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Social Audit on Avon

Most sections of this report have been organised into
three parts: an introduction, which includes details of
yardsticks of performance used; a report, which includes
statements (or representations) of fact; and a discussion,
which summarises and comments on the main findings.
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Introduction

Preamble

This report describes the way in which a major British
company has interpreted and discharged its responsibilities to
its employees and to consumers, to the people who live with it,
and to the physical environment in which they live — and,
indeed, to anyone who might be affected by what the company
has done. The report represents a unique, if not definitive,
attempt to describe the major social costs and benefits of a
company’s business operation.

The report is unique, in that it was conducted on terms to
which no other company has ever before agreed. The enquiry
was carried out by Public Interest Research Centre (PIRC) on
its own initiative and at its own expense — but it was accepted
by the company’s senior management as an experiment for all
parties concerned, and throughout the enquiry PIRC was
given extensive co-operation both by management and by
trade union representatives. In addition, PIRC was allowed
access to confidential data on the company held by various
government departments and other bodies; and detailed
enquiries about the company were made in the local com-
munity and elsewhere.

The company was given no right to require that any
particular information be included or excluded from the
report — though it reserved and exercised the right to* with-
hold certain kinds of information and, in particular, informa-
tion related to its competitive standing. It was, however,
proposed by PIRC that the company and trade union repre-
sentatives should see the report betore publication, and be
given the right to reply to it. (Their comments appear on pp.
88 and 89.)

The aim of the report goes beyond a description of what a
single company has done, at a certain point in time. The
report has been prepared also: (i) to show to what extent it
may be possible to assess what, in social terms, a company
gives to and takes from the community in which it operates;
(ii) to advance understanding about the practical problems
and possibilities that may be involved in making assessments
of this kind; and (iii) to establish precedents for the disclosure
ol more, hard information about what companies do, why
they do it, and to what general effect.

Background

The Avon Rubber Company Ltd. was one of about 100
companies invited to co-operate in an enquiry of this kind. Of
the 40 or so companies to respond, only Avon agreed, in
principle, to co-operate; others came forward with
expressions of regret, together with more and less detailed
accounts of the importance they attached to their ‘wider
responsibilities’ and of their heavy commitments to the
running of their businesses.

The approach to Avon and to these other companies was
made in the form of a short personal letter addressed to the
Chairman or Chief Executive, which was sent together with a
copy of the Social Audit report on Tube Investments Ltd.,
shortly after its publication in March 1974. The letter Ieiened
to the fact that the report on Tube Investments had been
prepared without the benefit of any significant co-operation
from the Company, and indicated that PIRC would be
anxious to secure co-operation from a management in any
further enquiries of this kind. No suggestion was made that
PIRC was intending to enquire into the work of any particular
company — whether or not co-operation was given.

The letters were sent to a wide variety of companies, mainly

in manufacturing industry. Avon was included as being of

particular interest for several reasons. For example, the
Company had survived to be the only major independent tyre
manufacturing company in the UK: and at the same time ran a
fairly diversified operation. Then, because it was involved in a
1elan\e]y dirty and potentially dangerous industry, it clearly
had exceptional responsibilities to its employees and to the
environment. In addition, Avon was a major employer in at
least two small communities — one, virtually, a ‘company
town’. And, finally, the Company had major ILSpOHSlbllltlt‘S to
consumers, in both the manufacture and retail distribution of
motor car tyres. However, no decision to enquire into Avon’s
work had been taken, or even contemplated as a probability,
betore their initial response was received. It was this teply
from the Company, which suggested they might co-operate,
which proved decisive.

To the extent that Avon was self-selected — in that it agreed
in principle to co-operate, when under no specific pressure
to do so — this report cannot be considered as an account
of typical ‘big business’. There can be little doubt that the
Companv would have put up more resistance than it did,
had it not been fairly confident that it could ‘stand up to’
such scrutiny as was proposed. Quite apart from this, the
Managing Director and also the Head of Publicity (at the time
of this enquiry) appeared personally interested in, and curious
about, the pr oposed study. Without their support for it, it is
most unlikely that it would have proceeded — though the
decision to participate was collectively taken by the executive
board and the Chairman.

Methods and timing

The terms of the enquiry were defined and agreed by mid-
1974. Brief introductory visits to each Avon site were then
arranged and, thereatter, a period of eight weeks was spent on
background research, and on preparing questions which were
to be raised in interviews.

Interviews covering some 40 different ‘study areas’ were
then arranged with both managers and trade wunion
representatives, at each of the five main factory sites. Each
interview was scheduled to last, on average, about 14 hours;
and was to be tape-recorded. The Company agreed that two
rounds of interviews should take place. It was hoped to
complete one round by the end of 1974; to spend about eight
weeks anal\smg the material so obtained and pursuing other
enquiries; and then to return for a shorter, second round of
interviews, in order to verify data and p;ck up loose ends. It
was envisaged that the enquiry would last a total of 9 months.

In the event, the first round of interviews had not been
completed by the end of January 1975 and, shortly thereatter,
the Company asked that the second round of interviews be
abandoned, and that further requests for information be
submitted in writing. Detailed written requests were then
made. Several weeks later, in April 1975, the Company called a
meeting to explain that they faced serious financial problems,
and to say that they could not consider spending any further
time on the enquiry, other than on absolutely ‘essential
requests for information which they might easily provide. The
written requests for information that had been submitted were
accordingly greatly simplified, and re-submitted to the
Company by early May.

Some parts of the Avon Group responded to these requests;
others gave no indication of doing so. Under these circum-
stances, PIRC proposed a cut-off date, in mid-July 1975: this
produced some further information, though considerably less
than was needed, or than had been hoped for.

The draft report was nearing completion in mid-August
1975 — by which time the study had been running for nearly a
year — when it was announced that the Managing Director
and Finance Director of the Group had resigned. It was
reported that their resignations had been prompted by dis-
agreement over the ‘speed and manner’ by which the Group
might reduce its dependence on the motor industry: according
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to the newly-appointed acting Managing Director, ‘We
proposed the progressive reduction of tyre manufacture. They
wanted a speedier rate of implementation.” The implications
of this have not been discussed in detail in this report.
Nevertheless, in recording events in the Group to mid-1975,
this report will clearly indicate the background to this
‘management reorganisation’.

It should be noted that the Avon Group MD referred to in
this report is Mr. John Swanborough: he was MD until shortly
before the completion of this enquiry. Mr. Peter Fisher (an
internal appointee) had succeeded Mr. Swanborough as
Group MD by the time the dratt of this report was delivered to
Avon.

Disclosure and co-operation

There can be little doubt that this enquiry was cut short
primarily because of the Company’s deteriorating economic
position; it may also have been due in part to the fact that the
first round of interviews unavoidably took longer than had
been anticipated.

It should also be said that, in general, the co-operation
given b}' the Company management, and the information they
provided, were of great value. A considerable amount of infor-
mation was given — almost certainly far more than the large
majority of companies would even contemplate in this
situation — and this must reflect much credit on Avon.

At the same time, there were some distinctly disappointing
aspects to the enquiry. Among a number of notable examples,
we would cite the following:
® A few first round interviews with Avon managers were never
held, though requested at the outset of the enquiry.
® The amount of information provided by some companies
in some areas was extremely limited. In particular, Avon Tyres
proved extremely reluctant to provide information on the
consumer side.
® Some Avon companies — and notably Avon Rubber Co.
(Bridgend) — provided in full the supplementary information
requested of them after the first round of interviews. Others
provided relatively very little.
® [mportant information which may have reflected poorly on
Avon appeared in some cases to have been deliberately
withheld.

At Avon Medicals, for example, the Company responded to
two requests for ‘copies of the results of any tests carried out
by or for the water authority’ on the effluent discharged to the
sewers. Though 11 such tests had been carried out during the
preceding year, Avon Medicals supplied details of only three
— those identified in the chart below:

Effluent discharges from Avon Medicals

Chemical
Suspended oxygen
pH solids demand
Date of (limit (limit (limit
sampling Source 6-12) 400ppm) 600ppm)
15.7.74 Avon 8.5 6 0
Water
8.8.74 Authorit 7.9 72 5,735
25.10.74 Avon 8.3 5 5
19.12.74 Avon 7.7 2 0

The three results provided by Avon represented three of the
last four tests made. The fourth was the only one in that year
described as being ‘unsatisfactory’ by the Severn Trent Water
Authority, being nearly ten times above their upper limit.
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Government Secrets

In this connection, reference should be made to the co-
operation and information received from certain government
departments and other establishments, indirectly concerned
with this enquiry. Most central and local government agencies
and other bodies hold information about the performance of
individual companies — and this is almost always classified, or
otherwise treated, as ‘commercial in confidence’.

At PIRC’s request, Avon wrote to a number of these
agencies, authorising them to release the information they
held about the Company, and inviting them to co-operate in
the enquiry. However, the fact that such authorisation had
been given did not mean that full information was provided in
each case. In particular, the Alkali Inspectorate — which is
responsible for the prevention and control of industrial air
pollution — unconditionally refused. Other agencies were
more or less guarded:
® ‘These files and reports are confidential to the Chief Alkali Inspector and it is
not our policy to show their contents or to give information about them to anyone
outside the Department. We cannot make an exception in this instance.’
® ‘It is not the practice of the (Monopolies and Mergers) Commission to make
their papers available for purposes unconnected with an enguiry . . . files which
have been preserved after the completion of an enquiry contain not only
documents provided by the parties, but documents prepared in this office which
may contain confidential material from more than one source. It would not be
practicable to reorganise these records in order to assemble separately those
documents which contain exclusively evidence provided by your company.’
® ‘... while the Department (of the Environment) would not wish to be un-
helpful, there would be difficulties, as I am sure you realise, in making official
records freely available to PIRC.” (¢f. ‘I am sure you will understand’. Social
Audit, Vol. 1, No. 3, pp. 9-10.)

In general, local authorities proved far more willing to
provide information than did most central government depart-
ments. Birmingham Corporation, gave particular assistance,
by bringing forward the date on which they would normally
have checked noise levels and the arrangements made for the
storage of hazardous materials, at Avon Medicals — simply to
provide information in time. In addition, full co-operation
was received from all water authorities: they gave complete
access to their test data, files and inspectors' reports.

The contrast between the behaviour of local and central
government agencies could be explained by a number of
factors — among them, the nature of information held, and
the pressure on them to release it. So far as the second point is
concerned, it may be worth quoting from a memorandum
found in the files of one agency. A member of the authority’s
staff had commented on the letter they originally received
from Avon, saying:

‘I believe that we should accede to their (Avon’s) request, allowing involve-
ment only of the PIRC staff and in the hope that not too much attention will be
paid to the . . . Authority by PIRC.

I think we would find ourselves in this and similar situations in a most un-
enviable political situation if we refused them access to our files, except so far as
these relate to public security, and I believe we should write to the Managing
Director of Avon in these terms.’

They did.

Interpretation
Finally, something should be said about what this report does
and does not do.

The assessment made of Avon is a conventional one — in
that reference is made mainly to standards that the Company
has set itself; to standards defined in law; or to recognised
codes ol practice — as well as to standards believed to be
appropriate in the case of each of the major affected interests,
i.e. employees, consumers, and members of the local and
wider communities. Less emphasis is placed on the rights of
sharcholders. Their interests relate almost exclusively to
financial, rather than social, performance — and they are also,
at least in theory, relatively well protected by custom and in
law.

While the Company’s affairs have not been examined from
any particular political (or partisan) standpoint, there is an
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empbhatic bias in this report in favour of the disclosure of infor-
mation, as a means to full social accountability. It has been
taken as axiomatic that this or any company should be
prepared to disclose relevant information about its policies
and practices, when these may significantly affect wider
interests.

It is acknowledged that good reasons may exist as to why
certain kinds of information should not be disclosed. (The
need to protect personal privacy is one and in recognition of
this, as well as for other reasons, individuals have not
generally been named in this report.) On numerous occasions,
Avon gave reasons for not disclosing certain kinds of infor-
mation, and in many cases it was possible to appreciate the
Company’s point of view.

This is not, therefore, an objective account of the
Company's work; but an independent one. It is also a critical
(i.e. questioning) account: there would have been no point in
producing anything else.

The criticisms made of Avon in this report have not been
tempered in recognition of the Company’s unprecedented
decision to discuss its work openly. At the same time, these

criticisms must be seen in perspective. In particular, we trust
readers will recognise that it proved impossible to confirm
Avon’s claim that, in many respects, its policies and practices
were well in advance of industry generally. Whatever we
might be inclined to believe, we could not accept such asser-
tions on trust and — in the absence of comparable published
information about the activities of virtually ecvery other
company in the UK — neither could such claims be verified.
We believe, however, that readers with experience of industry
will find that, on balance, there is much evidence in this report
to support Avon’s claims. Certainly, everyone should accept
that it would be patentdy unfair to expose Avon to special
criticism, simply because that Company is open and others are
not.

Finally, it must be stressed that no attempt has been made at
any stage to produce a ‘balance sheet’, involving judgements
as to whether some social cost may be justified in the light of
another benefit. The purpose of this report is to provide as
much information as possible, to allow this to be done. But
readers must make these assessments for themselves.

AVON RUBBER
COMPANY
LIMITED
incorporating:
Catering services
Group administration
Melksham site services
Publicity

Secretarial

AVON GROUP LEGAL STRUCTURE

NON-DIVISIONAL
SUBSIDIARY
OPERATIONS
Anglo Plast AS

Avon Creators

Limited (Associated)
Avon Safety Wheel

Avon Technical

Services Limited

East Africa operations
RFD Group Limited (Associated)

DIVISIONAL SUBSIDIARIES

AVON MOTORWAY AVON

TYRES TYRES & PROCESSED

LIMITED ACCESSORIES POLYMERS
LIMITED LIMITED

Avon Tyres (N.1.) Ltd

Motorway Tyres

Avon Tyres and Accessories
Ireland Ltd (Scotland) Ltd
Avon Tyres Shaw Tyre and

Overseas Ltd

Walker Radial-Pty Ltd

Avon Reifen

Battery Co Ltd
Connolly Tyre and
Battery {Citr

(Deutschland) GmbH Tyre Co Ltd

Avon Rubber AS
Avon Rubber AB

City Dack Center AB

Avon Suisse SA
City Pneu AG

AVON
RUBBER
COMPANY
(BRIDGEND)
LIMITED

AVON
INDUSTRIAL
POLYMERS
LIMITED

Avon Ames Ltd
Société Francaise
des Caoutchoucs
Spencer Moulton
(Associated)
Avon Lippiatt
Hobbs Ltd
(Associated)
Avon Industrial

Polymers (Overseas) Avon Medicals

Ltd
Avon lllinois Inc
Avon Rubber SA

AVON
INFLATABLES
LIMITED

AVON
MEDICALS
LIMITED

Overseas Ltd
Avon Medicals GmbH
Dravon Medical Inc
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Avon’s Business

This section of the report is divided into four parts: the first
describes briefly the character of the business, while the
remaining three deal principally with the Group’s economic
performance. The main questions raised in this report are:

(i) What does Avon do, and how has it been organised to do
ic?

(i) How effectively has Avon utilised its assets and the
efforts of its employees?

(iii) What investment decisions have been taken, and why?

(i) How have the Group’s directors accounted for their
actions, and to whom?

1. Character of the business

In the 1976 ‘Times 1000’, the Avon Group is ranked as the
301st largest industrial company in the UK; and its principal
activity is described as tyre manufacturing. Though a major
company, Avon is at the same time a relatively small and hard
pressed competitor in an industry dominated by multinational
corporarions such as Dunlop, Goodyear, Firestone and
Michelin. And while tyre manufacture and distribution have
accounted for the larger part of the Group’s business, Avon is
also a major supplier in several smaller and more specialised
markets. Avon companies dominate in the supply of aerosol
gaskets, aircrew oxygen masks and naval diving suits; and they
have major shares in the markets for inflatable craft, hover-
craft skirts, car engine cooling hoses, windscreen wiper blades
and certain kinds of disposable medical equipment. Neither of
these lists is exhaustive.

Throughout its 90 year history, Avon’s prosperity has been
closely linked to that of the UK motor industry. However, in
the more recent past, Avon has made concerted efforts to
diversify its operations by becoming more ‘market oriented’
— applying its basic technical skills, in the moulding, bonding
and extruding of rubber, in non-tyre markets. Despite the

recent growth of the tyre distribution side, and the notable
success of two units on the non-tyre side, the losses sustained
in other non-tyre activities left the Group still very largely
dependent on the motor industry by the time of the oil crisis in
1973. At the time of writing, tyres accounted for more than 70
per cent of turnover (see Table 1), and another 10 per cent
(approximately) of turnover involved sales of rubber
components to the motor industry.

