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CONFIDENTIAL
\1, RELATTONS LEGISLATION
L\'D(VSTRDRPWX_(.““': E(81) 30th Meeting
qous Re
Prgxw‘
nsidered a memorandum by the Secretary of State for
ittee CO:
e CamxtL‘:E(dl) 112) on industrial relations legislation.
ment
popl?"
. s discuss has been circulated separately.
getailed record of this discussion paracely:

The

The Committee =

roved the Secretary of State for Employment's proposals in
1. )"“1’83 as further clarified in E(81) 112 for bringing the immunity
E(81 jons in Section 14 of the Trade Union and Labour Relations

de uni A X hy
inz g;hein line with the immunity for individuals in Section 13.
Ac

9, Approved the Secretary of State for E)nployn.zent's proposals for
.;inder in closed shop dismissal cases set out in Annex 2'01 E(81) 112,
iubject to reconsideration, in the light of the consultations on the
Government's proposals, of whether the employee should be required to
show evidence of union pressure to dismiss.

3. Approved the Secretary of State for Employment's proposals for
dealing with union labour only requirements in E(81) 103 as ?\u‘ther
clarified in E(81) 112, subject to reconsideration, in the llgh!: of the
consultations on the Government's proposals, of whether industrial
action interfering with the performance of a contract should be made
unlawful.

4 Agreed that the long title of the Bill should be dragtn_ad so as to
exclude the possibility of amendments relating to the political levy.

5. Invited the Secretary of State for Employment to publish his
Proposals as a basis for consultations, with a view to introducing a
Bill in January.
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/ELOPMENT GRANTS
(AL DEVELOF}
REGIONA
2.
B o considered Memoranda by the Secretary of State for Industry
rommi . 5
e u; o) and by the Secretary of State for Scotland (E(81) 107) on the
81 : i i
(( pility of changes 1n the system of paying Regional Development
agibili®y
poss>
Grants (RDGS)'

> sECRE'mHY OF STATE FOR INDUSTHY said that, in the context of the public
nditure Teview, he had identified two possible ways of reducing

expe’

The first would be to deny RDGs to the oil companies which

RDG payments.
had built the Sullom Voe and Flotta oil pipeline terminals; this would

save £122 million in 1982-83 and £9 million in 1983-84. The payments

would be a poor use of public money: the prospect of them had not influenced
either the investment or the choice of location, and the number of jobs
provided was only 800 to 900. The Law Officers had advised that he could
properly exercise his discretion to refuse the payments and that it was
unlikely that his decision could be challenged successfully in the courts.
On the other hand, the companies were expecting the payments under present
procedures and, if they were now refused them, they would criticise the
Government for taking a retrospective decision and for a breach of public
faith. Secondly, it would be possible to reduce by 2 percentage points

the present RDG rates of 22 per cent in the Special Development Areas(ShAs)
and 15 per cent in the Development Areas (DAs). This would save about

£20 million in 1982-83 and a little over £50 million in each of the two
following years. Any greater reduction in the percentage would be
indefensible in the light of his predecessor's undertaking that the
Government ' s objective was to maintain reasonable stability in the
Iramework of regional investment incentives and to avoid abrupt changes.

Be coulq accept reductions of 2 per cent in RDGs only if this change was
S¢Companied by other measures designed to help industry; in particular

be voulq welcome a reduction in the National Insurance Surcharge.

:‘.’E CHIER SECRETARY, TREASURY, said that he had recommended, as part of
~'* Proposals for the 1981 Public Expenditure Survey, cuts of 4per cent
in woull

the RDGs gor. the SDAs and of 3 per cent for the DAs. These d lead

t A
© savingg of £36 million in 1982-83 and af £90 million in each of the two
sarily

201 0w
1oving yoars, He did not agree that such reductions should neces
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be conditional on specific u!’fsetting Measupeg

to he}

would benefit generally from decisions to limj the N induStry, .
public expenditure. For the future, there might 1, Plalmi torlhu}_
8 0;
all RDGs discretionary so that the tota] of et 2 cagq Too t
LETY

oulq p, Emk‘ﬁa
i SUPportey n,
of Sig
taxation and RDG arrangements meant that the 0i) o the Pregey, g
anjeg o
u]
Stment,

limited rather than demand determined,

He strong)
RDGs for Sullom Voe ‘and Flotta; the combined effe

c
relief on over 100 per cent of their capital inye 4 goy

THE PARLTAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE, SCOTTISH

OFFT
said that the Secretary of State for Scotlang vas opp CE, (yg Hling,

98¢ S0 dunyyyy
Thine the contigy,
n its Commerci,) i
0 any reductj,, in
estment in 4y,
areas and seriously threaten the stability of Tegional policy,

for Sullom Voe and Flotta because to do S0 would unde
of industry in the Government's regional Policy and i
integrity. The Secretary of State was also opposed t,
the present rates of grant since this could deter iny.

