister accept
that no minimum amount of plutonium is safe for human
beings? If so, will he tell the public the truth and ensure
that the inquiry publishes details of all the discharges that
have been made into the sea off Cumbria, not only of
Plutonium but of caesium and strontium, since the plant
was set up?

Mr. Waldegrave: I assure the hon. Gentleman that
those details are published regularly.
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3.36 pm

The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland (Mr.
James Prior): I shall, with permission Mr. Speaker, make
a statement about the shootings at Darkley in county
Armagh yesterday evening.

At approximately 6.15 pm yesterday, at least three men
armed with automatic weapons entered the Mountain
Lodge Pentecostal gospel hall near the village of Darkley
in county Armagh. They opened fire in the entrance hall,
killing two church elders and fatally wounding a third,
whom they then followed into the gospel hall itself. There
the gunmen opened fire on the congregation of between 60
and 70 people, including about 20 children. Seven
members of the congregation were injured, two seriously.
The gunmen then ran outside, fired another 25 shots at the
congregation through the outer walls of the hall, and then
fled. None of the congregation had any connection with
the security forces. Responsibility for this appalling attack
has been claimed by a body calling itself the Catholic
Reaction Force. One of the weapons used has previously
been used in incidents for which the Irish National
Liberation Army has claimed responsibility.

The whole House will join me in extending our
sympathy to the families of those killed and injured. It will
also share my horror and disgust at this outrage. Though
in the course of the 14 years campaign of terrorism
endured by the people of Northern Ireland there have been
other incidents involving greater loss of life, none before
has involved the cold-blooded murder of people at
worship. The shootings show the true nature of terrorism,
and the true nature therefore not only of those whg
perpetrate it but of all those who advocate and support/At.

The universal condemnation they have received ffom
all sides of the community, and from all parts of the Ynited
Kingdom and Republic of Ireland, shows in full
the revulsion that this hideous act has aroused.

operation in
pursuing those responsible. The RUC, gsisted by the

Army, is determined to arrest the murdg

Gentleman accept that the Opposjfion share fully his
feelings of outrage at this heartleyd and mindless act of
wickedness? We strongly assocfate ourselves with the
right hon. Gentleman’s expresgions of sympathy for the
victims and their families.

Does the right hon. G€ntleman agree that if the
Protestant community reglts by seeking some form of
retaliation or by withgfawing from the search for a
solution, not only wopdld that be to blame the Catholic
community for an/act that it has overwhelmingly
condemned but it wbuld bring about the objective that the
murderers set out£o achieve, and it might encourage such
murders by thoge who wish to widen the divisions?

Will he her agree that while he will, understand-
ably, receivg/ calls to take further action against terrorists,

ion/telating to the processes of the criminal courts,

advance of the report by Sir George Baker, is

ety to reduce terrorism or to increase protection of the

public, as terrorism is not discouraged by increasing the
risk of convicting the wrong people?

Mr. Prior: I am grateful for what the right hon. and
learned Gentleman has said and I agree with all of it. I urge
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the people affected by this horrific situation, about which
they feel extremely deeply, to leave security to the gecurity
forces. However hard or desperate people may fee

must not take the law into their own hands.
circumstances will the Government permit that o happen.

Rev. Ian Paisley (Antrim, North): I a
right hon. Gentleman will be aware of the felings on both
sides of the House of those who represenyNorthern Ireland
constituencies. I associate myself with the Secretary of
State’s expressions of sympathy.

When gunmen appear in a conggegation of worshippers
on a sabbath evening, slay three/0f the church elders and
spray the congregation with bulfets in an attempt to murder
them as well, I assume that i
aware that this is a new dgparture in republican terrorist
strategy.

As the RUC had infelligence to the effect that there
there would be an attaCk on a place of worship yesterday,
why was there no sg€urity for that very isolated Protestant

he outrage had, perhaps, fled? Why was it that
the police visited Protestant ministers and

Ar atrocities might take place, they could not assure

that there would be a continual presence during
cHurch services because of manpower shortages and
difficulties resulting from a cut in overtime?

Will the Secretary of State give the House an assurance
that isolated congregations will be protected so that they
will not have to defend themselves? Will the Secretary of
State accept that a person has a duty to defend himself if
there is no possibility of him being legally defended by the
security forces? Does not the Secretary of State agree that
in those circumstances people are entitled to defend
themselves against murderous thugs?

Mr. Prior: Of course, I understand the strong feelings
that exist throughout the House and, not least, among
Northern Ireland Members.

It is true that the police had some information that led
them to believe that there might be an attack on a
policeman, or policemen, at worship somewhere in the
Province. That is a very wide indication. Of course, it
would be quite impossible for the police to guard every
congregation. However, after the attack, every effort was
made to tell congregations near the scene of the attack
what had happened. I should have thought that that was
a wise precaution. The hon. Member for Antrim, North
(Rev. Ian Paisley) mentioned the concern about a backlash
in Protestant areas, which had led to a shortage in the
numbers of police available to round up the murderers. I
cannot comment on that without further notice, other than
to say that there would have been no question of any
curtailment of overtime on operational duties. I can assure
the House about that. The Chief Constable knows that he
has any amount of overtime available, when requested.

Of course, there is a right to use a weapon, but only in
self-defence, when an attack has been made. Some people
are issued with weapons for that purpose. Concern about
a backlash, sectarian killings and the Protestant Action
Force—which has since made a statement—would seem
to suggest that everyone in Northern Ireland has a duty to
ensure that the police are given every possible support.