Table 1. Group sales and pre-tax profits from
tyre and non-tyre activity 1970 and 1974

Activity Performance in 1970 Performance in 1974
Turnover Profit Turnover Profit
(£ millions) (£ millions)
Tyre interests
Manufacture 17.4 1.1 31.4 0.4
Distribution 8.0 (0.8) 15.7 0.5
Non-tyre interests 17.6 0.6 17.1 1.0

The two successful attempts to diversify on the non-tyre side
were made by the units manufacturing inflatable craft (with a
153 per cent growth over five years) and medical equipment
(104 per cent growth over three years). The fact that both units
had succeeded when operating largely independently of the
main part of the business accounted, in part, for a recent
decision to decentralise activity in the Group.

In late 1974, the Group was reorganised into a holding
company and seven separate (UK) subsidiaries (see p. 4). Local
managements were thereby given more freedom than before
— for example, to take initiatives in their own specialised
markets, or to raise money on their own account — though
they remained accountable to the holding company.

The manufacturing side of the Group now operates from
five sites in the UK; while on the distribution side, Motorway
Tyres and Accessories Ltd. have 180-odd depots nationwide.
Avon also has factories in Belgium and in Kenya; and
marketing operations elsewhere overseas. Unfortunately, it
was not practicable to make enquiries about these operations
— and this survey relates entirely to Avon’s business in the
UK, outlined in Table 2.

Table 2. Location and principal activities of Avon Group, on 1 October 1974

MELKSHAM, Wiltshire (3,500 employees)

Avon Rubber Company Ltd., the holding company, incor-
porates group administration, catering, secretarial, publicity
and Melksham site services. The holding company is res-
ponsible also for certain non-divisional operations: Avon
Safety Wheel, Avon Technical Services Ltd., Avon Creators
Ltd., Anglo Plast A/S and East Africa operations.

Avon Tyres Ltd., the principaI operating company in the
Group, is responsible for all tyre activities, other than the
manufacture of remoulds and retail distribution.

Avon Processed Polymers Ltd. is involved in the purchasing
and initial preparation of rubber used by Avon Tyres and
other subsidiaries in the Group.

Avon Industrial Polymers Ltd., though based at Bradford-on-
Avon (g.v.) operates a unit on the Melksham site, which is
involved in the manufacture of a range of industrial products,
e.g. rollers for office machinery, grips for golf clubs, and
rubber components for use in agriculture.

BRADFORD-ON-AVON, Wiltshire (1,200 employees)

Avon Industrial Polymers Ltd. manufactures a wide range of
rubber components — for example, for cars, domestic equip-
ment, aerosol packaging, military vehicles and railway rolling
stock. AIP’s subsidiary, Avon Lippiatt Hobbs Ltd., is involved
in the development and application of sealing compounds for
the gas industry.

BRIDGEND, Glamorgan (640 employees)

Avon Rubber Co. (Bridgend) Ltd. is involved in the manu-

facture (and to some extent also the marketing) of remould

tyres, processed materials for other remoulders, axle and sus-
ension units for agricultural use and synthetic sports

surfaces. The Company also markets a wide range of industrial

and recreational footwear.

LLANELLI, Dyfed (385 employees)

Avon Inflatables Ltd. operates from two sites in the Llanelli
area. They make inflatable liferafts, boats and dinghies for the
leisure market, life jackets and marine clothing.

BIRMINGHAM (550 employees)
Avon Medicals Ltd. contracts mainly with the Department of
Health and Social Security for the supply of disposable blood-
administration equipment; and the Company also makes dis-
posable dialysis coils (filter units) for artificial kidney machines.
Until late-1974, over 300 employees worked at a nearby
factory, which operated as part of the former industrial pro-
ducts division — now Avon Industrial Polymers Ltd. This
factory has since been closed.

READING, Berkshire

Motorway Tyres and Accessories Ltd. have their head ofhce in
Reading, where approximately 150 people are employed.
Another 950 employees work in the Company’s depots,
retailing tyres, car batteries and other motor accessories.
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As this Table indicates, the Group’s operations have been
concentrated in Melksham and Bradford — two small towns
in rural Wiltshire, which are situated some five miles apart. In
both towns, either Avon or the plant it has since acquired has
been the major employer since well before the war. The
economic and social welfare of both communities depend
greatly, therefore, on the survival and growth of the Group —
and, particularly, on the more vulnerable tyre side of the
business.

Avon’s presence in Bridgend is similarly important, if not to
the same extent. The Company ranks as the major employer in
the town — which is situated in a development area, where
unemployment rates have traditionally been high.

The main parts of the Avon Group have been referred to
in this report as Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend; and
Inflatables, Medicals and Motorway. The town Bradford-
on-Avon has generally been referred to only as Bradford.

Management style

The style of the Avon Group, and its shape, to some extent
veflects the strong personal commitment of the (former)
Managing Director to a set of ideas he described as ‘open
culture’. Open culture embodies the belief ‘that people of all
intellectual and social levels are willing and anxious to work;
that people have a high degree of inherent imagination and
creativity, which they can use; that people are basically res-
pmmble and, indeed, that they seek responsibility; and that
finally, given the development of goals with which people can
freely associate, they will glve of their best without the need for
coercion and traditional “‘carrot and stick” management
methods’.

In defining open culture, Avon’s Managing Director
referred also to a style he sought to avoid. He suggested that
‘Many organisations believe that people do not willingly wish
to work — do not wish to co- operate with their employer.
Such organisations are typified by excessive inspection,
bureaucratic systems for checkmg minute details, forms of
organisation where authority is clearly defined to the last
detail, where no person is allowed to overstep the marks of his
precise job definition, where power and authority is
concentrated in as few hands as possible.’

OPEN CULTURE —
ISN'T IT
BEAUTIFUL

The main expression of open culture appeared to be at
Melksham. There was evidence of its influence elsewhere,
though this was apparent only among some of the most senior
employees. This was not surprising, however, for it is in the
nature of this philosophy that, if it is not embraced, it cannot
be imposed — even on, say, the management of a subsidiary
run on wholly autocratic lines. The MD made it clear that : ‘it
would be a contradiction in terms to force people to be open.
To try and get those people who are relatively autocratic to
run their departments in a different way would make them
very uncomfortable and much less efficient.’

Whatever emphasis Avon may have placed on individual
initiative and responsibility, to a considerable extent decision-
making processes are conventional. Each company manage-
ment has, for example, been expected to produce five-year
plans, and to regularly update the forecasts and strategic
planning proposals made in them. In addition, formal pro-
cedures exist for vetting any major investment proposal; and
various committees have been regularly convened for decision-
making at both Group and company level.

In decision-making at the highest level — which involves
the most senior personnel from throughout the Group —
considerable emphasis is placed on ‘collective responsibility’.
One effect of this is to avoid giving individual board members
any particular responsibilities, on behalf of the others — and,
instead, to emphasise a shared responsibility for decision-
making. The MD claimed that when decisions were made in
this way, as ‘the product of almost a political process, constant
debate, then the right decisions tend to emerge.

It was said that such decision-making was directed towards
finding ‘a certain equilibrium between profit maximisation
and “open culture” * — and the nature of the commitment to
financial objectives was described by the Managing Director as
follows: “. . . our only sanction for existence is that we should

make sufficient wealth out of the materials that we take in at
one end of the company and push out as products and services
at the other. If we cannot add enough value to those materials
and services then we have no viability, no reason to exist. That
has to come first. The stronger we can be, the more successful
financially, obviously the better protection we can offer

people.”
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The MD also suggested that management was uniquely
qualified to offer such protection, once it was in a position to
do so. In discussing the question of the Group’s broader
responsibilities — to employees, consumers, suppliers and
members of the local and wider communities — he suggested
that the Avon management might be considered ‘potentially
... the only part of the Company which is unbiassed.’

But for all these explanations, several points remained
unclear: how would management interpret its wider responsi-
bilities when subject to economic constraints? And to what
extent was ‘open culture’ considered a means to the end of
generating (longer term) wealth? Or as an end which could be
achieved through the generation of wealth?

No summary answers to such questions can be provided.
But some answers may be provided in the following reports.

2. Use of resources

A company’s overall economic performance is often measured
by the ratio of its yearly profits (before tax and interest) to the
total capital invested (or employed) in the business. The capital
employed by the Avon Group — in the form of plant,
machinery, buildings, cash, stocks and the amount owed by
debtors less the amount owed to creditors — amounts to some
£30 millions.

In Table 3, Avon’s economic performance — measured by
its ‘return on capital employed’ — has been compared with
the returns made in manufacturing industry generally, over
the last five years.

involves the use of profit — a figure which may be calculated
in a number of different ways and which includes subjective
estimates of items such as depreciation and stock values. A
more consistent and reliable indication of performance may
be given by comparing the value of a firm’s output with its
costs for labour and for capital. This can be done by assessing
the ‘value added’ — the difference between the sales value of
the goods produced by a firm and the value (or cost to the
firm) of the materials used to make them.

From the data in Table 5, it will be seen that the Group’s use
of labour resources has been below the average for the rubber
industry and for manufacturing industry generally. The value
added per Avon employee has increased by 50 per cent over
the past five years. Yet wages and salaries have increased just as
tast, with the result that Avon’s value added per pound of
wages and salaries has not increased at all.

Table 3. Capital employed and profits

Avon Manufacturing
Profit (a) Avon  industry (quoted
before Avon Return companies only)
tax and Capital on capital Return on
interest employed employed capital employed (b)
£m £m % %
1970 2.01 22.28 9.0 12.1
1971 2.94 23.89 12.3 18.7
1972 2.66 24.64 10.8 15.5
1973 3.09 25.87 12:2 17.6
1974 3.13 30.22 10.4 16.9(c)
1975 1.13 29.64 3.8 (d)

Notes (a) Avon’s financial year ends in September. However, for the purpose
of comparison it has been assumed — in this table and the following tables —
that Avon's financial year ends in December. (b) Business Monitor M3, avail-
able from HMSO. (c) Provisional figure only. (d) Not available at time of going
to press.

Table 5. Value added per employee

Rubber Manufacturing
Avon (a) industry (b) industry (b)
VA per £ VA per £ VA per £
VAper ofwages/ VAper ofwages/ VAper  ofwages/
employee salaries employee salaries  employee salaries
£ £ £ £ £
1970 1,708 1.51 2,565 1.96 2,305 1.89
1971 2,130 1.57 2,721 1.93 2,536 1.88
1972 2,293 1.35 2,995 1.93 2,935 1.94
1973 2,465 1.52 3,344 1.85 3,312 1.97
1974 2,603 1.30 (c) (c) (c) (c)

Notes (a) Avon's figures were derived from the Group's published accounts.
As a result, the figures are not absolutely accurate because they could not be
adjusted for differences in stocks of raw materials and fuels at the beginning
and end of cach vear. The Company promised, but failed to supply, this infor-
mation as well as information relating to capital expenditure on vehicles, and
net fixed assets overseas. However, the effect on the value added figures is
almost certainly very small and would not affect the overall trend of Avon’s
performance. (b) Rrport on the Census of Production, available from HMSO.
(¢) Not available at time of going to press.

While the performance of the whole Avon Group has been
relatively poor, clearl}r some operations have been more proﬁt-
able than others. In Table 4, return on capital employed is
shown for those three operations for which separate financial
accounts have been published in the past.

Table 4. Return on capital employed for
three Avon subsidiaries

Motorway (c) Medicals Bridgend
% % %
1970 (7.6) (a) 13.6
1971 6.5 (a) 21.4
1972 11.6 20.8 17.7
1973 16.7 86.3 (15.5)
1974 22 47.7 (b)

Notes (a) Medicals did not operate as a separate company before 1972.
(b} Bridgend’s accounts for 1973/4 were not available at Companies House at
mid-1975, and have not apparently been filed. (c) Figures exclude Motorway
(Scotland) belore 1973,

However, the use of return on capital employed as a perfor-
mance indicator has serious drawbacks. In particular, it
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The Group’s performance in using its physical assets (value
added per £ of capital employed) has not been calculated
because comparable industry-wide figures were not available.

Competition

Avon’s economic performance must to some extent be evalu-
ated in the light of the market conditions in which its sub-
sidiaries operate.

Avon’s policy of diversifying away from tyre manufacturing
can be seen as an attempt to find markets in which it could
gain maximum advantage from its size and technological capa-
bilities — and thereby reverse the situation it has faced on the
tyre side, of intense pressure from overwhelming competition.
As the Group management explained, on the non-tyre side:
‘We are quite consciously looking all the time for products
where, if you like, there is a barrier to other people competing
— but when our skills and maybe our size will put us inside the
barrier.’

On the tyre side, however, Avon operates as a relatively
.small independent — only just within the ‘market barrier’, in
the company of five major multinationals. It has been dis-
advantaged both by the economic strength of the competition,
and by its inability to benefit from the economies of scale in
tyre manufacture. In addition, its position in the market has
been affected by the following factors : (i) there has been little
product differentiation in the industry, i.e. all tyres are round
and black; (ii) there has been virtually no competition on price
between leading brands; and (iii) tyre manufacturers have
increasingly controlled tyre distribution and sales through
outlets they own.

Though there are some inherent and apparent similarities
between different brands and types of tyre, there are also some




significant differences between them. However, the industry
generally has played these down, in particular by providing
consumers with very limited hard information about the real
merits of the different kinds. Moreover, the industry has
avoided competition on specific performance qualities —
notably wear or grip — to an extent which would clearly
suggest collusion. (See also p. 59.)

So far as price is concerned — according to a 1973
Monopolies Commission report on Parallel Pricing (Cmnd.
5330) — ‘both the level of, and changes in, wholesale and
recommended retail prices have displayed a persistent unifor-
mity between the different sellers for many years . . . price
changes initiated by the leader have usually resulted in speedy
responses by all the other sellers.’ Though the industry
followed Dunlop’s lead in abandoning recommended retail
price lists since that report was published, it has been estab-
lished in this enquiry that substantially the same situation
exists today.

Avon’s response to the entry by other tyre manufacturers
into the distribution and sales market was to establish its own
relatively small chain of outlets, which trade under the name
‘Motorway’. Again, Avon was forced to follow the lead made
by Dunlop and the rest of the industry: had it not done so, it
seems most unlikely that its tyre manufacturing business
would have survived.

However, the industry’s avoidance of price competition has
probably helped the tyre manufacturing side to survive. Avon
has not been in a position to benefit from the economies of
scale available to the Group’s competitors and would not,
therefore, have been in a position to compete on price.

On the non-tyre side, the success of Avon Inflatables can be
attributed both to its investment in material and production
technology, and to the fact that it has operated in a relatively
new and growing world market. Similarly, Avon Medicals has
succeeded mainly by overcoming the problems associated with
labour-intensive mass production in sterile conditions.

Avon Medicals has done most of its business with the
Department of Health and Social Security — in competition
with only one other manufacturer. Though Medicals has
claimed that its business with government has involved
contracts which were ‘at the bottom of what we consider to be
a reasonable profit margin’ — the Company’s overall
profitability (return on capital), over the period 1972-1974 has
ranged from 20 to 86 per cent.

Further references to Avon Medical’s work in this field are
made in the report on Government Contracting, p. 71.
Reference has also been made in that report to Avon’s
involvement, in the early 1960s, in restrictive practices on the
tyre side. )

In the course of this enquiry, evidence was also found of an
‘unregistered’ agreement involving Avon, which might be con-
sidered ‘registrable’ under the provisions of restrictive trade
practices legislation. (Agreements between companies that are
covered by this legislation are not, in themselves, necessaril}r
illegal — though a failure to register details of such agree-
ments invariably is.)

At Bridgend, it was said that Avon and Dunlop had an
agreement whereby Dunlop manufactured a range of footwear
for Avon, and Avon marketed it. (The agreement was made in
the early 1970s, at a time when this sector of the footwear
industry was working at an estimated 60 per cent capacity, so
some measure of rationalisation was clearly called for.) It
appeared that the agreement between these two companies
involved undertakings by Avon not to manufacture, and also
‘not to solicit business on a price level’ in certain markets. It is
not possible to say that such terms clearly make the agreement
‘registrable’ by law; but it was thought quite probable they did.

