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pus held a meetin9 of this Group 011 2 July in B.elfast. 

Hr Bloomfield, Mr Brennan, K.r Stephen~, Ml' Elliott, ~r lnn><:s, 

Kr- Spence, Hr Bell, Mr S Hewitt and 1 \iU~re present:. 

PANI .AND THE le 

i.. The Group had bet o .re it Hr InnE: s· ninut.e to Mc Stephens 0:= 

25 June recording PANr's request for lin indic<:ltioTl of the views 

advanced by t.he Irish at the last le meeting un re-la tions bet\Nf ! (~I\ 

the security fOZ-CC6 and the community, and sU9gesting two c.ltt~HHLlv •. 

draft:. replies. Pl,J$ said that in pr:)flciple it was import.an t te be 

forthcoming to PANI ~ the Secretaq' of Stat.f; Wd6 keen t.ha.t the 

Conference' .. proceedings should be i:l.S Dpen as possible to thos.t: t<i .; U. 

a direct interest and had undertaker. to consider how PAtH might b 

consulted on matters within its respons).billU.es Which were die

cussed hy the le. On the other hark"':, prior to the Agreelt\.€t'lt, the

Irish had i.nsisted that Canfererlce pr-O<..-cedings should remai.n 

conf idential so that no outside body could estahl is.h (l • s{.~vre-car " . 

of requests a(X;epted or rejected. "'"hen the NIHE. had asked fo'!" an 

account of the le discussion on housing. t:his considcrat iOll h.ld } . :I 

the Secretary of StaLe to give an oral briefi.ng to the Ch~iCl"!ld/l . 

3. In discussion it was pointed OLt that the- Iri.6h were .'10'0i· 'ftOT .: 

relaxed about revealing the outline of rc discussions and ~~uld 

expect PANI to be corl$ulted on the fHatters relevant to thelll. ·1"h~ 

Ueatltlent of PAN!' s request W4S 1 ikE: ly to se-t a preceden t for c th ·/: : 

public bodies, although it could be argued t.hat PA.Nl were InOte 
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CONADENTIAL 

directly conc(trned with the le than othel-(' lH.!cau~ of the Cb i ef 

Con$tablets involvelQeot. It could also be arqu~d t.hat there was ~.~ 

yet nothing about which to consult. PANI since the GovernJnent har 

not .,.ccepted any of the Irish proposals which in any case wen" '10: 
new~ Any reply woul.d MV~ to be ca.retul not te> pJ:'ejudge thE: CCl) 

sideration of hov PANl mi9ht formally be con&ulted on propo~nll 

arising from the rc, which was being covered by the PANI ReV .l e",. 

4. Summing up, PUS said that t.he Wl: 1.tten reply t . O PANl ShOllld 

explain t.hat the discussion at the re wa. .t> on f~Jnilia!" ground); c'}l1d 

incllKled no sU9gestions of which t:h~y ~"re .not a lr'eady a-,,:~re:-. 

Irish views should be set. out along t.he lines of page 1 ()f draft 

attached to Jtr Innes t Ptinutc of 25 June. The Iluthor i ty should t e 

told that their regular meetings wit.h the Secretary of Stat(: (>ftc ~ :~:l 

an opportunity for m.a.tter~ relevant to the. le to he discussed and 

that arrangement s for eonsultinq th~!n 'Wt:'r~ being considered in tht, 

PAtH Review. The reference to the natt:ers discus.sed in the lC' m Y! 

impinging on PANl· 5 respon~ibil i ties £ho\lld be deleted. Such it 

reply would be in line with the Secn~· tar}' of StaU:~ IS c~nt~ or. 

Mr Innes' dlafts and so Ministers nE~ed not be furt~her consul t.ed 

(Action: Mr Inne$). The IJ'i$h i>hould be told through the 'secret.: :: iat. 

that. PAN! would be informed from tiDt? t.o time of le discussions 

relevant to their responsibilities (Act.ion: ~r He\IJit.t). 

Future Strategy 

S. PUS said that the impact for futun~ strategy i1) the le of th·· 

Pr.ime Minister's meeting wit.h the Tapiseadl on ')7 June and of the 

res ult. of the Irish J:'eferendwn on dlvorce needed t.o be assessed. 

