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14A Scotch Street "
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Co Down (;0

Downpatrick 612882

Ref: LG/DDC/C/B/90

7 February 1990

Mr Charles Haughey TD L¢~ L31/LLTVWQ

An Taoiseach

Gover t Buildings
overnmen uilding Y }JG,1A;

Merrion Square

DUBLIN 2 }/[Lry4f145 “*

Dear IQZaquo et ’
re: East Border Region Study (}Z);Lzﬂﬂ,#-

I refer to the above-named matter and am writing to advise that
I have been contacted by the East Border Region Committee which
consists of the County Councils of Louth and Monaghan and the
District Councils of Newry and Mourne and Down. This
committee suggested the creation of a customs-free zone along
the South Armagh/Louth Border, the development concentrating
initially on industrial development and tourism.

The Committee has also advised that the zone apart from
providing factories would house the administrative headquarters
of a new organisation, as well as providing manufacturing,
marketing, training and information back-up and expertise to
serve the immediate hinterland.

I would like to lend my support to this study. It is an
attempt to inject much needed capital into the East Border
Region which is generally a disadvantaged peripheral area of
Ireland. The proposed study should identify existing problems
and defects, be capable of solving these problems and tackling
any inadequacies or opportunities.




































































































































CONFIDENTIAL

4. It is not the objective of either Government to seek )
changes to the Agreement, but both Governments have indicated/

willingness to consider the implications for the Agreement.

5« If talks cannot be taken to the point where full agreement

is reached, they would conclude on the basis of whatever lesser

progress had been agreed by tke parties tao be satisfactory to them. *
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. B /
NIONIST “PRECONDITIONS*® /
1. The first Unionist "pre-condition” is that both Governments

should declare their willingness to consider an alternative to
the present Agreement. Both governments have_already made their

position clear:

“In practice, any agreement between the constitutional
political parties on new arrangements for exercising
politigal power in Northern Ireland would have substantial
implications for the Anglo-Irish Agreement, and both
Governments would, I believe, be bound to consider those
implications seriously and sympathetically.” (Mr Brooke,
Bangor, 9 January 1990). 5

“If ... a new and more broadly-based agreement can be
reached by direct discussions and negotiations between all
the parties involved, the Irish Government would be
prepared to contemplate, in agreement with the British
Government, a new and better structure, agreement or
arrangement, to transcend the existing one." (Mr Haughey,
statement, 22 January 1990).

It seems unnecessary to say anything more.

2. The second "pre-condition” is that the Conference should be
"non operative"” for a period. Both Governments have already
indicated their willingness to see a natural gap between
Conference meetings (as has occurred in the past, and could
occur in the future) to be used for political talks. On this
basis, it would be possible for the two Governments to agree the
dates of a sequence of Conference meetings to announce those
dates (including, crucially, the date of the meeting at the end
of the gap). To indicate the Governments' expectation that the
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Northern Ireland parties should make use of the gap, it could be
explained that the dates had been arranged to assist the ordetiy
planning and conduct of Conference business and that the two
Governments have also had in mind the opportunity that the
interval before the [second] meeting may provide for political
progress within Northern Ireland.

3. The third "pre-condition® is the "non-operation"” of the
Secretariat. There is no question of any significant change in
the Secretariat or its operation. But the Unionists would
probably take comfort in the argument that the Secretariat would
not be serving as a secretariat to the Conference during a
period whén there were no Conference meetings (although in
practice its work would need to continue as normal). It might
also Be helpful for the British Government to make clear its
expectation that the head of the British side of the
Secretariat, who is also responsible for the Political A%fairs
Division in Belfast, would be actively engaged in any political
talks which might take place.

4. In adopting such an approach to the Unionist
“pre-conditions™, the two Governments would be signalling their
concern to promote political dialogue in Northern Ireland,
without suggesting any weakening of their position on the

Agreement.
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Joint Response to Unionist Pre-conditions

It is also vital, if we are to give serious consideration to
going down this road with you, that we would both agree in
advance that our response to Unionist pre-conditions was a joint
one and represented - as your officials said on Tuesday - the

outer limit of what is on offer. It would be completely

unacceptable if the Unionists had the impression that there was
any difference between us on matters of this kind. And there can
be absolutely no question of this being turned into a bargaining
process; this would be highly damaging and divisive; we would
need a cast iron commitment from you that there is absolutely no

question of this happening.