Patents, know-how
Finaily, it was intended to report on the extent to which the
Group has depended on other companies’ know-how, for

manutacturing under licence; how Avon itself has benefited
from the sale of know-how; and what restrictions the Group
made on the applications of its own technologies by other
licences. The nature of any such restrictions would have
indicated whether the Group’s technological know-how has
represented a significant barrier to competitors in Avon
markets. In addition, an assessment might have been made of
the effects of such restrictions on the balance of payments and
technological dependence — particularly of developing
countries.

However, while a fair amount of information was made
available about the number and general nature of registered
patents, Avon decided it was not able to provide information
about the terms of licensing agreements. The Company said:
‘It is normal practice when licensing technology, to impose
secrecy restrictions on the licensee. Avon accepts and imposes
such restrictions’. It has, therefore, not been possible to report
on this subject.

3. Investment

Apart from the fact that the Group has been too small to
compete effectively in the tyre market, it has not invested
sufficiently in the plant and equipment that would allow it to
operate more efficiently. Avon employees have, by and large,
worked with older, less efficient machinery than their
competitors. Although the amount invested each year by Avon
(measured as £s invested per employee) has increased sub-
stantially over the past five years, it is still below the average
for the rubber industry — though not for manufacturing
industry in general. See Table 6.

Table 6. Capital expenditure per head

Manufacturing
Avon Rubberindustry (a)  industry (a)
£ £ £
1970 104.4 289 269
1971 228.2 405 281
1972 23%6.3 376 266
1973 379.5 425 815
1974 460.5 (b) (b}

Notes (a) Report on the Census of Production. (b) Not available at time of
going to press.

Avon has been limited in the amount it could invest. Its
profit levels — between 9 and 12 per cent (see Table 3) — have
been too low either to generate sufficient funds internally or to
attract finance from external sources.

At the same time, more than half of the Group’s after-tax
profits have been paid to shareholders as dividends. In the
light of the Group’s recent performance, the directors might
have considered it justifiable to pay no dividends at all. Over
the last ten years the Group has paid out over £5.7 million in
dividends while borrowing an extra £8.8 million in order to
keep the business going. The interest payments on these loans
have drained the Company of cash which might otherwise
have been invested in plant and machinery. The fact that
dividends have been paid can be attributed, in part at least, to
the directors’ concern that the share price be maintained at a
level sufficient to deter takeover attempts.

It will be clear that Avon has to some extent been involved
in a vicious circle. To raise funds to invest (by borrowing, or
through the sale of stock) it would need to be more profitable;
but to be more profitable it would need more funding, and it
would need to invest in something beyond its traditional
business. Certainly, Avon could not rely on expansion on the
tyre or motor side to break this cycle and to keep afloat.
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Avon’s last major investment on the tyre side was in 1967;
and was not a success. Shortly after committing itself to a
heavy investment in a new factory and plant for the manu-
facture of radial-ply tyres, in Washington, Co. Durham, Avon
ran out of cash — and was forced to abandon the project.
Though Avon sold the site and plant to Dunlop, for £14m., it
made direct losses estimated at £4m., and heavy indirect losses
besides.

Since then, the prospects of investing profitably on the tyre
and motor side have grown progressively worse — and, since
the oil crisis, have been very poor indeed. Thus, Avon has to
diversify more, and more lapldly than before, on the non-
motor side, in order to survive.

The question is, however, how much will Avon be able to
diversity, and how fast — and this, in turn, depends as much
as anvthmg on the state of the economy generall\ If Avon fails
to diversify sufficiently, it will face a serious decline and
perhaps a take-over — yet to avoid this possibility it could
suffer some dlSl!‘lthldthI’] of the Group. Undoubtedly Avon
would at least have considered the possibility of financing
further diversification by selling off some profitable part of the
Group — almost certainly on the motor side and probably,
therefore, Motorway. Some action of this kind might well
prove necessary, if the economy fails to recover at the rate the
Avon management have gauged.

VN

TYRES ARE ONLY HALF THE STORY.

Acquisitions and Mergers

The emphasis that Avon has placed on expansion on the non-
tyre side has been reflected in the several mergers and acquisi-
tions that have taken place in the fairly recent past.

But this is not to say that Avon’s management deliberately
set out to diversity in this way. Though nearly half of the
Group's present business activity is associated with companies
acquired since the early 1950s, no planned attempts have been
made to acquire outside interests as part of the Group’s
growth strategy. The Group management said that there was
no definitive pOllCV on acquisitions, and that forward planning
had not taken into account any acquisitions that might have
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been made. In short, the management described their past
policies as ‘opportunistic’; they said that in future they would
consider any reasonable offer made.

Avon have attempted three major acquisitions since 1964.
The take-over of two factories owned by David Moseley and
Son Ltd. — which took place in 1964, on the initiative of
Moseley — proved to be probably the least successful.

Avon thereby acquired a factory in Manchester, which made
conveyor bel[mg and industrial hose; and another in
Birmingham, which made a variety of rubber and plastic pro-
ducts. Avon shareholders were told that the benefits of the
Moseley take-over would be: ‘first the wider range of products
the combined companies could offer, secondly, the co-
ordination of production and distribution, and finally the
benefits to be expected trom pooling the resources of the two
companies in management, technical knowledge and research.’

The Manchester factory was closed down in 1971, and the
Birmingham factory in 1975. An internal management report
identified Avon’s failure in the Manchester operation as being
due to ‘the inadequate overall and continuous analysis of the
business per formance by qua]:ﬁcd people leadmg to the
setting and controlling of appropriate long-range plans’. In
both factories, Avon had incurred substantial losses over a
period of several years, having failed to develop a sufficient
range of new products to replace the original ones — many of
which had become obsolete or unprofitable. The Avon Group
did, however, benefit from the growth of the small medical
equipment business which had been part of the Moseley
group, and which is now Avon Medicals.

Avon’s second major acquisition in the last decade was
Kerrys Tyre Service Ltd., which was bought piecemeal and
finally taken over in 1968 — to form the basis of what has
since  become Motorway Tyres and Accessories Lid., a
successtul network of tyre distribution outlets.

Avon’s most recent acquisition — a 22 per cent stake in the
RFD Group — was made in 1978.

Avon’s management said that [hey had before then ‘cast
acquisitive eyes at RFD’ — because it made a wide range of
products which Lomplemented those made by Avon
Inflatables. But RFD’s management had appalemly resisted
such overtures, and Avon’s stake in the Company was made as
a direct outcome of an offer telephoned to them by a stock-
broker. Because Avon bought its way into RFD in this way on
the open market — at a cost of around £1m. — it was obliged
to buy its stake effectively on the strength of published
information about the Company’s standing.

Shortly after, it was announced that serious errors had been
made in the preparation of the RFD accounts, and that large
losses, rather than profits, had been incurred. Thereafter,
share dealings in RFD were suspended, and Avon became
‘locked in’. In the meantime, they put two Avon directors on
the RFD board — par tly to establish the true financial position,
and partly to examine the Company’s activities in more detail.

At the time of going to press, the RFD Group was showing
marked signs of recovery. Avon, however, was short of cash
and in no position to take up more shares in the company.
The Group sold its shaleholdmg (at an overall loss of
£400,000) and put the proceeds into maintaining its own
business.

4. Financial Accounting

This section deals spec1hcallv with the question of the
accountability of the Group’s directors to Avon shareholders
— to whom directors are responsible in law for the steward-
ship of the Company’s assets. This is done by reference to (i)
the disclosure of information about the way in which the
business has been run; and (ii) the procedures adopted for the
appointment of directors.

The Group said its policy was to disclose rather more infor-
mation than the minimum required by law — but not so much
as to jeopardise their competitive position. (It may be worth
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mentioning that this PIRC enquiry was allowed by manage-
ment on the assumption that no information would be
provided by the Company which would not, in principle, also
be available to shareholders. This restriction was made in
accordance with the Company’s listing agreement with the
Stock Exchange.)

In practice, the additional information provided in Avon’s
annual reports has been limited to (i) an expanded breakdown
of sales made in each main sector of the business; and (ii) the
presentation of a ‘flow of tunds’ statement, in annual reports
published since 1971, which shows the source and application
of cash during the past year. In adopting such a ‘flow of funds’
statement Avon was in advance of general practice.

Avon management took the view that shareholders were
better served by accurate reporting in the financial press than
by lengthy annual reports. The Company maintained ‘open
house’ for stockbrokers’ analysts but said that it provided
them with no more information than was available to all
shareholders.

The management appears to have had relatively little
contact with the shareholders — over the last six years, a
meeting with major institutional shareholders has taken place
every other year.

While Avon annual accounts would appear, in general, t

have given a relatively clear picture of the business, some
shortcomings can be identified:
® The Group — like most companies — has not yet produced
‘inflation-adjusted’” accounts. The management said they were
anxious to do so and claimed that their internal accounts did
include provisions for inflation.
® Balance sheets for recent years have identified as an asset
‘Goodwill’ valued at £303,084 — but no explanation of this
item has been provided. This ‘Goodwill’ can be traced to the
annual accounts for 1968; it represents the difference between
the sum the Group then paid in order to acquire a small chain
of garages (Kerrys) and that company’s book value. The
accounts provide no explanation for the Group’s failure to
write-off all, or any part, of this sum.
® There has been no valuation of the land and buildings
owned by the Group since 1965. The accounts have stated that
these assets are worth more than their book value — but that a
revaluation would not be justified as the properties are
required wholly for manufacturing purposes. This statement
appears to contravene the spirit, if not the letter, of Section 16
of the 1967 Companies Act and leaves shareholders in no
position to assess whether or not these assets could be put to
more profitable use.
e Although the accounts have shown sales and profit figures
for each of the Group’s main activities, no separate figures
have been given for the net assets employed As a result, the
relative efficiency of the different sectors in the Group could
not be assessed. The relevance of such information for the
Avon Group, in particular, has already been illustrated.

Avon’s annual reports, like those of other companies, have
emphasised the Group’s past performance — often in the
absence of adequate information about future plans. For
example, in the Chairman’s statement in the 1974 report,
some reference was made to the Group’s cash shortage though
none was made to the management’s plans for dealing with it.

While the past performance of the Group would give some
indication of performance in the future — which is the aspect
of the business with which shareholders and other affected
interests would be most concerned — their usefulness in doing
so is clearly limited. Indeed, Avon management stated that the
accounts prepared for shareholders served no useful internal
purpose; and said that they would not be compiled, if not
required by law.

For the purposes of controlling and assessing the Com-
pany’s performance, management have used forecasts and
budgets which have incorporated assumptions about manning
levels and wages, rates of capital investment and many other
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such factors. As in most companies, management has regarded
such data as confidential, but Avon employees have often been
informally told about general trends.

In the future, as and when the accounts of the individual
Avon companies are published, some further useful infor-
mation should become available. As separate legal entities,
each subsidiary company will be required by law to file
audited accounts at Companies House. Three Avon sub-
sidiaries are already required to do so, as they were
incorporated well before the reorganisation of the Group in
Autumn 1974. Their accounts have been examined and, at
mid-1975, the following (unremarkable) omissions were
found:
® Motorway (auditors: Thomson, McLintock). The 1974
accounts did not include details of the cost and depreciation of
fixed assets — as required by Schedule 2 of the 1967
Companies Act — nor was any statement of accounting
policies attached.
® Avon Tyres (auditors: Deloitte) had filed accounts which
did not appear to comply with Section 14(3) of the 1967
Companies Act which requires accounts to give ‘a true and fair
view” of the company’s affairs. The accounts stated that Avon
Tyres had traded under the name of Henley and that it had
made profits of more than £370,000 on sales of only £2.15
million using capital of only £480,000 — in other words, most
of Avon’s profit on the tyre manufacturing side was being
generated by one-tenth of tyre sales. In fact, Henley is the
brand name of Avon’s ‘second-line’ range of tyres which are
sold through the same channels as all other Avon tyres and the
Henley range is not nearly as profitable as the accounts state.
® Avon Rubber Co. (Bridgend) Ltd. (auditors: Deloitte) had
filed no accounts for 1974.
® City Tyre Co. Ltd. — a subsidiary of Avon Rubber Co. —
(auditors: Deloitte) had filed no accounts for 1974.

While the liability for presenting the tequned information
vests with the directors of the companies concerned, the
auditors might be considered to have assumed some responsi-
bility (if not in law) by certifying that each of these accounts, in
their view, complied with the requirements of the Companies
Acts 1948 and 1967.

Exports, Imports and Commodity

Trading

All Avon companies had filed information about the value of
their export rade, as required by law. Exports by the Avon
Group increased by about half between 1970 and 1974. This
represents a virtual standstill in real terms — taking inflation
into account — and is slightly below the average for exports by
all manufacturing industries.

Though no particular emphasis has been placed on export
achievement at Group level, two subsidiaries — Medicals and
Inflatables — have greatly increased their export trade in
recent years. Between 1970 and 1974, Inflatables’ exports
increased from £8370,000 to £1m. while Medicals’ exports
increased from virtually nothing to £486,000. Both companies
have applied, on several occasions, for Queen’s Awards to
Industry, though without success.

There was no data in annual reports about the companies’
net levels of exports. In its activities overseas, Avon has relied
mamlv on the provision of local finance, rather than invest its

own (UK) funds abroad. However, in 1974, Avon 1mported
about £6m. worth of raw materials, so although its gross
exports amounted to some £11m., its net exports were worth
approximately £5m.

When purchasing rubber and other commodities, it was
said that the Group bought almost exclusively on the ‘physical
market’ to meet short-term needs — and that it had not and
would not become involved in speculative trading of any kind.
It may be of interest to note that this policy was formally
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adopted by the Avon main board in mid-1974 — following
the publicity given to the substantial losses made by other com-
panies involved in speculative trading.

The Avon Board

At the beginning of 1975, there were six executive, and four
non-executive, directors on the Avon main board. It was said
that no formal selection criteria existed for the appointment of
directors.

Avon’s executive directors — who have generally been
appointed from within the Group — are not required to offer
themselves for re-election (by shareholders) once they have
been appointed, so there is no limit to the length of their term
of office. By contrast, non-executive directors are subject to re-
election, on average once every three years.

The non-executive directors on the Avon board, at the time
of this enquiry, included two men with experience in engineer-
ing, one lawyer and one City banker. The Avon board has not
considered the appointment of directors representing the
Company’s workers, consumers, or local or other affected
interests. No detailed assessment could be made of the extent,
i any, to which directors’ own interests might conflict with
those of the Group. Directors’ shareholdings in other
companies were not examined, neither was any attempt made
to enquire about the significance of the other directorships
held by the four non-executive directors.

None of the directors had large shareholdings in the Group
— the largest shareholding belonged to the Managing
Director who would have been entitled to dividend payments
amounting to £258 in 1974.

Postscript
It was intended to report on Avon’s political and fiscal
relations with government. However, Avon did not provide
sufficient information to show what amounts of money have
flowed both to and from the Group, through government.
And the information provided about political relations with
government was thought not to justify any detailed reporting.
Basically, the Group said it had taken few if any direct
initiatives to make known its views and interests to govern-
ment — mainly because it was felt by senior management that
the efforts made by successive governments to ‘consult’
interested parties were fundamentally insincere. The Group
suggested that, from its point of view, no purpose would be
served by seeking a dialogue with government — when
dialogues could not in fact take place. Governments may
consult, it was argued, but they take little heed of the repre-
sentations that may be made.

Discussion

This brief review of Avon’s business was limited in particular
by the lack of information provided by the Group. In some
areas, the information requested was withheld, because it was
considered commercially sensitive. In others, Avon had simply
not collected the information that was required.

On the strength of the information that was obtained, it
would appear that the following would be the most significant
points about the Group’s operations:
® The Group has lacked a coherent strategy for its growth
and development. The absence of such a strategy is particu-
larly evident in (i) the Group’s ‘opportunistic’ (and unsuc-
cesstul) approach to acquisitions, and (ii) the recent board-
room changes caused by unresolved differences over the
Group’s tuture.
® Avon’s ability to diversity on the non-tyre side is clearly
critical to its survival as an independent business. Despite
some successes in diversification, Avon’s continued depen-
dence on the motor industry would appear to make it highly
vulnerable. The Group cannot be considered at present to
offer great security of employment, in particular for
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employees on the tyre side.

e While Avon’s management style would appear to have
unusual and refreshing aspects, there was little evidence of
‘open culture’ beyond Melksham; in any case, with the recent
resignation of the Managing Director, management style may
change significantly in the future.

