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HOUSE OF COMMONS
Tuesday, 18th May, 1965

The House met at half-past
Two o’clock

PRAYERS

[Mr. SPEAKER in the Chair]

PRIVATE BUSINESS
HupDERSFIELD CORPORATION BILL
Read the Third time and passed.

PorT OF LONDON BiLL [Lords]

Read the Third time and passed, with
Amendments.

LivErrooL EXCHANGE BILL [Lords]

Read the Third time and passed, with-
out Amendment.

MEgrseEY TUNNEL (LIVERPOOL/ WALLASEY)
ETC. BILL

[Oueen’s Consent, on behalf of the
Crown and the Duchy of Lancaster,
signified]

Bill read the Third time and passed.

BriTis WATERWAYS BILL

As amended, considered | to be read the
Third time.

MANCHESTER CORPORATION BILL

Adjourned Debate on Question [29th
April], That it be an Instruction to the
Committee on the Bill to leave out Clause
48 of the Bill, further adjourned till
Tuesday next.

Mr. Hirst: On a point of order, Mr.
Speaker. I am in a quandary, and seek
enlightenment.  Consideration of the
Manchester Corporation Bill has now
been adjourned titll Tuesday next, and
it has been continuously so adjourned,
but it had time allocated to it by the
Chairman of Ways and Means some time
ago. The matter was discussed, but that
discussion was not concluded. The de-
bate was adjourned, and so it is that we
now have it on the Order Paper. There
are various Amendments showing a de-
sire on the part of some hon. Members
that it be an instruction to the Committee
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to leave out Clause 48—and, indeed,

Clause 41.

I have now discovered, as must be well
known, that the Committee is now dis-
cussing Clause 41, and that seems to give
rise to a rather peculiar situation. The
Committee may come to a conclusion on
this Clause, if it did not do so this morn-
ing, yet by order of the Chairman of
Ways and Means we are having put down
for consideration on Tuesday next some-
thing which, in another area of the House,
may have been decided. I would be grate-
ful for your guidance, Mr. Speaker, either
now or, if more convenient to you, later.

Mr. Speaker : I should have to think
about it. I appreciate the hon. Gentle-
man’s difficulty, but I cannot help him,
because the time appointed for considera-
tion of this adjourned debate is outside
the realm of my responsibility.

Mr. Hirst : 1 naturally appreciate that,
Mr. Speaker. The difficulty is that one
cannot very easily question the Chairman
of Ways and Means in the House and
when he is in the Chair of the Commit-
tee there is some Question before the
Committee. I therefore do not know, in
my innocence—although I have been here
a little time—how one goes about it,
although I know that, privately, the Chair-
man of Ways and Means would be only
too willing to deal with the problem.

Mr. Speaker : 1 give the hon. Member
this hope, that I observe that while the
hon. Member is talking the Chairman of
Ways and Means is sitting here. But I
cannot say anything about it.

ORAL ANSWERS TO
QUESTIONS

CYPRUS

Sovereign Base Areas

1. Mr. Biggs-Davison asked the Secre-
tary of State for Commonwealth
Relations what proposals Her Majesty’s
Government have received from other
Governments, or from the United Nations
Organisation, or its mediator, to include
the Sovereign Base Areas in Cyprus in a
settlement of the island’s problems.

The Secretary of State for Common-
wealth Relations (Mr. Arthur Bottomley) :

None, Sir.
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Conneliy, Desrnond

Duffy, Dr. A. E. P,

Dunnet  ‘ack

Edelma.., Maurice

Edwards, Rt. Hn. Ness (Gaerphiily)
Edwards, Robert {Bilston)
English, Michael

Ensor, David

Fletcher, Ted (Darlington)
Fioud, Bernard

Foley, Maurice

Foot, Sir Dingie (lpswich)
Foot, Michael {(Ebhw Vale)
Fard, Ben

Fraser, Rt. Hn. Tom {Hamilton)
Freeson, Reginald

Galpern, Sir Myer

Garrett, W. E.

Garrow, A.

Ginsburg, David

Gourlay, Harry

Greenwood, Rt. Hn. Anthony
Gregory, Arnold

Grey, Charles

Griffiths, David (Rother Valley)
Cunter, Rt. Hn. R. J.
Hamilton, James (Bothwell)
Hamilton, William (West Fife)
Hannan, William

Harrison, Walter ( Wakefield)
Hart, Mrs, Judith

Heffer, Eric §.

Hethison, Rt. Hn. Margaret
Hill, J, {Midlothian)

Holman, Percy

Horner, John

Howarth, Harry (Wellingborough}
Howarth, Rebert L. (Bolton, E.)
Howell, Denis (Small Heath)
Howie, W.