Paper III - Format

The role envisaged for my Government in your paper is entirely
inadequate; I have consistently emphasised here that the
negotiating structures and the timing of the various sets of

talks must reflect the interdependency of the three

relationships. Your paper is extremely vague on the starting

time for North/South talks, and it is equally vague on how our
input into internal talks will be made. And it completely fails
to address the concept of a Steering Committee to take an

overview of and pull together the three separate sets of talks.

I notice, towards the end of the meeting in Dublin, that your
officials seemed to accept the need for (i) the establishment of

some kind of overall liaison group or inter-relationship group,

involving the two Governments and the three political parties, at
or near the outset of the negotiations; and (ii) that
consideration of the N/S relationship would begin no later than a
week after internal Northern Ireland talks had opened. I would
very much like to see your thinking here elaborated in writing to

enable us to give further consideration to your proposals.





































































































































































Irish Statement on Political Developments - General Points

Mr. Collins: The documents are there and our officials were

able to have a meeting on Tuesday in an effort to clarify
matters. That was helpful. I am not in a position to give you a
considered response to your proposals today. You understand the
reason for that. In any event, the issue is far too serious for
any hasty or premature consideration. Basically, what I would
hope to do today is to be able to leave the meeting with a clear
view of your position which I can discuss with my colleagques in
Government. That is very important.

I would like to stress that I am all for political progress.
However, I am worried that before we take a jump, or a leap, in
the dark, we take stock of the situation. We might be causing
problems for what we have built up together over the past four or
five years. That is why I said from the beginning that there is
a serious risk element in entering into talks without a clear
idea of what we are doing. We need to know where we are going
and how we can get there. We need to calculate the risk of
damage to the Agreement and we need to calculate what you see at
the end of the pathway.

Unionist Position

We have now given you our assessment of the Unionist position in
three or four detailed meetings. We have given you our
assessment of the positions of Molyneaux and Paisley and have
emphasised that, in our view, it is only they who can deliver the
Unionist position. We need to have a very in-depth assessment of
the Unionist position and of current Unionist thinking. We have
no clear definition from you on that. We need an assessment from
you on how you see it developing.

British Paper on Objectives in Bringing About Talks

I have no great objection to the thrust of this paper. However,
it does little or nothing to clarify the likely direction or
detailed objective of talks. There are a whole series of issues
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I note your assurance on a firm commitment to adhering to the
date of a Conference meeting fixed for the end of "a natural
gap”. You have given a firm commitment on that. I accept that
and I agree totally with you that to do otherwise would be a
"recipe for disaster". We would have to be at one on that issue.

The Secr ri

On the question of the Secretariat, it is an issue which presents
very considerable difficulty for us. We see serious potential
problems in a situation where the unionists were allowed to
proclaim triumphantly throughout Northern Ireland that the
Secretariat was non-operational. That would present us with a
serious political problem and it would be hard to see how we
could afford not to rebut such a public unionist approach. It is
essential, therefore, if we were to go down this road, that you
should leave the unionist leadership in no doubt about the
commitment of both Governments to the Secretariat. It is
essential also that Unionists be clear that the two Governments
are unwilling to stand by and see the Secretariat (and with it,
in our view, the Agreement) being undermined by false Unionist
claims about it ‘having been suspended or rendered
non-operational. It is very important that all should recognise
full well that the Secretariat would not be suspended and that it
was working away on a day-to-day basis.

Joint Response to Unionist Pre-Conditions

It is also vital, if we are to give serious consideration to
going down this road with you that we both agree in advance that
our response to unionist pre-conditions is a joint one and
represents - as your officials said on Tuesday - the outer limit
of what is on offer. It is important that there should be no
difference between us on matters of this kind. It is equally the
case that there can be absolutely no question of this being
turned into a bargaining process. That would be damaging and
divisive. We would need a cast-iron commitment from you that
there is absolutely no question of this happening.