® In its use of assets, the Avon Group has had a relatively
poor record; and the Group’s investment record has been
similarly disappointing.

® In competition against major multinational tyre manu-
facturers, Avon has had little freedom of manoeuvre; the
direction of its business has been largely dictated by con-
ditions in the industry generally. However, on the non-tyre
side, Avon appears to have largely succeeded in its aim of
reversing the circumstances by which it suffered in the tyre
market. In particular, Avon Medicals has managed to operate
within a market in which its size and technological abilities
have deterred serious competition.

Finally, it was not possible to establish — by reference to
any explicit policy, or evidence of consistent practice — what
Avon had determined its commitments to outside interests
should be. It remains to be seen — by reference to past
practices of different companies in the Group — how and why
such commitments may, or may not, have been made.
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Pay and Fringe Benefits

From ecach according to his or her ability. But to each accord-
ing to what? It is Avon’s stated policy to encourage employees
to develop their abilities to the full. But how are their efforts,
abilities and needs rewarded ?

This section of the report deals not simply with the question
of earnings levels, but with the different payment systems used
for different groups of employees and the ways in which pay-
ment systems may be used to influence employees’ behaviour.

Payment systems

It is generally accepted that workers get wages and salaries
beget staff. It should be recognised that wages and salaries
amount to much more than means of disbursement. The ways
in which money is paid — as opposed to the amount earned
— reflects to a considerable degree the attitudes and expecta-
tions a company has of its employees. These, in turn, are
bound to influence the way employees feel about the company.

The payment of a salary implies trust by the company that
an employee will give above the minimum level of pethI-
mance, and that he or she will hold a certain loydlty to it. The
salaried employee can expect in return, the security of stable
and pr edictable ear nings levels as well as some degree of job
secur 1[".. and Pl omotion Pl OSPCCIS

Wage carners enjoy few if any of these benefits. Wage pay-
ments are usually fairly rigidly related to the number of hours
worked and to levels of output; they are often associated with
work that is not intrinsically rewarding. Wages, more than
salaries, represent a discipline as much as a reward.

Wage systems may be flexible enough to allow employees
the opportunity to work more and earn more; but they are
also flexible enough to allow companies to pay less for lower
output. This flexibility allows companies to restrict output
when times are bad, but it may also penalise the employee
whose output drops — for example, with increasing age. In a
traditional wages system an employee may effectively be
demoted with increasing age — whereas the salaried employee
in the same position will usually simply not be promoted.

In a typical wage system a basic rate is paid tor a 40-hour
week and bonuses are earned for output above certain agreed
levels. There are three broad types of bonus payment:

® Individual schemes invariably involve ‘piecework’ — that is pay-
ment tor each unit of output produced. On the one hand, they allow
individual employees a relatively high degree of control over their
work at any time; they may lead to increased output, and they may
allow high levels of earnings to be made. On the other hand, the rate
ol work in such schemes may not be conducive to either quality or
satety; and these schemes may set workers competing against each
other for jobs where it is easier to generate high earnings.

® Group schemes — involving anything from a small work unit to an
entire department, allow individual employees rather less scope to
earn high bonuses, but reward group effort.

® Factory schemes pay out bonuses related to the overall efficiency of
a plant. Such schemes focus on organisation and methods of produc-
tion — rather than on effort or output of individual employees and
may allow trade unions the opportunity to become involved in long-
term investment and planning decisions. On the other hand the
individual will have less control over day-to-day earnings levels.

Two further points should be made about all such schemes.
First they tend to be effective over relatively short periods of
time, and need constant reappraisal. (This is particularly true
of individual schemes). Secondly, none can be effective unless
there is growing demand for a company’s products. Finally it
should be noted that employees generally use the flexibility
that many wage payment systems allow, not to take maximum
earnings ‘all of the time, but to spread their workload and
achieve relatively stable earnings over long periods of time.
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Differentials and job evaluation

One of the. most critical elements in any payment system is the
relative status of different jobs, and the differentials in pay
between them. To a large extent, both are determined by the
supply and demand for particular skills and cannot be con-
trolled by individual companies.

The formal process by which individual companies (and
sometimes industries) determine the relative earnings for parti-
cular jobs is known as job evaluation. Job evaluation entails
an assessment of the relative ‘worth’ of different jobs of the
same general type — using criteria such as skill required,
1espon51b1hw involved, physical conditions and effort and con-
centration demanded. Although such schemes may be seen to
be ‘scientific’, they tend also to legitimise the value of the
market — fer example by paying more for scarce skills.

Obviously, the value of such schemes — which are now
widely used — depends on their acceptability to all employees
concerned and their design and implementation should be
agreed with employee representatives before their introduc-
tion.

By agrecing openly the basis on which different jobs are to
be rewarded, the scope for arbitrarily paying one employee
more than another — for any reason — is reduced.

Wage Negotiations in Avon

(i) Staff. Avon operates a system designed to set salary levels
for all but the most senior staff, throughout the Group. The
policy which underlies this system is based: ‘on the principle
of paying a fair and competitive minimum rate for the ade-
quate performance of a job, plus an amount over and above
that rate which is dependent upon individual performance.’
This salary system was introduced in 1970, and based on an
cight-grade 10b evaluation scheme.

The application and coverage of the scheme throughout the
Group has varied greatly, in particular since the Group Per-
sonnel Department was axed, early in 1972.

For example, Melksham, Medicals and Inflatables all
reported that they had found it necessary to depart from the
Group scheme, in order to keep salaries for some specialist
staff in line with market rates. Medicals said they were
seriously considering the possibility of setting up their own
scheme in the future.

There were considerable differences also in the procedures
used by the different companies for the regrading of staff.
Clearly defined procedures existed at Melksham and Brad-
ford; and at both companies individual ernPIOyees and their
staff representatives have been involved in evaluating jobs.
(The situation at Melksham was complicated, in that the union
branch secretary was also a senior work-study engineer,
involved in the implementation of the job evaluation scheme.
Though conflicts could in theory have arisen as a result of this,
none apparently had.) At other Avon companies, however, the
implementation of the Group job evaluation scheme had been
left to management — and neither individual employees, nor
their representatives, were involved. At Medicals and Motor-
way no staff union had been organised; while at Bridgend, the
union had not apparently sought to become involved. At
Inflatables, however, the staff representative had asked the
management for information about the grading of different
jobs, but this had been refused. (See p. 25.)

Management and unions at Group level have also recom-
mended procedures for merit rating. Once a year, the perfor-
mance of each staff member was to be reviewed by his or her
superior and — subject to there being money available — an
appropriate award was then to be made. Again, practice has
varied widely from plant to plant, formal appraisals being the
exception rather than the rule. In particular, most junior
managers and clerical staff receive the same, small annual
award. Senior managers are not graded under this scheme but
do have their salaries reviewed each year.
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(ii) Works. The Avon Group has no machinery to
coordinate payment systems and earnings levels for its 5,500-
odd manual workers. Accordingly, manual workers’ earnings,
and the systems by which they are paid, are negotiated at plant
level.

However, some employment conditions (e.g. overtime rates)
are common throughout the Group because of Avon’s involve-
ment in industry-wide agreements. The Group is represented
by the British Rubber Manufacturers’ Association — and
workers by the national organisation of the Transport and
General Workers’ Union — in industry-wide negotiations
which take place each year. The forum for these negotiations is
the rubber industry’s National Joint Industrial Council
(NJIC). The NJIC negotiations establish minimum rates for
pay, overtime, holidays and shift work for the rubber industry.
Avon, as one of the indusuy’s largest employers, has invari-
ably paid above these national minima.

Earnings and hours

Staff within the Avon Group are paid for a 364 hour week —
though some work more. For example, supervisors on the
shifts work 40 hours, and are paid extra for doing so; and
senior managers may be expected to work overtime, unpaid.

Manual workers do a basic 374 or 40-hour week. Some, like
the predominantly female employees at Medicals and Inflat-
ables, work a five day week. However, most of the rubber-
workers at Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend rotate between
morning, afternoon and night shifts, once a week. Occasion-
ally, they may be moved at shorter notice when there is heavy
absenteeism, or when production bottlenecks occur.

It is generall}r acknowledged that shift working and, in parti-
cular, frequent changes in shift patterns — and therefore in
sleeping and working times — interfere with the body’s
natural rhythms as well as individuals’ social and family life.
Shift workers generally get less sleep, and suffer more stress
and stress-related illness, than their daywork counterparts.
(Work is Dangerous to Your Health, Stellman and Daum, Vintage

Books, Random House, 1973.)
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All manual workers (other than day workers) got payments
for shiftwork — and, together with payments for overtime,
these added considerably to basic rates of pay. This was
particularly true for male rubberworkers at Bridgend and for
service staff at Motorway depots who worked long hours, so
that up to 12 per cent of their total earnings came from shift
and overtime pay. Some indirect workers at Bradford put in
pamr,ulat ly long hours, the most extreme example being the
security men who often worked 60-70 hours per week. (Brad-
tord was also the only site which provided such detailed infor-
mation on working hours for its employees.) Rubberworkers
at Melksham have consistently received higher wages and
worked shorter hours than their counterparts elsewhere in the
Group. See Table 1. Average rates of pay of rubberworkers at
the three main plants — Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend
— have been well above the average for the industry but pay at
Medicals has been below the industry average.

The Group did not supply sufficient information on staff
salaries to allow comparisons to be made. See Table 1. The
Group’s published accounts show that directors’ income
(betore tax) has not changed over the last four years but that
directors at Medicals and Motorway have received large
increases.

All manual workers (with the exception of the maintenance
engineers at Melksham) are required to clock in and out each
day. Lateness is usually pcnallsed by loss of pay, and persistent
lateness results in formal warnings which may lead to dis-
missal. There is no formal system for checking staft employees’
attendance or timekeeping; persistent lateness is usually dealt
with informally between each employee and his or her super-
visor, but may also lead to disciplinary action.

Mamtenance engineers at Melksham, unlike all other
manual employees in the Group, have been granted ‘staff
status’. They receive salaries and fringe benefits in the same
way as staff {’mp]owes and, instead of overtime payments, are
gl\(’n time off in lieu. However, they are still required to sign
in and to work on shifts around the clock.

Payment systems for works employees

This part of the report draws attention to what were con-
sidered to be the outstanding features of the various payment
systems for works employees that have been used by different
Avon companies. Unlike the Group-wide salary system for
staff, the works schemes differ, sometimes SIgmﬁcantlw, from
plant to plant. The schemes place varying emphasis on atten-
dance, effort, consistency and other factors. These in turn, can
be influenced b}_ competitive pressures, market prefe:ences
(such as high quality rather than low price), and also manage-
ment and union attitudes.

At Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend, the payment systems
used for rubberworkers were in the past (,Olnpdldbie — at least
to the extent that, until 1970, all three companies paid by
individual piecework, and all found this system very unsatis-
factory. To a greater or lesser extent, the managements of
these companies had to contend with spiralling wage costs,
stagnant or decreasing productivity, and perpetual conflict
over the assessment of piecework rates, which took consider-
able time and effort to resolve. So far as the trade unions were
concerned, piecework had its advantages — for example it
gave individual workers a good measure of control over their
own levels of earnings — but it was also disliked because it
could lead to sharp fluctuations in earnings levels, and to
considerable (and sometimes wholly inequitable) differentials
between the earnings of different employees.

During 1970, the management and union at each company
negotiated over the introduction of a new payment system:

Melksham introduced a Factory Improvement Plan (FIP),
which involved the payment of a fixed basic wage and a bonus
related to factory output. Under FIP, cost savings were split 50-
50 between the Company and the employees — who received

13



Table 1. Weekly earnings (£) and hours of Avon employees

Male Rubberworkers
Weekly earnings' Hours worked
1974 1973 1972 1971 1974 1973 1972 1971

Melksham 51.0 47.2 44.0 NS 41.5 42.0 434 NS
Bradford 52.0 41.3 40.6 358 458 429 452 443
Bridgend 58.4 46.9 38.6 38.4 47.1 456 413 435
Medicals®*—
extruder
operator 454 420 385 NA 40 40 40 NA
labourer 27.3 25.2 243 NA 40 40 40 NA
quality
control 39.0 36.0 33.8 NA 40 40 40 NA
Rubber
Industry
Average 46.8 40.2 36.6 323 43.3 433 43.0 41.8

Female Rubberworkers
Weekly earnings' Hours worked
1974 1973 1972 1971 1974 1973 1972 1971

Melksham 31.6 29.1 255 NS 34.7 36.8 39.6 NS
Bradford 829 27.1 214 18.7 87.7 395 346 352
Bridgend 245 26.3 219 19.8 324 418 3899 408
Medicals®*—
canteen 26.6 194 17.4 NA 40 40 40 NA
general
assembler 27.8 243 23.7 NA 40 40 40 NA
group
leader 52.2 259 246 NA 40 40 40 NA
charge-
hand 32.8 27.0 25.2 NA 40 40 40 NA
Inflatables NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Rubber
Industry
Average 29.0 23.0 20.1 174 38.8 38.3 39.3 386

Male Engineers’

Weekly earnings! Hours worked

Bridgend—
engineering
unic® 46.4 41.2 NA NA 40 40 NA NA
Bradford 544 48.8 429 NS 46.4 47.3 49.1 NS
Medicals*  46.4 39.9 359 NA 40 40 40 NA

1. At July each year except Medicals (September).

2. Only Bradford and Medicals supplied information requested about
carnings of maintenance engineers.

3. Where information on actual hours worked was not supplied, it has been
assumed that staff worked 874 hours each week and works employees 40
hours.

4. Non-graded staff are senior personnel whose jobs do not fit into the Group
job evaluation scheme.

Staff*
Weekly earnings' Hours worked
1974 1978 1972 1971 1974 1973 1972 1971
Melksham NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Bradford
graded

(M & F) 33.4 NS NS NS 37.5 NS NS NS
Non-

graded?

(M Oniy) 96.2 NS NS NS 37.5 NR NR NR
Bridgend

graded (M)41.9 NC NC NC 87:5 315 815 315
graded (F) 270 NC NC NC 87.5 37.5 87.5 315
Non-

graded?*

(Mon]y} 69.7 655 60.9 56.4 NR NR NR NR
Medicals

graded (M)44.2 NC NC NA 815 315 815 815
graded (F) 29.9 NC NC NA 37.5 87.5 37.5 375
Non-

graded?

(Monly) 750 66.2 621 NA NR NR NR NR
Motorway

Head

office

managers

(M&F) 529 NS NS NS
Clerks,

t}'pists

(M & F) 225 NS NS NS
Branch &

regional

managers

(M &F) 36.1 NS NS NS 44 44 44 44

36.25 36.25 36.25 36.25

36.25 36.25 36.25 36.25

Directors®
Weekly earnings Hours worked
1974 1973 1972 1971 1974 1973 1972 1971
Avon
Group 126 111 121 120 NR NR NR NR
Motorway 147 132 64 38 NR NR NR NR

Bridgend 86 78 60  NA NR NR NR NR
Medicals 150 113 67 NA NR NR NR NA

5. Information taken from published accounts filed at Companies’ House.
The figures do not include any dividend income which directors might
receive as shareholders in the Group.

NA — Not applicable. NC — Not calculated because basic information was
not supplied by Melksham. NR — No records kept by the company. N§ —
Information not supplied.

equal payments in the form of a permanent increase in their
hourly wage rates.

But, from the company’s viewpoint, FIP failed. In parti-
cular, it was found that the bonus payments were too small
and paid too infrequently to have any discernible effect on pro-
ductivity. In addition, individual employees had no real con-
trol over the bonus earnings they received. Accordingly, a new
payment system — the Productivity Bonus Scheme (PBS) —
was devised, and introduced in 1974.

Under PBS, performance was assessed separately in each of
20 areas in the factory — and employees in each area received
100 per cent of wage-savings due to increased productivity, as
a once-and-for-all cash bonus paid each month. The accep-
tance of PBS would, in part, have been due to the considerable
effort made by the management and union to explain the
scheme to all employees. The Factory Improvement Plan (FIP)
had been accepted by shop-floor representatives largely on
trust. However, PBS was explained to groups of 20 employees,
by the head of work study and his staff together with union
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wage negotiators, in meetings which were held each morning
and afternoon, non-stop over a period of five months.