Hoy, James

Hunter, Adam (Dunfermline)
Hunter, A. E. (Feltham)
Hynd, H. {Accrington)

Hynd, dohn {Attercliffe)}

deger, George {Goole)

denkins, Hugh (Putney)

Trade Disputes Bill—

Prér-ltice. R E.

The Attorney-General (Sir Elwyn
Jomes) : 1 beg to move Amendment No.
8, in page 1, line 18, to leave out
“ before * and to insert:

“either before or within the period of six
months beginning with the date of .

Mr. Deputy-Speaker (Sir Samuel
Storey) : T understand that it will be for
the convenience of the House also to
discuss Amendment No, 9, in line 18,
leave out from * instituted” to “or”
and insert:

“ \lvi_thirl three years of the cause of action
arlsing .

The Attormey-General ; The purpose of
the Amendment is to allow proceedings
in respect of causes of action which arise
before Royal Assent to the Bill to be
decided under the law as it now stands
provided that they are brought within
six months of Royal Assent. The Bill

as it stands would apply to all proceed-
ings which were commenced after the

Royal Assent even if the cause of action

Price, 4. T. {Westhoughton)

TELLERS FOR THE NOES:
Mr. Fitch and Mr. Harper.

had already arisen. This could mean
that a potential plaintiff who had a right
of action before the Bill became law
would lose that right. If the Amendment
is adopted he will have six months’ grace
in which to bring an action under the
present law.

I emphasise that this period of grace
will apply only to proceedings in respect
of acts done before the Royal Assent.
The Bill will apply to proceedings in
respect of acts done after the Royal
Assent whether proceedings are instituted
within the six months or not. The
Government originally took the view that
the application of the provisions of sub-
section (1) to all proceedings which were
commenced after the date of Royal
Assent, whether the act of which the
plantiff first complained occurred before
or after that date, would give rise *~ no
practical difficulty, and it was de...able
to achieve at the earliest possible moment
certainty about the legal position of all
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period without any possibility of extension
for any reason is infinitely fairer and
better than the six months the Govern-
ment have just managed to edge their
way towards.

We hope that, now they are through
the door, they will see that there is no
substantial difference of principle between
six months and three 'years and that it
would be infinitely fairer to all concerned
if they were to be even more gracious

nd accept our Amendment.

Trade Disputes Rill—

Amendment nagreed to.

Motion maae, and Question proposed,
That the Bill be now read the Third time.

8.21 pm.

Mr. Mawby : Although this is a very
short Bill—on one side of a sheet of
paper—we have spent many hours dis-
cussing it and we have reached Third
Reading with the Bill very little changed.
At this hour T do not desire to go over
our long discussions, but we should not
allow the Bill to pass its Third Reading

without one or two comments.

Only a few moments ago, the Attorney-
General said that the Bill sought to re-
move anxieties and confusions, and it is
obvious from the decision in Rookes v.
Barnard that there have been anxieties
and confusions. The right hon. Gentle-
man the Minister of Labour obviously
has it in mind to sweeten the atmosphere
as much as possible to enable the Royal
Commission to have an ideal atmosphere
in which to take as much evidence as
possible. One can, therefore, understand
his desire to bring in a Bill to remove
the anxieties and confusions which arose
after the Rookes v. Barnard decision.

However, because the Bill has not been
amended, it could still be used—and 1
believ that in certain circumstances it
will Ue used—to legalise intimidation. I
have every rtespect for the right hon.
Gentleman’s desire that the normal trade
union official should be able to go about
his duties without fear of being sued for
any action he takes, but as it stands the
Bill legalises intimidation and because
its dangers are so great, on balance—and
we should always consider balance—it
would have been better if we had held
up the Bill until the Royal Commission
had reported.

Throughout these proceedings the
Minister has been- his usual courteous
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and friendly sef and has always been
apparently prepared to meet our argu-
ments. Unfortunately, he has not gone
that little further to satisfy us and our
fears remain, On Report, hon. Members
opposite pooh-poohed any idea that there
would be widespread intimidation as a
result of the Bill becoming law. They
said, as most of us agree, that in their
normal day-to-day aclivities the last in-
tention of trade union officials is to
intimidate anybody and that all they
want to do is to get on with their normal
business of negc“ating with emplovers
on behalf of the.. members.