British Paper on Format of Talks

On this paper, the role envisaged for our Government is entirely
inadequate. I have consistently emphasised that the negotiating
structures and the timing of the various sets of talks must
reflect the interdependency of the three relationships. Your
paper is extremely vague on the starting time for a North/South
set of talks. It is very vague also on how our input into
internal Northern Ireland talks will be made. In addition, it
doesn't address the concept of a Steering Committee to take an
overview of, and pull together, the three separate sets of talks.

I noted that your officials seemed to accept in Dublin a need for
the establishment of some kind of overall Liaison Group or
Inter-Relationship Group, involving the two Governments and the

three political parties, at or near the outset of the
negotiations and that consideration of the North/South
relationship would begin no later than a week after internal
Northern Ireland talks had opened. I would very much like to see
your thinking here elaborated in writing to enable us to give
further consideration to your proposals. I think we need to
tread very carefully here. We need to move slowly. There are
very serious risks involved if the thing goes wrong. We need to
make sure that we have taken out an insurance policy against it
going wrong. To that end, we have to evaluate closely the
seriousness of interest of those involved. I accept the
seriousness of your intent of course. However, there are other
parties involved. 1In some cases, the public utterances made by
some of these recently have not been helpful. I see that Paisley
and Molyneaux, following their meeting with you last week, added
a new condition to their previous conditions of the suspension of
the Conference and the Secretariat. They are now waiting for
proposals from us as to what a new agreement would contain.

As I have said already, only Paisley and Molyneaux have the

political weight and clout to deliver on the Unionist side. It
is important that we be sure that they are not simply trying to
knock and scuttle the Anglo-Irish Agreement. They say that, if
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Mr. Burke: They would like our opinion polls...

Mr. Brooke: I did hear that. You can have ours... In

relation to the Secretariat, I said to the Unionists that it was
much the most difficult area. I agree that we must have a joint
position on it. I said that one could not do more than create a
gap. The Secretariat would continue to be present. I would
allow that the British Head would be involved in talks if they
were occurring. [I took the Secretary of State to mean that he
would say this in publicl. It is not for me to decide what to do
about the Irish Head of the Secretariat - it is not for me to
decide what Declan [O'Donovan] would be doing. The factual
position is that the Secretariat would continue.

You raised the risks to the Agreement. They exist in both
directions. There are risks in doing nothing as well. You have
a concern that we could do damage to the Agreement. I do not
think that. The Agreement is a rock as it has proved over the
last four and a half years. What I would say is that Paisley has
made it perfectly clear that there is a powerful incentive to
unionists to talk and to agree. If talks failed, they would be
in a much more difficult position in maintaining that they were
subjected to an agreement in which they played no part.

On your point that there would be a risk that failure would carry
the risk of the paramilitaries gaining, I agree that the risk is
there. I would say also, however, that there is a considerable
prize to be gained if we were to achieve success.

On the role of your own Government, you said that the document
provided by us was vague on it. I agree that it may need more
work on that point. As to the Irish input in relation to
internal arrangements in Northern Ireland, the Agreement provides
a guide. The Conference is a two-way process. [I took the
Secretary of State to mean here that the British could keep us
informed through the Conference and that we could have an input
through the Conference on various issues, including the
modalities of devolution via Article 4].

You made a point about a Steering Committee. That probably needs
further consideration.


























































































Intergovernmental Conference, 19th April, 1990

OVERVIEW NOTE

Political Developments

British Approach

1. The principal British objective at the Conference will be to
secure our acguiescence in continuing with the political
initiative begun by Mr. Brooke last November. Despite all
the discouraging indications in recent weeks, the NIO
persists in its optimism that progress is "possible". 1In
particular, they will argue that the pathetic turnout at
the demonstrations organised by the DUP to coincide with the
Taoiseach’s visit to Belfast last week demonstrates that
grass-roots Unionism is increasingly moderate in its
approach. More fundamentally, they will argue that their

experiment is in effect risk-free, since the minimal

gestures - as they see them - designed to meet Unionist pre-
conditions cannot damage the Agreement; conversely, they
will argue, if the experiment fails, the Agreement cannot
but be strengthened since it will be unequivocally clear

that there is in fact no realistic alternative at this time.