No assessment could be made of the viability of PBS
because the scheme was introduced only shortly before this
enquiry began. After a promising start — output rose by 10
per cent in the first month following the introduction of PBS
— the scheme was effectively suspended as a result of a serious
downturn in product demand. However, the PBS scheme did
not deal with the problem of the differentials in basic wage
rates for different jobs. The basic rates which applied at the
time of this enquiry derived from the rates earned under the
old piecework system — and they have never been systematic-
ally assessed through job evaluation. The management and
union at Melksham have agreed on the need for job evaluation
— which would allow simplification of what is now an
extremely complex shop-ﬂoor pay structure. However, they
have yet to agree on a design of a job evaluation scheme which
would correct anomalies in the existing system but without dis-
turbing many other traditionally accepted rankings.
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Bradford scrapped its piecework system in 1970, in favour
of a scheme which paid a high basic hourly wage and a small
bonus related to the factory’s total output. The factory’s
output was defined as the total works cost (materials + wages +
overheads) of the goods produced in any one period; bonuses,
paid for each period that total works cost exceeded a pre-set
target, were permanently incorporated into employees’ pay,
increasing their hourly wage rates. Under this system,
employees received bonus payments not just for increased out-
put, but also because of increases in the price of raw materials
which led to increased works costs. The effect of this, together
with the payment of bonuses on a cumulative basis, would
have been to bankrupt the Company in the short to medium
term. Accordingly the scheme was modified in 1972. The
unions accepted that bonus payments be made on the basis of
adjusted works cost, and be paid monthly as a once-and-for-
all lump sum, in return for the payment of bonuses at output
levels about 8 per cent lower than before.

The revised scheme did not, however, bring about a signifi-
cant increase in productivity, as the management had hoped.
There were three main reasons for this:

¢ Individual work rates had little if any perceptible effect on the total
output, or on the amount of the bonus, and there was therefore virtu-
ally no incentive for employees to meet factory production targets. (In
1974, the Company had to meet increased demand through high
overtime and additional recruitment.)

® An exura time allowance (15 per cent) which had originally been
negotiated to compensate employees on machine-controlled work (as
they had less control over their work rates) ended up being extended
to all employees.

e Under the 1970 agreement, once an cmplo‘,cc reached a level of

output commensurate with maximum earnings (performance known
as *100 per cent’) he or she would continue to be paid at that rate, so
long as performance did not drop below 68 per cent. Though
management said that very few people had abused this system, the
flexibility it allowed made it impossible for supervisors to have any
tight control over work rates.

As things stood in mid-1975, both management and union
wanted changes in the system. Management was anxious to tie
earnings levels more closely to output; while the union wanted
a scheme which would allow individuals greater scope for con-
trolling their level of earnings.

In addition, management made it clear it would wish to
introduce job evaluation on the shop floor. The employees
have resisted these proposals, for fear that job evaluation
would undermine traditional shop-floor pay differentials.

Bridgend replaced its individual and small-group piecework
system with a scheme described as similar to ‘measured day
work’. But, whereas measured day work guarantees stable
earnings for an agreed and measured minimum output, Bridg-
end had no facilities for the measurement of work perfor-
mance. Workers at Bridgend have questioned not simply the
accuracy, but also the validity, of management tools such as
work stud\ : and, as a result, the Company has been unable to
adjust the rates for different jobs, to take account of the intro-
duction and use of new materials and machines, and the result-
ing improvement in work methods.

As the introduction of new methods and materials allowed
emplovees to produce more, over a given time — and because
the new system provided no incentive for producing above a
minimum — employees came increasingly to spend less and
less time on productive work. This system created some especi-
ally ‘slack’ jobs: this had the advantage of allowing older and
slower-working employees to transfer to these jobs and main-
tain full earnings, but it also made it possible for some others
to draw maximum pay for working far less than a full shift.

Throughout 1974, management tried to correct what they
considered to be a highly unsatisfactory situation. They made
several proposals for increasing minimum rates of work, in
return for the payment of cost-of-living awards — but
repeatedly met with opposition from employees, who held
that cost-of-living awards should be paid independently of
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payments for increased productivity. The management finally
conceded this demand in early 1975 and, at the same time,
secured the union’s agreement to some voluntary redun-
dancies, following a decline in sales.

However, the underlying problems remained unresolved.
Despite repeated efforts, the management had failed either to
introduce work measurement or to gain workers’ willingness
even to consider changes in production methods and rates as
and when necessary.

The engineering unit at Bridgend operates independently.
Most employees have been paid a relatively low basic wage,
with an incentive element which has amounted to some 40 per
cent of earnings. However, indirect workers (such as store-
keepers or drivers) get a high basic rate and a small bonus;
while a small group of tyre fitters are paid entirely by piece-
work. Some of the workers on high bonus rates have probably
used this systemn to take high earnings, but the majority appear
not to have done so. See Table 2.

Table 2. Bridgend Engineering Unit—Distribution of Earnings

Earnings Number of employees
£/week September 1973 September 1974
20-30 9 6
30-40 15 15
40-50 20 38
50-60 19 29
60-70 2 9
70-80 1 3
80-90 1 3
67 103

There has been continual negotiation over piecework rates
in the engineering unit. These rates have been estimated by the
unit’s work-study engineer, and have been frequently checked
by shop stewards. In addition, time study sheets have been
available to individual employees.

Medicals. Until 1968, the (mainly women) empioyees were
required to assemble complete blood administration sets from
a number of different components — and they were paid for
this on an individual piecework basis. After a reorganisation,
in 1968, the women were transferred to work alongside con-
veyor belts, where they were required to perform any one of
the several tasks involved in the assembly of a complete set.

The new system, under which employees were paid a fixed
hourly wage for measured day work, led to considerable
increases in productivity. However, this was probably almost
entirely due to the reorganisation of work, and not specifically
to the new system of payment. Under the new system,
employees were performing very simple, essentially
mechanical tasks — and the conveyor belts kept work flowing
continuously to and from their hands. The work itself is
inherently unstimulating — and under the new system, pro-
bably even more so than before.

In 1972, a bonus element was incorporated into the pay-
ment system, in an attempt to increase pt‘oductivity, which had
not changed significantly since the measured day work system
began. From 1973, annual bonuses were paid to employees for
output above agreed levels. The bonuses have been relatively
small: they were worth 8 per cent of employees’ basic earnings
in 1973; and 1 per cent of earnings in 1974.

The Companv has since taken on work study staff, in an
attempt to devise a system by which productivity could be
increased. However, the management said they faced prob-
lems in doing so — mainly because the Company’s principal
customer, the Department of Health, has made it clear it does
not consider incentive schemes to be generally conducive to
maintaining the high quality standards that are required. This
and other constraints on the Company would, in part, account
for the sometimes elaborate measures that have been taken to
encourage higher rates of work. For example, management
has used a system for the hourly measurement of output,
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Final assembly at Inflatables

partly in order to help excite competition between the women
on different conveyor belts.

Apart from the 1972 modification to the measured day work
system, the only other major change came in 1974/5 with the
introduction of a job evaluation scheme. As with Avon Inflat-
ables, job evaluation was introduced as a means of complying
with equal pay legislation; and, similarly, it was worked out in
full consultation with employees. Management said that the
scheme would add 16 per cent to the Company’s wage bill —
£80,000 a year, when implemented in full.

The effect of job evaluation, briefly, has been (i) to widen
differentials between the highest and lowest paid; (ii) to
upgr ade supervisors (predominantly women) and also
engineers (all men); and (iii) to downgrade extruder-
operators, again, all men. The implications of this scheme for
equal pay are further discussed on p. 46.

Inflatables. The 200-odd works employees — also mostly
women — get a fixed hourly wage, amounting to roughly 85
per cent of earnings, and are paid the rest as bonus. In its pre-
sent form, the bonus is calculated each week by assessing out-
put of the individual employees, and then averaging these data
to get an output figure for the whole plant. No employee gets
a bonus it average production falls below an agreed minimum;
and no individual is paid a bonus if her/his output falls below
that level. The maximum payable under this scheme is 15p for
every hour worked; and the average payment for 1974 was
said to be 11p an hour.

Management said that, while they wished to reward both
teamwork and individual effort — as in the system used at
present — they were considering placing more emphasis on
individual effort, by introducing small-group incentive
schemes. They said they had been deterred from doing this
before because of the problems involved in creating new
differentials. While there were only three grades of shop floor
employees at the time of this enquiry (skilled and unskilled
workers and sewing machinists), job evaluation will allow new
job gradings to be established in the future.

The job evaluation scheme which was introduced in 1975, in
order to meet the legislation on equal pay, was said to make
the Company liable for an extra £40,000 a year on its wage
bill. At the same time, it was said that, because of the criteria
used in this scheme, the men employed at Inflatables will still
be ‘relatively’ more highly paid than women. See p. 46.
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Motorway. The 150 or so employees in Head Office at Read-
ing are all salaried — as are the Company’s managers and
sales representatives, based at the depots. Other depot
employees are paid an hourly wage — and all depot
employees receive bonus and overtime payments as well.

The rates paid to all depot employees (other than branch
managers) have been fixed at local level, and vary according to
the size and location of the site. However, the rates paid to
tyre-fitters have apparently also been influenced as a result of
twice-yearly discussions, held on a semi-formal basis between
personnel managers within (about two-thirds of) the industry.
The meetings have been arranged in order to discuss the
implications of the very high demand for good tyre fitters: the
meetings have almost certainly involved the pooling of infor-
mation, though Motorway’s personnel officer stressed that
they had involved no ‘conscious’ lining up of pay, and that ‘we
discuss wages and salaries so we can make the thing nice and
clean’.

Job evaluation

Several references have already been made to job evaluation
schemes. These schemes have usually been proposed by
management, in order both to promote a sense of fairness
among employees, and to simplify the wage or salary struc-
tures.

All of Avon’s job evaluation schemes were designed by out-
side consultants; and all offered a pre-determined range of
tactors. In the schemes used at Medicals and Inflatables, and
in a scheme considered but rejected at Bridgend, the weight-
ings given to the various factors were determined by shop-
floor representatives. However, no-one at Avon seemed to
know how the weightings had been arrived at in the older
Melksham works scheme and the Group-wide staff scheme.

All the schemes awarded points to compensate for physical
discomfort (e.g. noise, dirt, working posture) but the scheme
for works employees at Melksham was the only one to take
into account also ‘mental disagreeableness’ — e.g. isolation,
monotony, nervous tension, etc. The Melksham scheme was,
in addition, the only one to compensate for unusual or
extended hours.

All the schemes awarded more points for those jobs which
involved greater mental or physical variety. As a result, more
repetitive work is downgraded — in all schemes — while more
varied, and therefore probably more interesting, work is
upgraded.

None of the schemes compensated for differences in job
sccurity, promotion potential, intrinsic interest (except
Melksham) or opportunity to control effort and working
hours.

Medicals and Inflatables used the same job evaluation
scheme; yet the two shop-floor committees allocated very
different weightings to the five factors involved. To some
extent, this may have been due to differences in the kinds of
work at the two sites; though it appeared that the women at
Inflatables had given a particularly high ranking to jobs involv-
ing the lifting of heavy weights (traditional men’s work). See
Table 3.

Table 3. Weightings allocated to different factors
in Avon job evaluation schemes

Group

Medicals Inflatables Melksham (staff)
% % % %
Skill and education 13 12 40 } 45

Range of work 37 31 |

Responsibilities 30 26 J 10 J o
Effort 14 23 16 15
Working conditions 6 8 28 5
Totals 100 100 100 100

Note: No information on weightings was provided about the scheme rejected
at Bridgend. The figures shown for the Melksham and Group schemes are not
entirely comparable, because of slight differences in the definitions used for
the five factors involved.
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The job evaluation ‘package’ produced by PA Management
Consultants for Inflatables and Medicals tended to favour
supervisory and managerlal responabthty, as a result of a
form of double counting. For example, points were awarded
under the heading ‘Range of Work’ both for assigning work to
others and also for the responsibility of supervising others.
Similarly, double counting appeared to have been used in the
case of responsibility for materials, and also for plant or tools.

But whatever the design of the scheme, it is clearly most
important that employees should decide what weightings are
given to the various factors involved. One of the reasons for
the partial failure of the Group staff job evaluation scheme is
that it was imposed — with assigned weightings — on plants
with different ranges and kinds of jobs, which have different
relative status at the different sites. In addition, neither the
staff nor their representatives, at Medicals, Inflatables and
Bridgend, had been formally involved in assigning different
jobs to the different grades used under the Group job evalua-

‘tion scheme.

There is no scheme at all at Motorway, and therefore no way
in which employees throughout the country, working in
depots of varying size, can know that they are being fairly paid
in relation to one another.

Fringe Benefits

PERKS! FRINGE BENEFITS !
~ { %’\i\\
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Fringe benefits are being regarded less and less either as
expressions of an individual employer’s benevolence, or as
inducements offered only to staff employees. As successive
incomes polncnes have left fringe benefits as the only possible
means of increasing employees’ overall remuneration above a
certain level, they have been increasingly used as part of
formal reward and discipline systems, for both manual and
staff employees.

The three most important ‘fringe benefits’ are probably
holidays, pensions and sick pay, but there are many others
besides. At Avon Gr oup and company level, information was
obtained about benefits which ranged from share-option
schemes to pre-retirement courses, and from subsidised trans-
port to removal allowances.

® Holidays. All companies said they observed Group policy
on staff holiday entitlement — though significant variation
was found between practice at the different sites. In particular,
holiday entitlement was linked to length of service at Bridgend
and Inflatables; while Motorway employees were allowed 3
weeks annual holiday, rather than the normal 4 weeks and
2 days.

Avon works employees have been entitled to the NJIC mini-
mum, except at Melksham — where an additional week’s holi-
day was negotiated in 1971, when the Company sought to
introduce staggered holidays in order to eliminate the annual
works shut-down. (In the event, the Company found it was
unable to maintain adequate manning levels during the
holiday period, and so had to revert to the shut-down system.)
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The Table below indicates how holiday entitlements may
differ. It should be noted that staff are allowed much more
flexibility than works employees over the timing of holidays,
as they are not directly involved in production processes which
require continuous attendance.

Table 4. Avon staff and works holiday entitlements (in days)
in addition to the 7 statutory holidays allowed each year

Melksham Bradford Bridgend Inflatables Medicals Motorway
Staff 22 20(a) 22 20(b) 22 15
Works 23 18 18(c) 18 18 15
Notes:

(a) 22 days for employees with 5 years service or more.
(b) 22 days for employees with 3 years service or more.
(c) 17 days tor employees in the engineering unit.

® Sick pay. All Avon staff are covered by a sick pay scheme
which provides: (i) 8 weeks on full-pay, and a further 20 weeks
on half-pay, for staff with at least six months service; and (ii)
12 weeks on full-pay, then 28 weeks on half pay, for those with
five years service or more. All staff are required to produce
medical certificates for absences of more than three days.

Avon works employees are covered by sick pay schemes only
at Melksham, Bradford and Motorway.

The Melksham works sick pay scheme was introduced in
1971, at the instigation of the TGWU, as part of a package
designed to compensate workers for the loss of bonus pay-
ments that had been anticipated under the Factory Improve-
ment Plan (see p. 18). Initially, payment was made during the
first three days of absence, and employees were not required to
produce the traditional medical certificate. (State benefits are
not payable for the first three days.) However, a three-day
limit was introduced shortly after, as the original scheme was
found to have been persistently abused by a few workers.

The Melksham scheme has since been run — reportedly
without any serious problems — by a committee which has
majority union representation. In addition, an independent
Benevolent Committee exists to help in cases of long-term
hardship, beyond the coverage of the sick-pay scheme, by
administering funds contributed equally by the Company and
the employees.

Under the Melksham scheme, works employees receive the
same benefits as staff employees, but: (i) no payment 1s now
made tor absence of under three days; (ii) full weekly pay
excludes overtime and shiftwork payments, which could
amount to some 10 per cent of a worker’s total earnings; and
(iii) no payments are made to women for six months before or
atter childbirth.

The Bradford union has requested a sick-pay scheme
similar to the unusually good one at Melksham. The Company
offered instead a ‘half way house’, which was rejected as inade-
quate — and, at present, works employees at Bradford are
paid at the rate of only £3 a week for the first 10 weeks of sick-
ness absence, and half that for the next 10 weeks — for illness
involving five days or more away from work. This scheme is
funded jointly by employees — who each contribute 134p a
week — and the Company, which contributes 2{p per
employee, each week. In addition, the Company said it had
made ad hoc payments in some individual cases involving
long-term illness and hardship.