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR WALES said that he was strongly opposed to i
general reduction in the present RDG percentage and to making the syster
cash-limited in future. Stability and confidence were crucial toa
successful regional policy and, in particular, to attracting invard
investment in competition with other European countries, notably Irela,
who could offer clear-cut and attractive packages of assistance.

He would, however, like to discuss proposals with the other Ministers
directly concerned for achieving significant savings on RDGs by limitit
as was possible under present legislation, the amounts paid in supP™
of large capital Projects.

: - S 5 inal
In discussion it was agreed that it was regrettable that oil ter®

ight
Projects had ever been made eligible for RDGs and that it would % rf
stro

to exclude such Projects in future. There were, unfortunntelyq A

g 't
objections to denying grants to Sullom Voe and Flotta; statese’

jch g

been made, notably to the Public Accounts Committee in 19771 vm:xpf“
jdentl:

the 0il companies reason to believe that they could confiden ih" ol

payment of these grants. In view of the benefits accrul b T
2
the taxation arrangements, there might have been a case for P

suadi®

nies voluntarily to forego some part of the payments of
;1 compa s
the 0il Me Attorney General had, however, advised strongly against
- 1e 4 .
G+ : -
the RDG to strike a deal with the companies for payment of a lesser
ot
. attemp
any n the amount claimed.
tha!
sum
TQTE] s ing up the discussion, said that the C i
i PRIME MINISTER, summing up s the Committee
i in view of undertakings given and to avoid any charge of

agreed thats

pad faith on ¥ y
anies for the Sullom Voe and Flotta terminals. The Committee had
ap s

he part of the Government, RDGs should be paid to the

0il co
1ot reached
reducing the ratessof(Rles
in the context of decisions on the 1981 Public Expenditure Survey. In the

a view on the amount and form of any further savings by

A final decision on this would be taken

ntime, the Ministers directly concerned should urgently examine the
meal ’

secretary of State for Wales
savings comparable to those already suggested, and in particular whether

's proposals which might possibly yield

a statement should be made in the near future that RDGs would no longer
be available in respect of oil terminals, refineries and other very large
projects. The Government was due to review regiomal policy generally,
in preparation for changes in the next Parliament, and any longer term

proposals for the RDG system could be taken into account in that review.

The Committee — o,
i atisfied
"Agreed that, provided the present criteria for payments we_res:n g vu,
id i £ the ol
Regional development Grants should be paid in respect o

and Flotta oil pipeline terminals."

reuuce tne rates ot Hegional Development Grant should be taken m.the
context of discussion of the 1981 Public Expenditure Survey. :

3. Invited the S tary of State for Industry, in °°n!“1ut%°n
with the Secrztarisgr:f ;{ate for Scotland and for Wales and “fﬂl Stt::e
Chief Secretary, Treasury, to examine urgently the sec“mto(‘rnnt
for Wales's proposals for changes in the Regional Develnp-eb: S
System, and in particular whether grants should no 1ong.e!‘t 9t

for 0il terminals, refimeries and other very large projec s;.nd to
estimate the savings which might result from such chmses; b
TePort in time for decisions to be taken in the context of i

ot the 1981 Public Expenditure Survey.