Qur Assessment

2. We maintain our view that the British experiment has little
chance of success, given the character of present Unionist
leadership: put bluntly, Molyneaux has no interest in
devolution and Paisley’s interest is in a return to majority
(Stormont-style) government. Our assessment is widely
shared by informed political opinion (including as strong a
proponent of devolution as John Alderdice) - and most
serious journalists believe in fact that Brooke is being
"poorly advised". If anything, prospects have deteriorated
further in the past few weeks - Molyneaux, who had no
appetite for talks from the outset, seems to have seized on

the Supreme Court judgement in the McGimpsey case as a












































































































The proposal for the preparation of thi{d paper|was made by
the Taoiseach in his Dail statement on Anglo-ITrish

Relations at the end of November. The paper was written in
the first few months of this year: it consists of an
Overview chapter prepared by the Department of Finance and a
series of seven individual chapters (Agriculture, Industry
and Trade, Financial Services, Tourism, Transport,
Environment and Energy, Human Resources) written by wvarious
consultants. The Study amounts to about 200 pages overall
and it is proposed to publish it as a paperback book
entitled "1992 - A Shared Challenge" (Subtitle:
"Implications of the Single European Market for Economic Co-
operation on the Island of Ireland"). The draft has been
finalised since early April, however a date for launching
the Study has not yet been decided. '

The Northern authorities are most anxious to be given an
vance copy of the Study as soon as possible. Their

pre red sc¢enario would be for us to hand over a copy in
sufficient time for them to comment - and possibly seek
amendments before the text went to print. For our part,
we have from the outset made clear that this is our
initiative; we wou be very reluctant at this stage to
begin an exercise whe they would submit a multitude of

undoubtedly would, if invited to

aced with the difficult task

amendments (as they almos
comment) and we would then be
of deciding which should or shou not be taken on board.
(Apart from substantive difficulties,~this would certainly
be a time consuming exercise, with implic¢ations for the

launching date of the book). -
Given the concerns of the Northern side about the ébgtent of

the Study, it will be helpful to offer some reassuranéé at


































































3 ST
South. (The bridge was blown up by terrorists in 1972 and

Loyalists were responsible for an explosion in Belturbet in
1973). '

Monaghan: There has been a lot of pressure to reopen Lacky Bridge
near Clones and recent attempts by the local community to reopen
the bridge led to three arrests. It was closed in June 1980 and
is now open to pedestrian traffic -only. The British Army removed
a permanent checkpoint from the other sidgjpi-the bridge in July,
1989. The British have cited security groundgxin their refusal to
reopen and have made it clear that they will not reconsider this
decision in the abscence of a Garda/Army checkpoint on our side.
Both the Gardai and the Army are opposed in principle to static
checkpoints which they consider to be a wasteful use of

resources.

In recent months the "North Monaghan South Tyrone Community
Association" has reopened a number of minor roads between
Emyvale and Clogher, Co. Tyrone. The British have indicated that
they do not, at the moment, plan to reclose one of these
crossings which is located at Drumfurrer (BCP 108). There are two
other reopened crossings in that area Greagh (BCP 106) and
McMeel’s which are still open, and which according to Fr. Dawson
the PP of Clogher, Co. Tyrone, are extremely popular with the
local community who have had to endure twenty years of major
inconvenience as a result of the closures. The reopened roads are
very popular with the local community and they are hoping that
they will be left open. As a result of our raising the problems
faced by this particular area in the Secretariat, the British
Army civilian representative has met with Fr. Dawson to discuss
the situation. Fr. Dawson was pleased with the meeting and very
appreciative of our part in bringing it about.

An attempt to reopen Ballagh Bridge (BCP 98) on 13 January, 1990,
led to an incident involving the RUC and some elements of the
crowd and allegations that a plastic bullet fired by the RUC
injured a youth (Kevin Connolly) from Augher, Co. Tyrone who was
on the southern side of the bridge at the time. We have raised












ANNEX

Closed-Cross-Border Roads in the .Clones Area.

The following Border Crossing Points in the Clones area are
closed:

BCP

BCP

BCP

BCP

BCP

BCP

BCP

124

127

128

129

137

140

171

Aghafin, on
most direct
route from
Clones to
Roslea.

Benson’ s Bridge

Priest’s Bridge

Lacky Bridge

Lisanroe No. 2
(aka Clonatty Br)

Munnilly Bridge

Aghalane Bridge.