The Pri~ Minister had made it clear that 3-judqe courts, which . 

could have been th~ central ele~nt of ~n autumn package ot ~easUJ ~5, 

would not. be introduced unless they had the support of the 

Northern Ireland judic iaq'. ThiE; \Ila~ unl ikely to be for·thc(J~ling 

altho ugh an infortnal dinner '1I.tith the I...C...J in the near futurt'.! would 

offer an oPpoJ:tunit.y for &o\mdings t.<;l be taken. It \IIa s llke.l.y th. -

an. alternative pac kage of SJUaller Mea$ur~$ would need t o be 

constructed. But the z:esult of t...he Irish d.1vorce referendura callt. j 

.into quest.ion whether any concessions s.hould be Indde to a 90vQrn

ment which might now be very short-lived. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
tit- In di.cu$$ion~ 1~ was 6aid that ~be Pri~e Minister·s vie~ 

on l-ju.dge court.s was not a surprise ~ an dlternative pdckage of 

measures had been envisc.'lgftd in PUS' I> strategy paper of '2 June. 
Nevertheless 3-judqe courts were still before the Administration 

of Justice Working Group, who in fi"ct could add nothing to t.he di ~ ; -
6 

cU6sions they ~d alTeady had until/political decision were ta~en . 

SIL were preparing a factual paper on the issues, which ~ld 

include the number of extra judges that Iillqht. he needed. There ~.5 

no significant alternative to 3-juclgt!' courts: t.he Irish suggesthlli 

of a second senior judicial appointl'tlent ..,as 1 ikely to meet OVNl 

stronger opposition from the Nor-thcrn It-eland judiciary. Surpris

ingly, however~ in view cl t.he l>rilr.e Min.ister's reported alt.itude 

on J-judge courts, the Irish side et t.he Secretllriat had the 

impression that her ~etinq with the Taoiseach had gone well. 

7. The divol-ce referendum t"esult had already had a beneficial 

impact on unionist opinion. the prospect of a unit~d lr~land ~as 

generally seen to have receded. Although Dr Fit.zGerald, wjth the 

support of Labour and the Pl-ogreSs} vc ncll\OCn~t5 f want_ed t.o avoid iH, 

early election~ that JUight be il'Cf>o~s :Lble. ~)r Ha.u9hl~Y'S attitude 

t.o the Agreement l if returned to power, was unpl'edict~ble but 

there had been SO~ $U9gestion$ that he would abandon it ahd SeE:k 

t.o n.e-gotiate direct with unionists. Alternatively he lCisht seck 

t.o negotiate ilftPl:ovement$- Of" to PTC$$ for InOrEc> results. Melinwhile 

Dr Fit~GeI'ald t $ uncertain posH_ion suqljested t.h.at any autUMn 

packa.ge of measures should be jusitife.d entirely on its ffiihits .- it 

measures were takeTl silnply to pleat;.e Dl.ibl in t-here 'W~ the risK, that. 

conces$ions might prOvE; ill{}()sslbl e to d.el iver in return. 

6. Summing up the discu$.~ icm. PU!; said t.hat the Secre:tarlat shoulc: 

explore further the Irish understa.r.ding of the Prim€ Minister's 

meeting wit.h t.he Taoiseach and 9au~e tr,eir ar.sessfOOnt of the l~act. 

of the referendum result for t.he Ac reeJItent (Action; ~ Ell~l..}l.!) ' 

Mean\lfhl1e the Dublin Embassy and pl".n were also producing their ~'n 

assessments I which should be c:omplr:·ted and use-d as. the basis f()~ a 

ne.' strategy paper lL'hich SI1. shoulc. put !or\{urd to the Steerin9 

Group before the end of July. This should indicate th4t acti.on 

on 3-j~dge courts, although not yet fully ruled out. WAS most un

lik.ely and that it package of .a.lterr.ative w:..easures should therefore 

be prepared. Possible candidate$ for this alternative package 

6hould be lOOked at hard, to asseSE whether they were still ,,>orlh 
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CONPIOENTIAL 

~Oin9 in the liqht 

(Action: Mr Bell). 

CON AD ENTIAL 
of the changeO political 5it,uation. 

Stalker Inquiry and Police Complains:; procedurt:'$ 

9. PUS e~plained that, AS reported in Mr Elliott's minute of 

30 June , the Irish had sU9gested t.hat the publication of the 

Propo6al for a Police Complaints Order should be delayed until 

after there were pro$ecution~ ariEiing frOG! the St.alker Inquiry. 

The implicat.ion vas t.hat the Irish would support the Proposal, 

if it were delayed, but would not do so if it were published as 

planned in July, cla1M.ing that it dId not introOuce an ~dequate}y 

independent element. There was lil"..:le prospect of earl.y pro$.e-

cutions a.J:'ising from Stalker: it could .... ell take until Ja.nuary 1987 

for t.he DPP fNI) t.o decide his di rectiCms. 

10. S~ing up .a short discussion, PUS sajd that Ministers l 

apr~roval should be sought for publishing the flroposal ehortly. 