Cabiney 0124 ce

1 Nuvembe,. 1981

4

- ‘ g
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Ip indu“
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 crucial toa
acting inward

s, notably Irelas,

<aiatance.

at 0il termind!
it would be righ
strond

tunatelys
statements D¢
1977, which &
t
fidently "’"w
un
to the®
Perlﬂ‘du‘

ing
. for

rit voluntarily to forego some part of the payments of
whe 0il “"mzw Attorney General had, however, advised strongly against
the RDGS . to strike a deal with the companies for payment of a lesser
e :]t:relm‘:he amount claimed.
sum U0
e e MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that the Committee

1 that, in view of undertakings given and to avoid any charge of
agre: 1th on the part of the Government, RDGs should be paid to the
::,: c:mpaﬂi“ for the Sullom Voe and Flotta terminals. The Committee had

¢ reached a view on the amount and form of any further savings by
no’

ucing the rates of
decisions or the 1981 Public Expenditure Survey. In the

3 RDGs. A final decision on this would be taken
re

in the context of

peantime, the Ministers directly concerned should urgently examine the

Secretary of State for Wales'

s proposals which might possibly yield
savings comparable to those already suggested, and in particular whether
a statement should be made in the near future that RDGs would no longer
be available in respect of oil terminals, refineries and other very large
projects. The Government was due to review regional policy generally,

in preparation for changes in the next Parliament, and any longer term

proposals for the RDG system could be taken into account in that review.

The Committee —
1. Agreetthat Regional Develop rante—shouldbe—peid—in—respect
of the Sullom Voe and Flotta oil pipeline terminals,

2.  Agreed that decisions on whether, and, if so, by how much, to
reduce the rates of Regional Development Grant should be taken in.the
context of discussion of the 1981 Public Expenditure Survey. -

3. Invited the Secretary of State for Imdustry, in consultation
with the Secretaries of State for Scotland and for Wales and vithsth;
Chief Secretary, Treasury, to examine urgently the Secretary o(‘vfr‘n:.
for Wales's proposals for changes in the Regional Development 1abl
System, and in particular whether grants should no longer be available
for i1 terminals, refineries and other very large projects, to

estimat, i i i such changes, and to
e the savings which might result hom{.he o text of discussion

T;P"t in time for decisions to be taken in
°f the 1981 Public Expenditure Survey.

Cabinet 0ffice

1 Novem]," 1981
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E(81) 33rd Meeting Minutes, Item 1
TUESDAY 10 NOVEMBER 1981 at 9.30 am

CONFIDENTIAL
INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS LEGISLATION
previous Reference: E(81) 30th Meeting

The Committee considered a memorandum by the Secretary of State for Employment

(E(81) 112) on industrial relations legislation.

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EMPLOYMENT said that he had sought to deal with the

points raised at the Committee's meeting on 29 October. The most important

outstanding issue was whether to bring immunities for trade unions into line
vith those for individuals. In Annex 1 of E(81) 112 he had clarified his
Proposals in respect of vicarious liability, had indicated how they would be
likely to work in practice, and had given his assessment of the likely effects
of the Proposed change on industrial relations. He recognised that the

Poposal would be strongly opposed by the trade union movement, although the

Uniong ke Sy - I
%1 would retain the benefit of the wide immmnities for industrial action

enj B e B0
1%ed by individuals. The advantage was that any future restriction of
mnjte g
] ties would apply to unions as well as to individuals and the scope for
1vi, e 2%
Wal martyrdom would be reduced. On joinder in closed shop dismissal

Caseg 4 )
e had in Annex 2 ot E(81) 112 put forward some modifications to his

*riging) I
Proposals to meet the Committee's concern about the difficulty of

Bsessiy e
Wniong -8 relative blame and about the need to improve the incentive to join
10 the irements, he had sought

o
1s would be workable and

dem, Proceedings. On "union labour only" requ
nst; 3

Tate in Annex 3 of E(81) 112 that his proposa
that they were preferable to any alternative approach.

uorthwhi le ang
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The following points were made in discussion _

a. It was generally agreed that there yas< A v
i e

s AN o TY sty
for bringing immunities for trade unions into 1j Qg Case |
ine yjp th, U,
Se o =
v

individuals. It was more questionable Whether q
A 3 Proj
included in a Bill for enactment during the bl Posa] ¢ Sh“ulq
ession b
H : * i
oUSes, migny ©Xaceyy,
N ate
chxevemm of 5
Te labg

the proposed ney legislatj

create Parliamentary difficulties in both

industrial relations, thus putting at risk the g
pay round, and might make it certain that a futy
repeal both the 1980 Act and
whether the limited benefits

SUggg,
1T governgg,,
Uk S
- s 3 %
in dlscouragmg certain kinds
industrial action were sufficient to Justify the costs

dug
T oftieyy

b. It was suggested that resistance to the measure might di
€ diminjg,

if the Government were to legislate on trade union immnities t 4,
> . . iy ’
provide that legislation would not take effect until after the next (
i ene
Election; or to postpone the proposal and include it in the next Electiy

Manifesto.