Cratexed -

Caissoned

Caissoned

Caissoned

Caissoned
12/12/88

Blown up

Blown up

Reopened
unofficially
on 12.11.89 and
re-closed on
14. 04. 90.
Plastic Bullets
were fired and
one man from
Co. Fermanagh
was arrested at
this checkpoint
on 13. 4. 90.

Re-opened
unofficailly on
8. 4. 90.

Attempted re-
opening on
8. 4. 90.

reopened
unofficially
on 10.12.89 and
again on

8. 4. 90.

The Taoiseach
recently said
that he
supports the
re-opening of
this bridge.

The Northern Ireland Security forces have indicated that they

will move in to remove a makeshift bridge at Lackey Bridge and

to reclose the unofficially re-opened crossings at Priest’'s

Bridge and Benson’'s Bridge on 19 and 20 April. They re-closed two

other unofficially re-opened crossings at Kilanny and Drumfurrer

(near Roslea) on 18 April. The re-closure of the Drumfurrer

crossing is expected to cause a very negative reaction locally.



















Travellers Allowances: 48 hour rule

Background

1.

On 31 March 1987 the Minister for Finance signed regulations
under Section 3 of the European Communities Act 1972 which
clarified the definition of a "traveller" for the purposes
of interpreting Council Directive 69/169/EEC relating to
travellers’ allowances. A traveller is now defined as

a person who, upon arriving in the State, has been outside
the jurisdiction for the immediately preceding 48 hours. A
person not qualifying as a traveller (or unable to prove a

. 48 hour absence to customs) is not entitled to any

"traveller’s allowance.

These measures were introduced to combat a gross distortion
of trade caused by the gap between Ireland’s then standard
VAT rate of 25% and Britian’s 15%. It was estimated by
customs that there were 3.6 million shopping trips to
Northern Ireland by Irish residents in 1986, and that those
shoppers imported goods valued in excess of £300 million in

their baggage.

Infringement proceedings against Ireland

3

The Commission began infringement proceedings against
Ireland on 15th April, 1987 alleging that the above
regulations were in breach of the Treaty of Rome. ,During
the written and oral proceedings in the European Court of
Justice - which concluded in February of this year - the
British authorities supported the Commission and put forward
its own view that the 48 hour rule was contrary to

European Community Law

On 21 March the Advocate'Géheral submitted his opinion to
the Court to the effect that the rule was in contravention
of the Treaty of Rome (the function of the Advocate General
is to make submissions to the Court in order to assist it in
reaching its judgments). Although the view of the Advocate
General is not legally binding on the Court, it is
nonetheless the practice in approximately 80% of cases for




the Court to confirm the Advocate General’s opinioﬁ; The
Court’s final decision on the 48 hour rule is expected in

the summer.

Discussion at Conference

8

It is not anticipated that there will be any substantial
discussion on the item at the Conference (which 1is on the
agenda at the request of the British side). It is our
understanding that the Secretary of State may express

his Government’s hope that, in the event of the Court of
Justice confirming the opinion of the Advocate General
against the rule, the Irish authorities will not seek

"alternative ways of achieving the same effect. No final

decision has yet been taken on what our response will be in
the event of the decision of the Court of Justice going
against us. The preliminary view of the Attorney General’'s
Office is that in such an eventuality we should then
formally discuss the matter with the Commission with a view
to obtaining a sanctioned derogation which takes adequate
account of our particular problem caused by the disparity in
rates of indirect taxation between Ireland and Britian.
However, this is obviously not a line of thinking that we
would wish to share with the British at this stage.

April, 1990









PLENARY SESSION

Political Developments

Mr. Brooke: I was presented with a Fairisle sweater and I had to put it on
for politeness and it has the effect of showing up my green braces. Gerry
[addressing Minister Collins], I haven't said it before - and I should do so
now - I greatly appreciate the fact that you have put yourselves out by coming
to London. As you know, we have a problem with government whips and we needed
to be here in London. I know you understand since you had a similar problem

yourself on an earlier occasion...

Mr, Collins: Glad to oblige...