Motorway employees are either graded as senior staff — in
which case they get Group benefits — or as junior staff and
depot employees. After six months employment, they get full
pay for four weeks’ absence through sickness and half-pay for
another eight weeks, in any one calendar year.
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Bridgend has no sick pay scheme for works employees. The
management, trade unions and employees all felt that a sick-
pay scheme would be abused. Neither the rubberworkers’ nor
the engineers’ union expressed great interest in a sick pay
scheme.

The Company has made ex-gratia payments to employees
thought to be suffering from particular hardship. Payments
have been made from a benevolent fund financed by
employees’ voluntary contributions and supplemented by the
Company.

At Inflatables, payments for sickness absence have been
made at the discretion of the management, and only when
absence is certified as being directly caused by injury sustained
at work. No payments are made for the first three days of
absence; thereafter, employees receive £2 a day for seven days,
and £1 a day for the next 18 days. The Company provided no
information about the costs (if any) incurred under this
scheme in the recent past.

The TGWU at Inflatables have asked management for an
improved scheme, and have proposed that a committee be
established to safeguard against possible abuse. The manage-
ment had not agreed to this; they reportedly said that abuse
would make the scheme too costly.

Finally, no sick-pay scheme operates at Medicals; and the
union has expressed little interest in having one. The
Company said they had been thinking about the introduction
of a works sick-pay scheme, but that they considered this to be
a bargaining point: the head of personnel said they intended
to offer to introduce a sick pay scheme, in part as an induce-
ment to the union to agree to withdraw from the industry’s
NJIC.
® Pensions. The Avon Group runs separate pensions schemes
for works, staff and executive employees. The only difference
between the scheme for staff and executives is that male execu-
tives may retire with full benefits at the age of 60, rather than
65. On the other hand, there are considerable differences
between the schemes for staff and works employees:

Staff pay higher contributions than works employees. Works
employees contribute 2 per cent of their earnings; while staff pay 5%
per cent of their ‘pensionable salary’ (annual earnings less £600).

Staff pensions are based on salary during final years of service, and
are therefore better protected against inflation before retirement. The
annual pension paid to works employees is 14 per cent of accumu-
lated earnings during service; while staff receive 14 per cent of their
‘final pensionable salary’ multiplied by the number of years in ser-
vice. (‘Final pensionable salary’ is calculated as the average of the best
consecutive three years pensionable salary, during the employee’s
final ten years of service.)

In the event of death before retirement, the dependents of staff
employees receive larger lump-sum payments than dependents of
works employees — and they get a proportion of the deceased
employee’s pension. The dependents of a works employee who dies in
service receive the employee’s total contributions, plus a lump-sum
payment equal to 14 times his/her latest annual earnings. However,
the dependents of a staff employee who dies in service get the
employee’s total contributions; plus a lump sum payment equal to 3
times the pensionable salary (in the case of a married man) or twice
the pensionable salary in all other cases. In addition, the dependents
get a regular pension, equal to one-third of the employee’s expected
pension at the normal retirement date.

Avon management said they were committed to closing the
gaps that existed between these two schemes; and that the rate
at which this could be done would depend both on the
financial position of the Group, and on the willingness of
works employees to increase their contributions.

At the same time, Avon has made substantial ex-gratia pay-
ments, both to increase all pensions which have been hit by
inflation, and to compensate certain ex-employees or their
dependents, whose pension entitlements had been particularly
low. The extent of such support has been considerable: over
the past five years, ex-gratia payments made by Avon have
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averaged some 40 per cent of Group expenditure on pensions
(excluding National Insurance contributions). For the year
1975/76, Group expenditure on pensions was estimated to run
to £450,000; while the estimated amount of ex-gratia pay-
ments was put at £208,000.

Avon said there were two reasons for making ex-gratia pay-
ments — rather than using funds to buy secured insurance
policies, through which benefits could be provided in the same
way as in a standard pension scheme. First, it was said that the
Group preferred to pay as and when the need arose, instead of
making a large initial investment into a pension fund.
Secondly, the Group said it valued the greater flexibility this
allowed in dealing with cases of individual hardship.

However, under the ex-gratia payment system, the future
security of both employees and pensioners could be at risk if,
say, the Group ran short of cash and/or were taken over.
There would be no contractual obligation on the Group, or
on its present or future owners, to continue making these ex-
gratia payments.
® Disability insurance. Avon employees who become
permanently disabled as a result of an accident at work have
received no pay or pension from the Company — other than
that provided for in its sick-pay schemes. However, exceptions
are made for salesmen on the road and test drivers and for
employees involved in fire-brigade duties, security work, and
the testing of inflatable boats and gas-pipe seals. These
employees are all insured for a maximum of five times their
annual salary, in the event of loss of eye(s), limb(s) or per-
manent disability.
® Share option scheme. In 1974, Avon introduced a savings-
related share option scheme. Employees could contract to pay
a fixed sum each month (up to a maximum of £20) over either
five or seven years — after which they got their money back
plus interest, and had an option to buy Avon shares. The
scheme provided that shares could be bought either at 90 per
cent of their Stock Exchange price when the contract came
into force, either five or seven years before — or at their £1
nominal value, if the Stock Exchange price was below £1. (At
mid-July 1975, Avon shares were quoted at 35p).

From the point of view of the Group, the scheme represents
an opportunity to borrow at relatively low interest rates. From
employees’ point of view, however, the interest rates — about
84-9 per cent — would not compare favourably with other
investment schemes which offered more flexibility and greater
security. Obviously, employees could have no guarantee that
they might benefit from exercising an option to buy Avon
shares.
® Canteens. It has been Group policy to subsidise canteens,
so that employees pay only for food (and not for canteen staff,
equipment or overheads). However, each company said it had
also subsidised the cost of food — rather than pass on to
employees in full several recent sharp price increases.

At Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend, there are separate
canteens for staff or senior staff.
® Social and sports facilities. Melksham and Bradford have
extensive facilities, which are widely used; these are supported
through subscription by employees, and through subsidies
from the two companies concerned. At Melksham, for
example, the Company has paid for a full-time manager and
for part-time clerical help, and made an annual donation to
the sports and social club — which is open to all employees at
Melksham (and their spouses) and to employees from
Bradford.

Rubberworkers at Bridgend have a social club, which has
been subsidised by the Company to the extent of an estimated
£1,500 a year. Engineering unit workers are members of this
club, but are seeking to set up their own. At Inflatables,
management said that most employees attended their
husbands’ social activities, and for this reason were less
interested in facilities the Company might provide; neverthe-
less, the Company had organised several events, each year.
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‘We can offer you £40 a month and 2,000 fringe benefits per year.’

Medicals provided no up-to-date information about their
facilities; while Motorway have none.

® Subsidised transport. An estimated one-third of all
employees at Melksham use the Company’s bus service, which
has been subsidised at a (1974) cost of about £45,000 a year. At
Bradford, some staff are eligible for transport allowances, but
it is not known on what basis these may be given. Finall)-',
Inflatables introduced a subsidised bus service, in January
1975; it operates in a five mile radius, and costs employees
who use it 70p a week. No transport allowances were made at
Medicals, Motorway or Bridgend — though the TGWU at
Bridgend said they were considering pressing for transport
subsidies in the future. Some employees — such as sales per-
sonnel and senior executives — were entitled to company cars,
but the Group provided no information on the cost of this
benefit.

e Removal allowances. Under Group policy, staff recruits
may get help in finding accommodation. In addition,
employees who are asked to move from one Avon company to
another are eligible for assistance with removal expenses, and
for a resettlement allowance equal to 5 per cent of annual
salary, plus £100.

® Product rebates. Avon, like many other companies, allows
employees to buy company products at substantial discounts.

® Pre-retirement courses. Melksham is the only plant in the
Group to organise courses designed to help older employees
adjust to living in retirement.

Discussion

Avon is probably no different from many other companies in
operating payment systems which distinguish sharply between
staff and works employees. Throughout the Group most
works employees are subjected to close, and continuous
inspection of their work rate, application and timekeeping;
and their earnings are cut when their performance falls below
required levels.

Works employees in Avon have also been subjected to wage
cuts for reasons beyond their own control. Fluctuations in the
demand for Avon’s products have, on many occasions in the
past, led to reductions in overtime working or reductions in
the working week to four days or less. As a result, works
employees have suffered substantial loss of earnings and —
more than staff — have borne the brunt of the economic
decline.

By contrast, staff employees are trusted to attend regularly
and punctually and to apply themselves diligently to their
work. Many of them are expected to derive satisfaction from
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the work itself. In times of economic decline their salaries are
paid in full and they are less likely to lose their jobs.

Avon companies have invested large amounts of time and
money in the design and administration of wage payment
systems for works employees, but often without achieving a
desired level of productivity. Union representatives at the
different plants have been involved, to a varying extent, in the
design of payment systems. At Melksham, in particular,
the TGWU has had a large say in the schemes’ design and
implementation. Yet Avon’s wage payment systems, like those
throughout industry, have generally:

® Failed to bring about increases in productivity beyond the short
term.

® Deteriorated within a period of two to three years to the point at
which major revision or replacement became essential.

® Proved very expensive to replace with new schemes. Avon company
managements have typically been forced to ‘buy out’ old systems,
before being able to introduce new ones.

Each of the systems examined was based on an offer by
management of increased earnings for increased output; and,
in each case, the response by employees demonstrated that
they were not concerned to increase earnings by increasing
output to any significant extent. The failure of each system
could be seen to be largely due to the almost universal (but not
conspiratorial) attempts made by employees to regulate their
work in such a way as to achieve an acceptable level of earn-
ings for what was considered to be an appropriate effort.

It would appear that, whatever it is that is wrong, it is
unlikely to be the payment system as such. What would appear
to be causing the failure of these systems is the nature of the
work and the way in which it is organised.

Most Avon employees do work which involves the applica-
tion of routine physical skills (learned usually after only a few
weeks of training) which make few demands of their abilities,
and offer little scope for personal commitment. Such work is
done by most people out of necessity rather than choice. So
long as this situation prevails, payment systems will invariably
be used as discipline as well as reward. Indeed, rising stan-
dards of education, and expectations of interesting as well as
well-paid work, are likely to lead to harsher disciplinary
systems if the same work is to be done.

Avon management has adopted several approaches to this
problem. At Bradford, emphasis has been placed upon train-
ing and ‘indoctrination’ (see p. 28), while at Melksham the
extension of the staff sick pay scheme to works employees was
seen by senior management as a step towards self-discipline,
although middle managers thought otherwise. The site
manager at Melksham told us that, ‘some middle management
undoubtedly felt that the sick pay scheme was the end of all
discipline in the plant.... What they can’t see from their
worm’s eye view is that sick pay is the start of discipline
because it requires self-discipline. . . . Traditional disciplines
are dying’. However, as we say elsewhere in the report, none of
the Avon companies has tackled the problem head-on, by
attempting to radically change the nature and organisation of
work so that employees are given greater control.

The fringe benefits available to works employees were, in
general, inferior to those for staff. The major differences were:

® Holidays. Melksham and Motorway were the only units at which
works and staff holidays were comparable. Elsewhere, staff had
longer holidays than works employees. (See Table 4.) Staff employees
also had greater freedom as to when they took their holidays.

® Sick pay. All staff were covered by a reasonable (but not generous)
sick pay scheme and works employees at Melksham received similar
payments. However, works employees at Bradford and Inflatables
received very low benefits while those at Bridgend and Medicals
received none at all.

® Pensions. The Group-wide schemes gave better protection against
inflation to staff pensions and provided more generous death benefits
to dependants of staff.
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At the same time, there were significant differences (in
earnings and fringe benefits) between works employees at the
different Avon plants. In particular, workers at Melksham
were better off in 2 number of important ways:

® Melksham workers received higher wages, and worked shorter
hours, than other Avon workers. Only in 1974 did workers at
Bridgend earn more than those at Melksham; and they had to work
an extra six hours a week to do so.

® Maintenance engineers at Melksham have negotiated ‘staff status’
— they receive salaries and all fringe benefits available to staff.

e Melksham workers were entitled to longer holidays — one week
more than the industry norm.

® Melksham’s works sick pay scheme was outstanding.

® Sports and social facilities at Melksham were well in advance of
those elsewhere in the Group.

In addition, all employees at Melksham benefited from the
Company’s pre-retirement courses.

It was not possible to establish whether or not these advan-
tages represented the material benefits of ‘open culture’. They
were certainly not related to profitability — other Avon sub-
sidiaries have been far more profitable than Melksham.

Avon’s expenditure on its pension schemes has, on average,
amounted to less than 3 per cent of the total wage and salary
bill — well below the norm (10 per cent) for those companies
which provide generous occupational pensions. The main
shortcomings in Avon’s schemes were:

® Pension entitlements build up relatively slowly. Good schemes
provide a pension equal to one-sixtieth of earnings for each year of
service. Avon’s provisions were one-sixty-sixth for staff and one-
eightieth for works employees. :

® Death in service benefits were relatively low.

® Most employees were not covered by disability insurance in the
event of permanent disablement.

We had hoped to report here on the question of pay differentials
between all employees in the Group, but essential information on
staff salaries at Melksham, Bradford and Inflatables was not supplied.
We were, however, provided with details of the job evaluation
schemes in use at most of the sites, which allowed us to examine the
criteria by which differentials were established. It appeared that:

® Some of the schemes favoured managerial and supervisory jobs
through a form of double counting of their responsibilities.

® With the exception of the Melksham works scheme no account was
taken of monotony, nervous stress or the working of unusual hours.

® The way in which the factors in all the schemes had been pre-
selected led to the more interesting and varied jobs being upgraded
and the more monotonous jobs being downgraded.

® None of the schemes compensated for lack of job security, promo-
tion opportunities, or control over effort and working hours.

We began this report b}r asking the question, ‘From each
according to his or her ability. But to each according to what?”’
It is clear that Avon employees generally are not rewarded on
the basis of need — though there were exceptions to this rule,
particularly at Melksham. The Melksham works sick-pay
scheme — believed to be outstanding of its kind — clearly has
met a need, though this need has been ignored elsewhere in
the Group, both by management and trade unions.

Furthermore, it is clear that most employees would not even
begin to use all their abilities in the work they do. Neither
would they be compensated for this as a result of job evalua-
tion — for while job evaluation schemes appear to allow
employees to rank jobs according to their own preferences,
they also tend to legitimise market-determined differentials.

The wages and salaries paid to Avon employees are, in other
words, determined largely by the general demand for their
particular skills. Neither Avon employees, nor their repre-
sentatives, have fundamentally questioned the criteria by
which pay levels have been set.
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Job Security —
Manpower Planning
and Redundancies

Relatively few companies have used manpower planning tech-
niques to determine how many employees, and with what
skills, they will need in order to be able to operate effectively in
the future. Most companies have relied instead on their ability
to recruit extra labour when work is plentiful and to lay off or
make employees redundant when work is scarce.

The redundancies that result from this approach often cause
widespread and intense hardship for employees, as well as
serious disruption for local communities.

Legislation has in the past been designed to facilitate redun-
dancies so as to allow mobility of labour from traditional,
declining industries to faster growing sectors of the economy.
The 1965 Redundancy Payments Act provided payments for
redundant employees, to help overcome their resistance to
redundancy and ease their financial situation while seeking
new work. Under the Act, workers with more than two years
service receive minimum payments related to their wage,
previous earnings and length of service. However, the Employ-
ment Protection Act is designed to require employers to give
unions and the Department of Employment substantial
periods of notice before redundancies are implemented.

Trade unions have pressed for national economic policies
which will lead to full employment, but they have not
questioned the need for some redundancies. Instead, they
have recommended procedures (as have the Department of
Employment and other official bodies) for minimising the
impact of redundancies — for example, through prior
consultation with unions; extensive notice of redundancies;
preference for voluntary redundancy, decreased recruitment
and ‘natural wastage’; compensation payments, and assistance
with finding new jobs. However, the TUC has also emphasised
the need for unions to be involved before redundancies
become necessary and has recommended that officials be given
information about company manpower plans.

Manpower planning in Avon

None of the Avon companies has a formal policy on man-
power planning; though there has been some informal
planning of management succession, and formal arrange-
ments have been made for staff employees’ training needs at
least one year in advance. In addition, the three major com-
panies in the Group have attempted to predict shop-floor
manning levels up to at least one year ahead, as part of the
budgeting and production planning process.