It would however be difficult for the Government to acknoy
the desirability of the change but to explain why action should be defers
until the next Parliament.

¢.  Although the trade unions were likely to attack the proposal stro
and some moderate trade union leaders might be provoked into vigorous
9PPosition to the Government on a wide range of issues, it ought to
possible for the Government to win the public debate by emphasising t
£ Sanentator Principle and by stressing the modest restriction o0 i"’f‘“‘
which would result. T1f the Government were not to go ahead with i

Proposal, it would disappoint many of its supporters.

) yed A8 For
d. Tt might be argued that, by introducing special provision i
determining the vicarious liability of trade unions instead oo

\]

i ! Gover®”

the law vhich vas generally applicable in such situations i pand 8¢
< ther

was seeking to discriminate against trade unions. On the? jon T

i un’
By = n® could b Jjustified by the confused state of trade
books.

CONFIDENTIAL

in closed shop dismissal ¢

: ases, the proposals might not go
Jolndvl

X g the objective of shifting the responsibility to the union

far tO meet iHe: eplOyeTs There was no financial incentive for an employee
rather that ';“ in proceedings except where an employer had few resources.
4o join & \H':”\.“W might bring unions into the proceedings because of

But nu!”.‘: ‘";‘T}’”V about the principle of the closed shop. The alternative
trong feell an"’ r was open to various objections set out in Annex 2 to
of automatic J Secretary of State for Employment's proposals could there-
2(81) 112- The ¢ 3

held to strike the right balance, although it might be worth
e he =

b
o light of consultations whether to drop the requirement

idering in the

cons ; -
should be required to show evidence of union pressure to

that an employee
dismiss.

f On "union labour only" requirements the most contentious proposal was
that which would render unlawful any industrial action interfering with

the performance of a contract. This might provoke industrial trouble on

building sites and in the docks and might involve the Courts in the handling

of some difficult cases. This proposal might be reconsidered in the light

of consultations.

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said the Committee was on balance
in favour of legislation now to bring immunities for trade unions in line with
those for individuals. On joinder closed shop dismissal cases the Secretary of
State for Employment's proposals were approved but the requirement for an
#®loyee to show evidence of union pressure to dismiss should be reviewed in the
light of reaction to the Government's proposals in the consultation paper.

" i ap ed
Sailarly the proposals relating to "union labour only" requirements were appr?v
, of the proposal relating

SWbject to reconsideration, following the consultations
the passage

© industria) action interfering with the performance of contracts;

; ol
1n the consultation paper on that proposal might be drafted more f.entath y I

;i o uirements.
tan the Passages relating to other proposals on "union labour only" reg

L to
b ¥as decirap) that the long title of the Bill should be drafted so as
ex; gal <

clude the Possibility of amendments relating to the political levy
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The Committee -

r e Secretary of State fq
1. Approved the Secret ATy o for bl oym
E(81) 103 as further clarified in E(81) 110 cR ;“:‘l_t'sbpropus“_
trade unions in Section 14 of the Trade Union apgq L::g‘" the 4, 1
; 0

in line with the immunity for individua]s in Sectjop 1‘3"" Relﬂtmglzy
. ,\

2 Approved the Secretary of State for Eﬁnplonent‘-

in closed shop dismissal cases set out in Annex o O;EI(JQDS,QS&IS .
reconsideration, in the light of the consultatjong o thl 112, S“b;i%’
proposals, of whether the employee should be Tequireq toe Gm'el'nmgm.:"*
union pressure to dismiss. shoy evldm;“

3 Approved the Secretary of State for Employment,'s Proposal

with union labour only requirements in E(81) 103 as f“l‘theru:f fo_r dfi]‘q
E(81) 112 subject to reconsideration, in the light of the con::é“ed!
the Government's proposals, of whether industrial action inte;fer?‘lunsi
the performance of a contract should be made unlawful , g

4. Agreed that the long title of the Bill should be drafteq < as ty
exclude the possibility of amendments relating to the political levy,

56 Invited the Secretary of State for Employment to publish his props
as a basis for consultations, with a view to introducing a Bill in Jamn|

Cabinet 0ffice

11 November 1981
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