Mr., Brooke: 0.K. If it is agreeable to you we will take the agenda as it
stands. We can pass over the first item - political developments - quickly,
since we have covered it enough at the tete-a-tete. You have given us a
response in outline on political developments as you said you would. Do you

want to speak further on the matter or are you satisfied to move on...

Mr. Collins: We have covered it fairly thoroughly at the tete-a-tete. The

main points have been recorded by the officials on both sides already ...

Mr. Brooke: I have one question to raise and I am raising it because I want
to make certain that there is a meeting of minds. You made the point that you
would want your Head of Secretariat involved in servicing talks if they

occur. We would need some prior discussion on that in terms of format.
However, I want to make the point that in relation to internal talks we would
conduct these ourselves with the political parties. Your involvement would be
in relation to North/South talks...

Mr. Collins: We would have to be involved in anything that was in the nature

of transcending the Anglo-Irish Agreement.

Mr. Brooke: Yes, that is so, if we were to emerge with a different
Agreement. However, it would be illogical if your Head of Secretariat was
involved in internal talks. That being the case, as I told you earlier, our

Head of Secretariat would not do so either, though, as you know, we had



proposed earlier that he would service these talks. Therefore, the
involvement of the Heads of Secretariat, would be in the North/South and
East/West aspects. The first thing I want to be sure of, then, is whether

that is clear between us.

Mr., Collins: Well. Really, I think, and I'm being advised that the best
thing would be for officials to work out the exact formula to make sure there

is no possibility of misunderstanding.

Mr. Brooke: My only concern in seeking to sort it out now is to make the
best use of time before we next meet. You see there is a need for me to have
another round with the Unionists. I must have a basis for a way forward.
Provided the principle is clear, I have now got a basis. In relation to the
proposals we are talking about, they [the Unionists] might well have things to
say and we would probably need to meet again. I will see you again anyway.
Officials can wprk out the details and we can sign, seal and deliver the

results at the next meeting of the Conference.

Mr. Collins: Again, and so that there is no misunderstanding, we would want
to be in from the beginning on anything touching the Agreement. For example,
we would need to be involved if there was to be any talk about any function of

the Agreement being devolved. We are partners in the Agreement...

Mr, Brooke: We, of course, naturally assume that if there is to be any

change we must all agree. In terms of devolution, however, ...
Mr. Collins: But when do we become involved? That is an important point...

Mr. Brooke: You mentioned being involved from the beginning. That is true
in relation to North-South negotiations but it is possible that North-South
negotiations would not be simultaneous with internal talks. And we would then

have to think of what arrangements might be made in those circumstances.

Mr. Collins: But what sort of arrangements? We would have to be involved in
relation to the Agreement being changed in any way. That being the case, we
would have to be in on talks from the beginning. We can't have a situation
where you talk to one side about matters of concern to us and we are not

involved. We are equal partners in the Agreement.






rest, including your involvement, would flow out from that. The fact of

North-South discussion has been recognised by the Unionists and is accepted.

Mr. Collins: But the problem is that if the talks have to do with changing
the Agreement we have to be a party. We have no room for manoeuvre there.
Devolution would involve a change. In relation to particular functioms being
devolved, we have a say in that. If you look at Article 4 (c), it says, and I

quote ’

"both Governments recognise that devolution can be achieved only with the
co-operation of constitutional representatives within Northern Ireland of
both traditions there. The Conference shall be a framework within which
the Irish Government may put forward views and proposals on the
modalities of bringing about devolution in Northern Ireland, in so far as
they relate to the interests of the minority community”.

Mr, Burns: Article 4 is an opportunity for the Irish Government to put

forward views on matters to be devolved. That opportunity remains. It can't

be removed. It continues to exist. I could understand your problem if the

last paragraph of Article 4 did not exist.

Mr, Collins: I am concerned to get this straight. It seems to me that we
have a new boggle coming up now in what we agreed earlier., Our position is
that we must be involved from the beginning in all the talks that affect the
Agreement in any way. Article 4 says that the Conference shall be a framework
within which the Irish Government may put forward views and proposals on the
modalities of bringing about devolution etc. If there are developments in

that area to be talked about or mooted, then we must have an input.

Mr. Brooke: I am not a lawyer but, on my reading, Article 4 was specifically
devised to take account of your role and contribution in that area. It says
that "the Conference shall be a framework" for your views on the modalities of

bringing about devolution.