The Irish proposals for allowing the investigating officer to be 

other than a police officer would undennirle the newly-introduced 

pr'ocedures in Great.. Bri tain, ant.agonise tile Chief Constablf:' and 

be widely perceived as introduced at:: Dublin's initiative. The 

presentation of the Proposal should empha.s1se tne significant. And 

independent powers of supervision p~-oposed for the Police C.onq.>ldint:; 

COII\lIfiisslon and should ex.plain t.he d.l ff_i cuI t j e~ of going furthel- . 

(Action: Hr Inncs). 

Social Security Reviews; Action in le 

11. pus said that Or Uayes had draw)1 att.ention to t.he speclal 

iJllpact on the mi.nority in Northern Ireland of the c\\rrent social 

security proposals. Whi, le the Iris:' had beE'n informed that there 

~re prOpOsals, their attention had not been dr-dIJ.."Il to the hlpact 

on the minority since the parity pr lnciple left nO room fot" ~ny 

changes to the prOpOsals fOI Northe.rn JrelAnd . 

12. In di$Cu5sion, it ..,as pointed out that th~ SDLP \IN:' re fully 

aware of Lh.e likely ihkpact and had rec09nised the UX --w.ide nature 

of the proposals by making their representations. direct to DlISS(Gl:tt , 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
'' 'evertbelesS it would be in the spi r it of t.he Agreement. to *hew 

the I:rish that DHSS (NU wer.e consc ious of t.he li.k.ely illptlct. Ot\ thf. 

~inority although the justification for the parity principle 

would need to be made clear at the same ti~. PUS asked fot this 

to be done. (Action: Hr Elliott). 

13. Hr Spence reported that the lrish had also pressed strongly 

to be involved .. prior to publication of any COIlsultatlve paper. ir. 

the proposals for enharcnq employme~t equ~lity. PUS said th~t the 

Steerinq Group had adopted the qeneral princlple that toe Irish 

should not be given a special :r.tatus above other interests by 

bein9 consulted in advance on the ~~rDS of any consult~tive paper. 

Nevertheless infor~l di~cU6Sions a~out the issues involved would 

help understanidng between the two $lde$ and could proceed. 

(Action: M.r· Elliott t.o note). 

Next: le Meeting 

14. M1' Elliott explained that the Irish had not yet asked for a 

meeting in July, although he ex.pected thett.. t.o do so before lons

There was, however, litt.le to discuss. and the Secretary of St.at.e 

seemed to wish for a break unt i 1 Sc?te~bcI. Nonetheles$ there m.)I .; 11t. 

be a case for seekin9 legal workira9 group meetings. so .as t.O (lIvoio 

accu~ations of delay. 

15. Summing up a. short discussion, PUS si.d.a that the British sii.k 

should not raise the question of the next full mee-tlD9 of the le. 
(Action: Hr Elliott to note). Meet:ings ot the: lC9~1 working 9roul's 

aohould be sought t alt.hough they JDi9~t prove i .mposslble to lIrnmge. 

with the leave season approaching. (Action: Mr Brennan).. It was 
- - .. 

ilRportant, however I t.-o enSUt'e that the quadr ipartit.e group IRet 

befor.·e the end of July to consider t;he second of. the joint. RUC! 

Garda working parties reports ~ (Act. ion; M.r Ste'phe~.}. 

~~~ 
JONA~HAN STEPHRNS 

PS/PUS 

4 July 1986 
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help understanidng between the two $lde$ and could proceed. 

(Action: M.r· Elliott t.o note). 

Next: le Meeting 

14. M1' Elliott explained that the Irish had not yet asked for a 

meeting in July, although he ex.pected thett.. t.o do so before lons

There was, however, litt.le to discuss. and the Secretary of St.at.e 

seemed to wish for a break unt i 1 Sc?te~bcI. Nonetheles$ there m.)I .; 11t. 

be a case for seekin9 legal workira9 group meetings. so .as t.O (lIvoio 

accu~ations of delay. 

15. Summing up a. short discussion, PUS si.d.a that the British sii.k 

should not raise the question of the next full mee-tlD9 of the le. 
(Action: Hr Elliott to note). Meet:ings ot the: lC9~1 working 9roul's 

aohould be sought t alt.hough they JDi9~t prove i .mposslble to lIrnmge. 

with the leave season approaching. (Action: Mr Brennan).. It was 
- - .. 

ilRportant, however I t.-o enSUt'e that the quadr ipartit.e group IRet 

befor.·e the end of July to consider t;he second of. the joint. RUC! 

Garda working parties reports ~ (Act. ion; M.r Ste'phe~.}. 

~~~ 
JONA~HAN STEPHRNS 

PS/PUS 

4 July 1986 
CONFIDENTiAL 
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