Avon’s two South Wales companies — Inflatables and
Bridgend — have both received low-interest loans from the
Department of Industry — available to firms planning to
create new jobs in these areas. As a condition of receiving a
loan these companies are required to provide five-year plans,
specifying the number of new jobs to be created.

Neither Inflatables nor Bridgend appeared willing to allow
any detailed examination to be made of their loan applica-
tions; it was therefore not possible to establish how accurate
their manpower forecasts had been. However, Inflatables said
they had underestimated their manpower requirements in
making such applications, in order to give themselves some
leeway; and they claimed, in practice, to have met or exceeded
the forecasts they made.
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In addition, all companies have been required to submit ‘5-
year plans’ to the Group; these are prepared and revised each
year. Bradford’s plan was the only one in which even rough
estimates had been prepared of the Company’s future man-
power needs — the Company had projected increasing the
workforce by eight new staff and 80 new works employees, by
1977/8. At the other extreme, a senior manager in one of the
other companies explained that their plans included no
estimates of manpower needs, saying: ‘I don’t honestly think
(the Group) cares a bugger whether we do it with 100 people
or 200 people. . ..

In the absence of effective manpower planning, the question
of union involvement hardly arose. However, at Melksham
and Medicals, union representatives said they considered man-
power planning to be essentially a management prerogative,
and for this reason would not seek to become involved: and
this situation may have been true elsewhere. At Bradford —
the one company to have attempted the forecasting of longer-
term needs — the Personnel Director said that, until the union
representatives had received the further training he thought
they required, he would not be prepared to discuss the Com-
pany’s longer-term plans with them. It was not established
whether the Company intended to provide this training; or
whether the union representatives would welcome it. Staff
union representatives from at least two Avon companies were
not even aware that 5-year plans were regularly produced.

REDUNDANCIES

Between 1969 and 1973 there have been some 1,000 redun-
dancies within the Avon Group. Most of these have arisen
through plant closures rather than within (now) existing parts
of the Group, and in the two smaller and economlcally more
healthy Avon companies there have been none at all.

Medicals has dealt with short term fluctuations in demand
either by limiting recruitment or by taking on extra employees
to work a ‘twilight’ shift. The Company has no policy on
redundancies.

Inflatables has also never declared redundancies, though on
occasions short time working has been introduced. The
Company said that, in the event of any redundancies, they
would follow the Group policy — though no such policy
exists.

Melksham has followed written redundancy procedures,
agreed with both staff and shop-floor unions. Both define
measures which may be taken to avoid redundancies — these
include cutting down on recruitment, rigid application of the
retiring age, reduced overtime, redeployment and short-time
working — and both provide for severance payments to be
made in accordance with the Redundancy Payments Act. In
practice, however, works employees made redundant have
usually received additional payments, as follows:

Length of service (in years) Number of weeks’ pay
0-5 2
5-10 4
10-15 6
15-20 8
etc. etc.

Payments made to redundant staff were said to have been
comparable but cases have been treated on an individual basis.
In any case, the Melksham management have used this scale
only as a guideline; and there has been no commitment to
make these payments for all redundancies. The Company
explained this, saying that they wished to retain the freedom to
make larger payments to individuals, when appropriate,
without being committed to these as new minimum payment
levels.
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Melksham has called for voluntary redundancies on several
occasions; and in the recent past has made people redundant
against their will on two occasions. Both related to the intro-
duction of a new shop-floor payment system.

® In the first case, in 1970, the Company declared 56 maintenance
engineers redundant, while 190 of them (AUEW members) were on
unofhcial strike. The strike had been declared in support of the
engineers’ demand for increased pay, following the introduction of a
new payment system agreed between the Company and the TGWU,
the main union on the Melksham site. It was during — and as a direct
result of — this strike that the Company discovered the plant could
be maintained with fewer men; and this information was used not
only to declare the redundancies, but to break the strike.

® The second redundancy involved 50 foremen, and arose when the
Company decided to eliminate completely one layer of supervision,
when implementing the 1970 payments system which allowed for
greater autonomy on the shop-floor. In this case, the Company
decided not to consult the foremen about the proposed redundancies
and they were given no warning at all. In the event, only seven
foremen were actually made redundant; the remainder retired early,
or found new positions on the site.

It should be added that the head of personnel on the
Melksham site has served as a member of the Department of
Employment’s Local Employment Committee. Partly as a
result of this, the Company is said to have made a point of
taking on workers made redundant by other firms in the area,
whenever it has proved practicable to do so.

Bradford staff are subject to the same redundancy procedures
as have been used at Melksham. There is no written redun-
dancy procedure for works employees, though there has
existed a tacit understanding that the same procedure would
be followed.

The size of the Bradford workforce increased steadily, by
some 40 per cent, between 1970 and 1974. There were virtually
no redundancies at Bradford until the end of 1974 when, as a
result of the deepening economic recession, the Company
went on to a four-day week. After several weeks of this, the
Company proposed a number of voluntary redundancies, in
order to get the plant back on to full-time work.

At a union branch meeting this proposal was considered,
and unanimously opposed. The proposal for redundancies
was opposed not only on principle, but for three other
reasons. First, the union did not accept that the making of
redundancies was essential to returning to full-time work — in
that management had proposed making only 82 redundancies
(representing about 4 per cent of the workforce) in order to
allow the remainder to work an extra day (i.e. do 20 per cent
more work). Secondly, there was resentment over the fact that
the Bradford staff continued to work and be paid full-time,
while works employees were on a four-day week. And, finally,
the union claimed that this short-time working would not
have been necessary, had management not recruited
vigorously a few months earlier, at the end of the national
three-day week. The union claimed they had advised manage-
ment against recruitment at that time, suggesting alternatively
that the Company should introduce a new incentive payments
scheme to boost productivity. Instead, recruitment continued,
and employees had worked heavy overtime.

Though the branch had rejected management’s proposal
for redundancies, they found ‘the majority on the shop-floor
want(ed) to get rid of some people, so that they can go back to
full-time working’. This, in turn, clearly led to some further
bitterness. As a union branch official put it: “‘We’ve been all the
bastards under the sun for the last six weeks for fighting
redundancy . . . People that are safe, with long service, are
saying “Get them out” . They’ll win in the end. Self
preservation, isn’t it? You find out who are the trade unionists
in this factory after a little while of this pressure.’

In the event, 82 voluntary redundancies were sought (and
were made) in January 1975; there were 92 applicants for
redundancy, inall.
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Bridgend has drastically reorganised its business on several
occasions over the last 20 years. There were major redun-
dancies in 1958, after the Government abruptly suspended its
contracts for the manufacture of gas masks, and the Company
went into footwear. However, since then, the Company has
moved from footwear into tyre remoulding, and has incor-
porated on site the engineering business transferred from
High Wycombe, without major upheaval. Over this whole
period, the size of the worktorce has remained largely un-
changed — though its composition has changed from being
predominantly female to predominantly male, and there have
also been many changes in the range of skills required.

Bridgend’s transition from one business to another, and the
Company’s ability to serve as a Group overflow for activities
peripheral to the main tyre and components business, have
been achieved in part with government aid. However, there
has been very little manpower planning, partly because the
Company has found it relatively easy to recruit employees, as
itis situated in an area of high unemployment.

The numbers of redundancies created in the recent past
have been: three (1970), five (1971), thirteen (1972), twenty-one
(1973). More recently, recruiting on the rubber side has
stopped and, in 1974, the Company called for 40 voluntary
redundancies, on terms which provided no payments over and
above the statutory minimum.

Lay-offs occurred at Bridgend towards the end of 1974
when the Company asked shop-floor employees (but not staff)
to bring forward one week of their holiday from Whitsun to
Christmas because there was a shortage of both orders and
cash. The workers refused and demanded a threshold payment
of £1.20 per week which had just been paid to Melksham
workers.

The Company then announced without warning that about
80 people in one section of the factory would be laid off for the
pre-Christmas week, and that the money saved in wages would
be used to pay all works and staff employees the £1.20
threshold increase. The lay-off angered many shop floor
employees who felt that the Company had saved relatively
little money through the lay-offs and that the loss of earnings
for the men involved could have been shared more equitably
throughout the plant.

CLOSURES

The absence of any Group policy on redundancies is under-
lined by the different treatment received by workers made
redundant at the three Avon closures — at High Wycombe,
Manchester and Birmingham — that have taken place since
1970.

® High Wycombe. Avon claimed to have made sustained
attempts, around 1970, to improve the performance of their
subsidiary, J. W. & T. Conolly Ltd. However, they said they
had not been able to achieve better than a break-even
situation; and in 1972 decided to sell off the High Wycombe
site, and transfer the operation to Bridgend. Two reasons were
given for this transfer: (i) the High Wycombe site was said to
be about twice as big as was needed for the operation; and (ii)
it was thought that overhead costs could be reduced by
moving to Bridgend, where there was ample room because of
the run-down of footwear production.

The redundancy arrangements that were made closely
followed the procedures recommended by the TUC and other
bodies. Shop stewards were told of the situation in November
1972, and the formal announcement that the Company was to
run down production during the following April and May was
made to works and staff employees in January of 1973.

The terms and conditions of redundancy were agreed with
union officials and severance payments, related to length of
service, were paid in addition to those made under the
provisions of the Redundancy Payments Act.

In addition, a committee was set up to consider cases of
individual hardship and, after the Department of Employment
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was brought in, in January 1973, employees were allowed time
off with full pay to seek alternative employment. All but one of
the employees who had been made redundant were said to
have found alternative work — the High Wycombe area was
suffering from an acute labour shortage at that time.

Additional severance pay at J. W. & T. Conolly, 1972

Length of service (years) Number of weeks’ pay

0-5 2
5-10 3
over 10 4

® Manchester. David Mosely & Son ran into trouble soon
after its acquisition by Avon in 1964. Despite extensive
reorganisation, and the creation of 270 redundancies between
1967 and 1970, the management failed (for reasons outlined
on p. 9) to improve the situation — and in November 1971,
the Avon board decided to close the factory down.

The Department of Employment, and district union officials
were told of this decision, in confidence, shortly before the
date on which the announcement was to be publicly made.
Avon did not disclose their intentions to the workforce or to
local union representatives, in part, it was said, because there
had been a number of sit-ins in the Manchester area at that
time — and the management wanted to avoid any possibility
of similar action at the David Mosely plant. As a management
report on the exercise made clear, the closure was to be
presented — and had to be accepted — as a fait accompli:

‘— the closure decision, though reasoned and openly
explained, must at once be taken as irrevocable and non-
negotiable.

— the terms offered must be seen in total to be generous
enough to command acceptance immediately; and the condi-
tions attached to them fair with regard to the need to retain
commitment during the run-down period.

— each individual must know at once that all the factors
which affected him had been foreseen and fully considered by
the Company and the action which was planned for him.’

The 500-0dd employees were told about the closure on 30
December and, on the same day, 70 of them, who were no
longer needed, were given their cards. (A management report
on this closure commented, some time after this event, that:
‘This was rather brusque treatment. It was justified in that it
helped to establish positive control from the start.”) On the
same day, Avon put out a press release, which carried the
announcement of the closure that the Group Chairman was to
make at the Avon AGM, on the following day.

The terms and conditions of the redundancies — and, in
particular, the lump-sum severance payments — were made
relatively generous, largely to minimise any opposition to the
closure. In addition to payments made under the Redundancy
Payments Act, works employees who had served for up to one
year received one week’s pay; while other works and staff
employees received half a week’s pay for each year of service, if
they were aged under 40 — and twice that amount if they were
40 or over. However, under the terms of a confidential
arrangement, used throughout the Avon Group, the senior
staff at David Moseley received up to three times these
amounts.

The Company and the trade unions also set up a ‘hardship’
committee but, in the event, little extra money was paid out.
By May 1972, when virtually the whole workforce had been
made redundant, nearly 20 per cent of them were still un-
employed. The local Department of Employment reportedly
considered this to be a better than average success rate.

® Birmingham. Since Avon acquired the Mosely (Capon
Heaton) rubber works in Birmingham in the mid 1960s, the
plant had produced little profit and gradually gone deeper
into the red. In 1974 it was closed down, without prior
consultation with the unions.
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In addition to their statutory redundancy pay, employees
received severance pay equal to about 50 per cent of their legal
entitlements. Employees with less than two years service (who
were therefore not legally entitled to redundancy pay) received
minimum payments of £80 for men and £60 for women.

A hardship committee, with a budget of 1 per cent of the
normal payroll, was established; the Department of Employ-
ment was called in and employees were given two days off for
interviews; and vacancies in other parts of the Group were
advertised and employees interviewed on site for prospective

jobs.

Discussion

Although the stated objective of many Avon companies was
said to be, in the words of Bridgend’s Managing Director, ‘to
keep as many people in jobs as we can’, none of the companies
had any formal mechanism for putting this policy into
practice. Both the number and the types of jobs available have
been determined by short term needs, and manpower
planning has barely been used within the Group. As a result,
Avon companies have often resorted to lay-offs and
redundancies giving little or no prior warning to the
workforce.

The effect on the community of cutting the workforce may
be severe, as fewer jobs become available to school leavers and
the level of local unemployment consequently rises. This is
likely to be particularly marked at the three main Avon sites
which are all situated in areas with either little alternative
employment or where there is a high level of unemployment.

Where redundancies have taken place, the}r have often been
characterised by:

e little or no warning;

® voluntary rather than compulsory redundancy, except
where plant closures have been involved;

® severance pay above the legal minimum;

e ecarly retirement on full pension for older employees;

® more favourable terms for senior staff than for other
employees.

This approach may have proved tempting to individual
employees, as evidenced by the large number of volunteers for
redundancy at Bradford in 1974. It would at the same time
have reduced the likelihood of trade union opposition to
redundancies.

The unions themselves appear to have shown little interest
in becoming involved in future planning at company or
Group level, and as a result the size of the Avon worktorce
does not seem to have been a subject for discussion or
negotiation. As long as this situation continues it is likely that
the unions will be limited to negotiating for better redundancy
terms rather than larger numbers of secure jobs.
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Participation . . .
and Alienation

One of the main aims of the Avon management style known as
‘open culture’ was said to be to improve the quality of the
working environment by encouraging some form of worker
‘participation’ or involvement in decision-making. When the
Group’s Managing Director introduced the notion of ‘open
culture’, in 1969, he emphasised that such participation could
benefit employees and the Company alike:

. by encouraging the involvement of people in the organisation,
not only will we be creating a situation which will be very much more
satisfying in every sense to those people who are taking part, but (we)
will also increase the company’s financial performance, through
increased productivity.’

This report accordingly looks at the evidence there was of
employee involvement in decision-making at the Avon
companies; and at the nature and extent of the information
and facilities provided for employee representatives at each
site.

It would appear likely that ‘the involvement of people in the
organisation’ was conceived almost exclusively in terms of
employees’ participation in the decision- making which would
most immediately affect them — but not in any longer-term
strategic pldnmnl_, Nevertheless, in interviews, the Group
management suggested they would be prepared to consider
some greater employee involvement, and might be prepared
to provide employees with information of the type envisaged
in Plannmg Agreements. The management said they had
never, in fact, been asked for such information — probably,
they thought, because employees were more interested in the
short-term future of their own companies, rather than in the
future planning of the Group.

At the same time, the Group management suggested that
they would wish to exercise care in involving emplovees more
fully in investment planning — in order to avoid ‘uncertainty
and rumour’ that could be caused by the premature disclosure
ol plans which might never in fact be realised. It was suggested
that such participation could, at the same time, cause
problems — in that, ‘management is cast in a role, and if they
are not seen as living up to it then it is disconcerting .
Management is supposed to know precisely where it is
going. .. ." Similarly, the Group management supposed that
‘shop stewards are cast in the role of fighting management;
hence, to be seen to be co-operating with them creates
problems.’

The Avon Group were said to be ‘advocates of strong stable
unions’. Their pohC\ has been to negotiate, wherever pOSSJble,
with a smglc union at each p]‘.am and emplovces we:e said to
have been ‘encouraged to join the appropriate union’.

Avon works employees, other than in Motorway, are
virtually 100 per cent unionised — rubberworkers in the
Tmmpmt & General Workers Union (TGWU) and engineers
in the Engineering Section of the TGWU, the Amalgamated
Union of Engineering Workers (AUEW), or in the Electrical,
Electronic, Telecommunications and Plumbing Union.