Mr. Burns: Well, we have one of the authors of the Agreement not very far
away from you [a reference to Secretary Dorr]. It may be clearer in his
memory than in mine. What the Article says is what the Article meant. It

does not say that talks with the Northern Ireland political parties on
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Mr. Brooke: I am happy with that.

Sir K. Bloomfield: Would Minister Collins have any objection if officials
were to do some preliminary sounding out in relation to these issues. What I

have in mind is that we should at least start the ball rolling.

Mr. Burke: Yes. Let's get on with it straight away.

Mr. Collins: Are we talking about tourism for the North or the South here?

Mr. Brooke: Both.

Mr. Collins: I notice that over the Easter weekend there was a huge amount

of Northern cars in the South.

Cross-border Economic Programme

Mr. Brooke: We need to take note of the discussion on 6 April with the
Commission in Brussels on the joint submission for a cross-border project
under the Structural Funds. There was a meeting of officlas from both sides
on that date with the Commission in Brussels. We do need now to have a
reasonable timetable for discussions with the Commission. We need to get on

with our preparations.

Mr. Collins: Before the end of May....

Sir K. Bloomfield: It is now becoming clear that the Commission's attitude
is emerging fairly rapidly and we need to be rapid in response. The
Commission has now ruled out some notions and officials from both sides could

get together immediately. There is no need to hold up action until the end of

May.

Mr. Collins: The meeting with the Commission is at the end of May?

Sir K. Bloomfield: Yes. But we need to get ahead with preparation for that

now.

Mr. Cope: We would need to have things in train by mid-May.







































AN RUNA{OCHT ANGLA-EIREANNACH ANGLO-IRISH SECRETARIAT

23 April 1990

BEAL FEIRSTE BELFAST

APPENDI X

Mr. Dermot Gallagher
Assistant Secretary
Anglo-Irish Division
Department of Foreign Affairs

Dear Assistant Secretary

Stevens Inquiry

As you know, the discussion at the restricted session of the Conference on 19
April touched om the Stevens Inquiry. I enclose a note of that discussion,
abstracted from my report on security issues. The position on Stevens could
be summarised as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

The Chief Constable is still examining the report, which is long and
detailed, and he will be submitting his recommendations to the
Secretary of State in due course. (No indication was given of how
long this will take.)

¢
Mr. Stevens himself will prepare a summary of the report for
publication by the end of May. On its publication, Mr. Annesley
envisages that Stevens and he will hold a press conference and answer
questions. (That is how Annesley personally sees it; he is
discussing presentation at present with NIO officials.)

The Secretary of State is committed to making a statement on the
report to the House of Commons and the British side confirmed this is
the intention.

Irish Ministers stressed the importance they attached to being told
as much as possible about what was happening in advance so that they
could properly consider their response. They will be especially
concerned with lessons for the future and what steps will be taken to
prevent repetition.

In response to a question from Irish Ministers, Annesley dismissed a
recent Sunday Times report to the effect that Stevens had concluded
that collusion could not be stopped and was bound to continue as
speculation and "ill-advised" journalism. What Stevens is likely to
say (Annesley said he had not yet reached that part of the report)
was that one can never be 100% certain that leaks of this kind will
not occur again.




































































































































-5 -

Mr. Brooke: We have had a three month gap before due to your eleotion in
t

1987. There was a gap covering the months May to July, F think ...

Mr. Gallagher: But there is a difference between an accidental long gap and a

natural gap. p

Mr. Collins: We can get around that problem, I hope. I think that the most
difficult of the Unionist preconditions is the one relating to the
Secretariat., I can tell you that, when we met the SDLP, that was a matter of
the most serious concern and they were anxious that there should be no change
in the 'staffing of, or level of authority, of the Secretariat.

Mr. Brooke: The SDLP did not quite use those words at our meeting with them.

Nevertheless, they explained the importance they attached to it.

Mr. Collins: I can tell you that at our meeting with the SDLP it was a major

issue., We need to tease this out somewhat.

Mr, Br :+ Are you talking about your meeting with the SDLP in early May?

‘

Mr., Colliins: Yes. It was the same day as your meeting with the Unionists.

