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MR. SCHOLAR cc Mr. Walters

V

THE PORTS POLICY REVIEW

I do not think the Prime Minister need look in any detail at
the interdepartmental Review of Ports Policy, circulated to
E(EA) under cover of Mr. Howell's letter of 30 June to Mr. Jenkin.

But the Prime Minister may like to be aware of the first reactions

of Ferdie Mount who has been through it; and of its relationship

“to the work that is being undertaken in MISC 78 on possible indust-

rial action in the docks.

Ferdie Mount's reactions are these:

(1) It is a well thought out and well argued report, and there

S TR S R T
is little to quarrel with in the recommendations.
O 2 3

(2) The report demonstrates how Britain's ports have managed

to adapt to modern techniques with very little Government subsidy,

shdﬁfﬁg both that Government investment is not always essential

to finance industrial infrastructure, and that fresh entrants into
the industry (Felixstowe) make a major contribution to the pressure

4 ﬁ
for modernisation elsewhere.

(3) We may have a long way to go before we can rival Rotterdam,

but we have adapted to the container revolution and we have shed

three-quarters of the docks labour force with only modest help

from the taxpayer. If the railways had been left in an equally
diverse condition and had not been nationalised, perhaps they

would have adapted similarly.

(4) It would be foolish to interfere with the Dock Labour Scheme

at this stage. It has already coped with a massive reduction

in the number of dockers and an inquiry into its working is more

likely to step up resistance than to improve i1it: the main

thing is to ensure that it is not extended.

e ———— e e ——

/ Mr. Howell
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Mr. Howell endorses the view of the majority of the group
that we should leave the Dock Labour me. pe, but he refers
to ""nearer the time of the announcement of our intention to repeal
the Dock Work Regulation Act 1976''. The Prime Minister should
know that MISC 78 has identified such an announcement as being the

single most likely cause of widespread industrial action in the

docks. Although it would remove the rather uncomfortable
m————

statutory duty to extend the scheme, it would be bound to' draw
attention to the issue in a far more provocative way than mere
inaction. It may be that MISC 78 will recommend that it will

be better to continue to ing to implement the 1976 Act, and
to let the process of rationalisation in the docks proceed on the

basis of avoiding confrontation and providing for voluntary

redundancies.

I doubt if the Prime Minister needs to intervene in the

correspondence about the review, since it will no doubt come
e i ol = = e

up for discussion in E (ﬁﬁ)qiﬁ due course.

—
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG

Rt Hon Patrick Jenkin MP
Secretary of State
Department of Industry

Ashdown House '
123 Victoria Street
London SW1E 6RB _ 23 July 1982
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REPORT OF THE INTERDEPARTMENTAL REVIEW OF PORTS POLICY

David Howell's letter to you ofb}6/&une asks for comments on
this Report. .

I agree that it provides a useful insight in the ports industry
and that its recommendations provide a helpful framework within
which to take forward individual issues of ports policy.

On the question of the future of the Dock Labour Scheme - and

the parallel non-statutory Zgreements which regulate working
practices in the industry - I am convinced that these do actras
constraints on the more efficient operation of the porfg-industry
in general and have been an important factor holding back our
attempts to rationalise the PLA and MDHC. We should therefore
aim for a labour regime in the ports closer to that operating in
other industries. But like Norman Tebbit I see real risks in
Government intervention to put this house in order, at least until
the present manpower surplus has been eliminated. If the
remaining issues on the report can be settled in correspondence,
there may be a case for holding over this issue for discussion

on some suitable occasion.

On the other issues raised in the Report, I very much welcome

the continuing work to be done on ports at risk. I hope that
this, together with the criteria for assessing such cases, will
make for more timely action to prevent future cases like those of

PLLA and MDHC.

The Report notes the switch that has occurred in the ports' sources
of finance over the past three years from the NLF to _the banks.
David Howell proposes to formalise this change by requiring ports
to look to the market for their funds in the first instance and

to the NLF only as a last resort in exceptional cases.I fully
understand his reasons for suggesting this. However you and he

1.
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will be aware from our recent announcement that we are trying

to offer nationalised industries and local authorities sufficiently
flexible facilities from the NLF to encourage them to switch

away from bank borrowing in order to reduce the increase in

bank borrowing and hence our problems in meeting monetary targets.
At present our plans do not extend beyond the major public sector
borrowers but we might want to extend the new arrangements in

the future. In these circumstances the wisest course would seem
to be to make no explicit change of policy on this point. We
would then be free to offer alternative NLF terms to the public
sector ports if this seemed helpful.

Finally, there is the question of privatisation on which the
Report is frankly disappointing. Of course there are legal and
statutory problems but these do not seem insurmountable. And

as David points out BTDB and Sealink should have shown the way
forward before the end of this financial year. I therefore
question strongly the need to wait "a few years" before reviewing
the position. As soon as either BTDB or Sealink has been success-
fully sold, I believe that officials should consider the case for
privatising a number of major public trust ports, either indidu-
ally or by taking omnibus permissive powers.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.

LEON BRITTAN







a7

DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRY
ASHDOWN HO'USE
123 VICTORIA STREET

LONDON SWIE 6RB
TELEPHONE DIRECT LINE 01-2125902
SF e SWITCHBOARD 01-212 7676
Minister of State

Norman Lamont MP
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The Rt Hon David Howell MP

Secretary of State for Transport ;
Department of Transport [Tes ’3[7
2 Marsham St

London

SW1P 3EB /3 July 1982
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL REVIEW OF PORTS POLICY

Your letter of 3g/§une 1982 to Patrick Jenkin invi ted comments on

this Report. =
I welcome it as a valuable framework for ports policy and am in
broad agreement with its recommendations. “Me most difficult
question is of course the future of the Qock Labour Scheme.

while sympathetic to the shippers' arguments for an early
inquiry, I also see the value of avoiding potential disruption to
the progress on manning and working practlgces already being made.
The Report serves a valuable purpose in highlighting the
advantages and disadvantages of such a course; 1if we did decide
to go for an early inquiry, we would clearly need to consider
carefully the possible consequences and their industrial effects.

Other aspects I welcome are the formalisation of the "lender of
last resort" principle in relation to your loan powers and the
framework delineated for the future consideration of dock
"rescue" cases. Apart from the usual questions of viability and
practicability, I am keen that every effort should be made on
such occasions to take account of industrial and especially
regional consequences. The collation in advance of the necessary
information for the ports most at risk is clearly a sensible
precaution, no doubt your Regional Offices will be 1in touch with
ours in the course of this exercise.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.

“J\-—-’

NORMAN LAMONT
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set up such an inquiry it would fall to us to implement or reject
its recommendations. a r than risk being saddled with another
disaster like Jones/Ald re should continue with the strategy

of getting the _ndastry f to accept responsibility for finding

its own way forward within the constraints which they and we understand.

his matter in correspondence. and
ister, the other members of E(EA),

I.ike you I
am copying > ]
Sir 'W\;br rt Armstrong and to John Sparrow.
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