If this is so, there is little point in
having the Bill, because if trade union
officials are not interested in intimidating
people, but in getting on with their every-
day job, there is no point in passing a
Bill which will not give them any more
power than they now need. There were
special circumstances in the Rookes v.
Barnard case, one of which was that
officials had to threaten action which was
contrary to a contract of service before
the law could bite.

Time after time it has been said that

e Bill merely restores the law to what
everyone had thought it to be since the
passing of the 1906 Act. 1 shall not
rehearse the arguments again, but [ be-
lieve this to be an erroneous imnression.
Conditions in 1965 are entirel lifferent
from those in 1906, when there was
obviously a desperate need for the sort
of legislation then introduced. Industrial
conditions were entirely different and the
1906 Act at least made certain that those
who were fighting, in many cases for
thelr very existence, at Jeast had protec-
tion and immunity, so that if they did
Jobs as trade union officials, the small
funds of their unions would not be at
officials took. In those days many em-
ployers made it a condition of
employment

Mr. Eric S. Heffer (Liverpool, Walton):
The 1906 Act was introduced in the face
of bitter Conservative opposition. When-
ever progress has been made, it has
always been made in the face of Tory
opposition, and the hon. Member should
remember that.

Mr. Mawby : Neither the hon. Gentle-
man nor [ had been born in 1906.
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South-East Study. They cannot complete
this work until the Government have
announced their conclusions on the South-
East Study itself, since the green belt
boundary has to be decided in comjunc-
tion with the allocation of land for hous-
ing and other needs. Meanwhile discus-
sions are proceeding with each of the local
| oning authorities.

Written Answers

Surrey County Rate (Greater
London Council Assistance)

45, Sir J. Vaughan-Morgan asked the
Minister of Housing and Local Govern-
ment what contribution has been made by
the Greater London Council towards the
assistance of the county of Surrey in the
year 1965-66; and what this represents
in terms of the Surrey county rate.

Mr. Mellish: £587,189, or a rate of
2-9 pence.

Classified Documents

46. Mr. Onslow asked the Minister of
Housing and Local Government whether
he is satisfied with the arrangements for
safe custody of classified documents of
his Department ; and if he will make a
statement.

Mr. Crossman: The arrangements in
my Department for safe custody of classi-
fied documents follow the Government’s
instructions on security which are pre-
pared centrally and which are issued to
all Departments for their guidance.

Rate Payments (Greater London
Boroughs)

Mr. Dudley Smith asked the Minister
of Housing and Local Government if he
will circularise all the new Greater
London boroughs, requesting them to
maintain or re-provide facilities for the
paying of rate demands by the public in
the areas where they existed before the
recent borough amalgamations.

Mr, Mellish : No. My right hon. Friend
thinks it can be left to the good sense of

each rating authority to provide for the
efficient and convenient payment of rates.

The 0ld Windmill, Wa.<.ford

Lord Balniel asked the Minister of
Housing and Local Government whether
he is aware that The Old Windmill at
Waterford, Hertfordshire, which is listed
in the Supplementary List of Buildings
of Architectural or Historical Interest,
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would be destroyed if a road improve-
ment scheme for the A.602 at present
under cousideration, was implemented ;
and whether, in view of local concern, he
will institute a public inquiry before
reaching a decision on this matter.

Mr. MacColl : The building is not on
the statutory list of buildings of special
architectural or historic interest and the
original 17th century structure has been
much altered and added to. 1In these
circumstances, it would be difficult for
my right hon. Friend to intervene.

Brighton Waterworks (  ces

Mr. Hobden asked the Minister of
Housing and Local Government why he
gave loan sanction for the erection of new
offices for Brighton Waterworks at a cost
of £400,000.

ot MacColl: Brighton have long
needed new offices for their water under-
taking. Their proposals included work-
shops, laboratories and a depot ; and loan
sanction was issued as the Department’s
technical advisers saw no rteason (o
criticise the scheme.

Gypsies

Mr. Murray asked the Minister of
Housing and Local Government if he will
issue a circular to such local health autho-
rities as have unofficial sites for gypsies
and other travellers in their areas on the
health risks arising from lack of proper
sanitation.

Mr. Crossman: The lack of sanitary
facilities on many of the sites occupied
by these people was stressed in a circular
my Department issued in 1962,

HOUSING

Housing Programmes, London Area

36. Mr. Iremonger asked the Minister
of Housing and Local Government if
he will give loan sanction to London
borough councils above the district
valuer’s valuation for housing develop-
ments in the acquisition of which the
London boroughs are overbid by the
Greater London Council exercising its
statutory powers.

Mr. Mellish: No, It is no part of
my right hon. Friend’s policy to increase
the price of housing land by encouraging
local authorities to bid against each



