Mr. Brooke: May 1llth?

Mr. Col;in %‘ Yes. I have a difficulty in relation to the form of words that
you have suggested:on the Secretariat

[The British had put forward the following at official level on Friday 25 May
"as the Conference will not be meeting between x and y the Secretariat at
Maryfield will accordingly not be required to discharge its normal role of
servicing Conference meetings provided for in Article 3 of the Agreement"]. I
am somewhat concerned about the form of ﬁords and specifically about the
eQLression that the "Secretariat at Maryfield will accordingly not be required
to disgharge its Aormal role", When I read that ae‘%he weeﬁend I took careful
note of it.. I felt that it could be misinterpreted or misrepresented easily.
If the Secretariat is not carrying out its normal role, so to speak it has no
role. I would like to suggest some alternative wordlng to you on that. [The
following text was then suggested by the Irish side "As the Conference will
not be meeting between x and y, the Secretariat established under Article 3 of

the Agreement will not service meetings of the Conference dufing that

period,"]
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Mr Collins: When would such a statement be made? :
- 1
Mr Burns: It would come between stages one and two.

Mr Collins: The/time is now coming up when a public statement will have to be
made. We have been very careful so far. However, when we are at the starting

line something will have to said.
Mr Brooke: Somebody will have to fire a pistol to get the horses started.

Mr Collins: That is the stage at which it will have to be said.

Mr Dorr: It would be useful if we could look at it and get in something
along the following lines "though not all discussions will begin at the same
time, they will begin at an early stage ....."

Mr Brooke: You will note that we have made a reference to endorsement by the
electorate of the agreement reached. We have put it in brackets. That is to
take account of Mr Paisley's sensitivity and also the point that John Hume has

about referenda. .

Mr Dorr: It is a very radical idea... I also wonder about the inclusion of
the words "in parallel and in unison".

Mr Brooké: éWeli, the word "unison" was put in to take account of your
sensitivity..... P

Mr Burns: The point about endorsement by the electorate is probably not

essential to this statement.

Mr Collins: What concerns me is whether or not this draft is good enough to

maﬁe up for paragraphs three and five of the document we agreed on 19 April.

¥
!

Mr Dorr: .Are you thinking of making a statement, a "grounding"
statement?...

- . ’
.

~

Mr Brooke: Yes. One reason for my desire for a plenary sessidh is that I

think it would be important to say, at that stage, that certain things are






suggested , that they might begin at what I call stage four. [There, was then
i
some inconclusive discussion as to where a public statement might be made.)]
r 3
Mr Brooke: I understand the problem. Dermot (Gallagher) is right when he
talked about the trust and the relationship between the two co-chairmen. What
/
we have done so far is to devise vehicles to which everybody could subscribe,

The logic is that these must be North/South talks.

Mr Gallagher: The logic is that you won't get pass the first meeting, I

think, unless you have something on the North/South dimension.

Mr Brooke: Well, we could get the public statement made early on, but, other

than that, I don't want to be tied down.
Mr Collins: I realise that the Unionists have to be bought....

Mr Gallagher: I am worried that, at stage three, the SDLP would say we are

not going any further without a meeting with Dublin., It would be a pity if
that happened in a negative way and what we are suggesting is that you

anticipate that and have it stagemanaged.

Mr Brooke: But there is a natural let out at every stage. Looking at the
stages, as we said earlier, it is likely that we would have bilateral meetings
as the second stage, following the méeting between officials on preparing
agendas &tc.- THe fact is that if I do not have an indication at that stage
that weicanl%et soqewhere - if one party is unwilling - then I will not invite
the other parties to meetings. It may well be that Unionists will say
something that sinks the process at that stage. If we have a new incompatible
situation at that point we will say that the moment is not right yet. I will
take your point away and give you a considered decision. I know that you have
been generous in your response to my difficulties. I know also that if I get

inkp inflexibility I will get nowhere. I can make a firm prediction now that

we wilﬂlfail if I'éet into inflexibility. ¥ ¥

Mr Dorr: Will the SDLP play the game if there is no date on North/South
talks? - 3 ' 77

Mr Brooke: It may well be that it will be their position that they will not

proceed without a North/South meeting. That may be a road-block.
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