Avon staff, other than at Medicals and Motorway, are
estimated to be between 30 and 70 per cent unionised. Most
belong to ACTS, the staff wing of the TGWU — which is
recognised by the Group. However, in the engineering unit at
Bridgend, there are also members of TASS (the staff wing of
the AUEW); while some Bradford staff belong to ASTMS
(Association of Scientific, Technical and Managerial Staff) —
and neither of these unions are officially recognised at Group
level. There appeared to be no union members among the
staff at Medicals or Motorway. (Bless you.)
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Strikers outside the Melksham factory in 1911. The TGWU branch was
formed as a result of the strike.

Machinery for consultation
All Avon companies, other than Motorway, have established
machinery for consultation between the senior management
and elected employee representatives — though in most cases
this did not appear to have been used to any great effect. For
example:
® Bradford’s Joint Consultative Council, which has met
monthly, was set up to pIO\«lde a regular means of promoting
maximum c‘HlCiech of opetatlon and the best interests of all
employees. . . ." In interviews, both management and union
reprcscnta[ivcs stated that the Council had not in the past been
satisfactory, and it had accordingly been reconstituted in 1974.
Managemént suggested that this had improved the situation,
though union representatives said they were still partly
dissatisfied — complaining in particular at the relative lack of
information they received about the Company's future
planning.
® At Bridgend, on the engineering side, there has been no
formal consultation between the management and the staff
union (TASS), because the union has not been officially
recognised at Group level. However, TASS representa[ives
said they believed that the management would secure
recognition for them in the future.
® The Joint Works Council for the rubber works at Bridgend
has not served as a focal point for communication between
management and unions; meetings have been held only every
two months, and have not been attended by representatives of
the stafl union, ACTS. Staff representatives e\(plained that they
did not participate because they felt meetings had been
dominated by factory issues; in any case, [hc‘v suggested that
most of their p:oblems could be solved on an individual basis,
as and when they arose, and without involving union repre-
sentation. (It should be added that the Union had internal
plob]ems which may have plcvenred Ieptesentatwes from
playing a tuller role. ‘At the time of this enquiry, the branch
had no Secretary and the Chairman had recently resigned
because of lack of support. In their absence, the Union’s
affairs were being handled by a skeleton staff.)
® The Liaison Committee at Medicals appeared to have been
used mainly for the airing and resolution of minor problems,
rather than as a two-way channel for communication and con-
sultation on more substantial issues. The Commercial Director
described the Committee as ‘purely a mouthpiece for
complaints for problems which aren’t specifically “union” ’;
while the Production Director suggested it had developed also
as a np roaring and yelling session’ which allowed repre-
sentatives to ‘get their frustrations out’. In theory, Committee
meetlngs have been held monthly but, in practice meetings
have been scheduled only when management felt they were
needed. No meeting had been held between June 1974 and
January 1975, when this enquiry was in progress.
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® Meetings of the Joint Works Council at Inflatables have
been held approximately once a month, but shop floor repre-
sentatives have been involved also in the weekly meetings of
the ‘Productivity Committee’. In theory, the Productivity
Committee has been supposed to deal with relatively minor
issues, leaving the JWC free for discussion about more
important matters; however, according to the TGWU Branch
Secretary, the Joint Works Council has not discussed major
issues, and for this reason she has not normally attended its
meetings.

Melksham’s Joint Works Council — whose main stated aim
is ‘to promote a sense of justice and well-being throughout the
site’ — did indeed appear to have served as the main forum
for ‘communication and consultation between management
and employees on all matters of mutual concern except
wages’. There were two main features of the Melksham JWC
which distinguished it from any other consultation machinery
in the Group.

1. The shop floor representatives elected to the Melksham
JWC were responsible for handling much of the work that
would, elsewhere, traditionally be handled by union shop
stewards. The union organisation at Melksham is unusual, in
that there are no shop stewards, as such (elected by each
department). Instead, there are union ‘negotiators’ who are
elected on a factory-wide basis — and who represent the
whole factory, rather than individual departments, on all
wage-related issues. Representations on other matters are
made by shop floor representatives who are elected by each
department to the JWC.

2. The JWC at Melksham has some executive powers, and
some control over certain internal factory budgets. As a
general rule, matters agreed at the Melksham JWC are imple-
mented by the management; and issues on which no
agreement is reached are taken up in union negotiations. The
JWC deals with issues ranging. from the factory layout and
overtime allocation to accident prevention and discipline.
Much of the Council’s business is handled by six sub-
committees who between them allocate some £250,000 a year.
One major sub-committee, run entirely by JWC repre-
sentatives from the shop floor, has had complete discretion
over the allocation of about £45,000 a year, for improving
working conditions in the plant (though the Company is still
responsible for providing a reasonable working environment).
Another sub-committee controlled the works’ sick-pay
scheme, and was 1‘csponsible for paying out around £140,000
avyear.

Facilities and information

All staff and shop-floor representatives at Melksham —
whether they serve as negotiators, JWC members, or both —
have been allowed as much time off work as they have needed.
The Company has paid the average factory wage, plus 15 per
cent, to six union negotiators and the Branch Secretary,
enabling them to work full-time on union affairs. In addition,
all ‘normal’ facilities (office, telephone, etc.) have been made
available to them.

Representatives at the other Avon companies had mostly
been provided with full administrative facilities; and been
given sufficient time off to organise union affairs. However,
there were exceptions:

® TGWU representatives at Bradford said they had been
refused time-off to make contact with union representatives at
the Company’s new factory in Belgium. They felt this to be
important, in view of the fact that the Belgian factory had been
set up effectively as an extension of the Bradford operation —
and that agreements between the two provided that Bradford
would get half of the work placed with the Belgian factory by
continental car manufacturers.

® At Medicals, the TGWU representatives had not been given
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office space; but they accepted that this was due to a general
shortage of space. Similarly, the AUEW convenor at Bridgend
had no office and no notice board, at the time of this enquiry
— though this was probably partly due to the general
upheaval which had accompanied the moving of the engineer-
ing unit from High Wycombe to Bridgend.

® The staff representative at Inflatables suggested he had not
been given adequate time off work to organise the union’s
affairs. He said also he had been refused permission to take
time off to attend the quarterly Group meetings of the Joint
Staff Industrial Relations Council (JSIRC) — and that he had
requested, but not received, copies of the JSIRC minutes. The
management said that the staft union representative was free
to attend those meetings which dealt with issues directly
affecting the Inflatables staff, but that the staff might otherwise
be adequately represented by the Union’s full-time officer for
the Dafen area. At no other Avon company has a full-time
union official acted on behalf of a locally elected repre-
sentative at meetings of the JSIRC — a body whose constitu-
tion provides for membership of ‘Branch Secretaries of units
where ACTS have recognition’. (Our emphasis.)

The staff representative at Inflatables complained also that
he had been refused access to some information. The
Inflatables’ management agreed that the representative had
been refused information about job grading — ‘he would be
doing his own grading and comparing it with ours’ — yet this
information appeared to have been made available to staff
representatives at all other companies in the Group. The staff
representative also said that he had never been informed
(before being told, well after the event, by PIRC) about the
decision to merge male and female pay scales in the Group job
grading system — though he had frequently asked the manage-
ment at Inflatables for details of action to be taken to comply
with the provisions of the Equal Pay Act.

The management at Inflatables said they ‘believed in
keeping all employees fully informed’; though they said they
would want to withhold some information on the grounds of
commercial sensitivity. They added, however, that they had
made some such information available to the TGWU local full-
time official, ‘in confidence’. They said they would not have
been prepared to disclose this information to the Company’s
own union representatives, not only because of commercial

ACTS
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sensitivity, but also because they thought their own
rcprcsenlari\'cs would ‘not want that much detail’. It was not
clear why the management thought such information would
be more secure with the union’s full-time officer — but the
Company’s TGWU representatives in any case indicated they
had received all the information they had asked for.

The only other complaints about lack of information were
heard at Bradford — where the TGWU representatives said
they had received relatively little information about the
Company’s future planning — and also at Bridgend. The
TGWU at Bridgend claimed, for example, that the manage-
ment had told them that profit performance figures tor the
Company were not available (though the Company had regu-
larly filed accounts — up to 1972/8 — at Companies House).

While other union representatives stated that they had never
been refused information, it should be pointed out that they
may not always have asked for much information in the first
place. For instance, the staff union representatives at Bridgend
suggested they had not requested regular information about
the Company’s financial affairs and prospects, as they con-
sidered they were kept adequately informed by Avon News.
(The house journal, Avon News, has contained some financial
information, though it has not been designed principally as an
alternative to local consultation: ‘The nudes (in Avon News) are
excellent examples of glamour photography’ — British
Association of Industrial Editors.) More seriously, no union
representative in the Group had ever seen their company’s
one- or five-year plans (nor had any been consulted in
drawing them up) and at least one representative was unaware
that such plans even existed.

Placing material into an autoclave for curing.
S— /
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Industrial relations

None of the companies reported any significant lost-time
through industrial disputes. Most appeared to have
experienced high levels of sickness absence and labour
turnover — in at least some factory areas, and at some time —
though only Bradford and Bridgend had compiled such data
in any useable, comprehensive form. In spite of the absence of
such data there were clear indications of troubled labour
relations in some plants. At Bridgend, for example, there
was evidence of considerable mistrust between the manage-
ment and the shop floor in the rubber unit. In part, this
reflected a bitterness over the lay-offs which took place over
Christmas 1974, shortly before enquiries were made on site.
The management said that, while things generally ran
smoothly, negotiations were difficult because, they thought,
the union had limited control over its members. According to
management, the Union was prepared to follow established
negotiating procedures, though the members on the shop
floor had been ‘just throwing the (rule) book away’. As a
result, management said they had had to spend an increasing
amount of time in direct consultation with shop-floor
members — and had been able to rely less and less on the
Union to communicate their position to the shop floor.

The Union accepted there had been breakdowns in
procedure, but stressed that their job was not to lay down
policies to be adopted by their members, but to represent their
members’ views. The Union was also critical of Bridgend
management; the unhelpfulness they said they had experi-
enced trom the personnel department, over individual workers’
problems; and about the difficulties they had experienced in
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negotiating with shop-floor supervisors. They claimed they
had found some supervisors to be ill-tempered, arbitrary in
their decision-making and generally unresponsive. The
Bridgend management would seem to have acknowledged
some weakness in the quality of shop floor supervision, in the
assessments they have made of some supervisors’ capabilities
and training requirements, outlined in the Company’s Survey
of Training Needs for 1972. (See p. 44.)

‘The supervisor’s got another of his little headaches.’

The supervisors, in turn, expressed little confidence either in
the behaviour of the shop floor employees, or in the ability of
the Union to control its members. The supervisors suggested
that the situation at Bridgend demonstrated a clear failing in
the concept of ‘open culture’. Such criticism of open culture
had been made by a number of junior and middle managers,
elsewhere in the Group — but the feeling was expressed most
srongly at Bridgend, where the supervisors suggested that the
shop floor employees neither wanted, nor were capable of
exercising, the responsibilities which open culture encouraged
them to assume.

There was evidence of some ill-feeling at Bradford too —
though this did not appear to be nearly as strong as at
Bridgend. The TGWU’s criticisms of the Bradford manage-
ment were made largely by reference to the superior arrange-
ments they believed to exist at Melksham — and also to the
attitude of the Group’s senior management, based there. For
example, in describing the Group’s MD — ‘He looks at a man
and says he’s a man, not something that’s been poured out of
acornflakes packet’” — one representative was clearly implying
aiticism of some of the senior managers in his own plant.

By contrast, at Melksham, the union has not only been
involved in some factory decision-making; it has also played
some significant part in the day-to-day managing of the
factory. According to the Branch Secretary:
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‘Occasionally you get a chap saying *“I can’t bloody well do this”; and
you know damn well they can. So we call Time Study in. This is where
they can work for us. It might have gone through your minds actually
that it’s our job to get the highest rates we can for every job. In fact it’s
not really. We’ve got to keep the thing on an even keel. If job A is
working as hard as job B then it would be wrong in our opinion to
put job B’s money higher than job A’s . . . If you don’t do this sort of
thing there will be anomalies all over the place.’

On the other hand, the Union felt that decisions about a
company’s viability should be left to management, as should
the allocation of jobs between different plants. This issue arose
early in 1975 when the Birmingham factory was shut down
and work transferred to both Bradford and Melksham. Most
of the women’s jobs went to Bradford although Melksham
had, for some years, been short of women’s jobs. The Branch
Secretary said:

‘Management have usually made the decision about what jobs should
go where. We’ve been a bit reluctant to interfere with the freedom of
management in that field and at the same time criticise them for their
inefficiency. If you’re going to involve yourself that much in manage-
ment then you’re denying yourself the facility to criticise bad
management . . . There’s a stage at which you must say “Well, that’s

[T

your job, you do it”.

The situation at Motorway is fundamentally different from
that at any other Avon company — in that employees are not
represented by trade unions, and there exists no formal
procedure for consultation.

According to the Motorway management, both the TGWU
and the General and Municipal Workers Union have
attempted to recruit depot employees — with the permission
of the management, and during working hours — but the
response  was reportedly low. Motorway’s management
suggested three reasons for this:

® Motorway comprises small units, widely spread. There are on
average fewer than ten employees at each of the 180 depots.

® Turnover of staff has been relatively high.

® Pay and conditions at Motorway have been relatively good and, at
the time of the recruitment drives, compared favourably with those in
similar organisations which were unionised.

At the time of this enquiry, there were said to be ten
unionised depots. The staff at Head Office had no trade union
representation, however — and no approaches had been made
to them to join.

The Motorway management said they communicated infor-
mation to employees both through Avon News, and through
branch managers, who receive quarterly progress reports from
the Company’s MD. The Personnel Director also said he
thought there was, in fact, no need for consultation with
employees, so long as the Company continued to expand.

Discussion

1. On the manufacturing side, all companies had some
machinery for consultation, though only at Melksham did this
appear to have been used to any great effect. Worker repre-
sentatives at Melksham had some control over certain internal
factory budgets, and in other areas they had either assumed
control from management or shared it with them. The benefits
of such arrangements are obvious; the possible drawbacks,
less so. The Union was well aware that the ‘price’ of this
control had been responsibility — to some extent for imple-
menting decisions that would otherwise have been taken by
management, and for ensuring the smooth running of the
factory. At the same time, they said they had been reluctant to
question management activity in other areas — e.g. in
forward, strategic planning — because they believed they
might thereby get too close to management, and then become
effectively unable to criticise them. Only the unions at
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Melksham faced this dilemma, for only relatively limited
procedures for consultation existed elsewhere. '

2. In no case had Avon employee representatives
apparently played any significant part in the shaping of the
companies’ longer-term plans. There would be several likely
reasons for this: (i) the unions had not been invited to
participate; nor often provided with even the basic infor-
mation they would have needed to do so effectively; (ii) the
unions had not always requested such information; nor,
probably, had many representatives received the kind of train-
ing that would have given them the confidence to demand it;
(iii) shop floor representatives — unlike the staff union repre-
sentatives — negotiated at company rather than Group level
— in part because they have been anxious to retain the
freedom to negotiate independently. But this lack of
negotiation or consultation at Group level has meant that
unions have been in no position to influence or effectively
question decisions that may be vital to them.

3. Avon unions have generally been given the facilities they
have needed, and such information as they have asked for. But
there were exceptions to this general rule — and notably at
Inflatables, where the staff union representative complained
that management had denied him both the time, and some
information he needed to effectively carry out his work. It
appeared, at least, that this representative had received con-
siderably less co-operation from the management at
Inflatables than had any other representative, elsewhere.

o & i

All this leads to the further question: has participation
materially affected the situation for employees generally —
and, in particular, for ordinary production workers on the
shop floor?

This question has been extremely difficult to answer for two
reasons, at least. First, there would have been insuperable
problems (for us, at any rate) in measuring ‘job satisfaction’
and then relating it to the degree of participation there
appeared to be. Secondly, we had limited contact with shop
floor employees; and far more with their representatives.
Moreover, it seemed it would be very difficult to judge the
value of participation, in particular to employees whose work
was inherently undemanding or unsatisfactory — or otherwise
barely tolerable. (Is progress really made by introducing
schemes which enable employees to tolerate such work more
readily?) But, for all this, there was ample evidence that:

® Throughout the Group, there were jobs which were
considered deadly, either because of the monotony, or
because of the physical working conditions — or both. At
Bradford, for example, the management referred in a recent
Survey of Training Needs to the high levels of labour turnover
on the ‘machine-controlled repetitive units’. These have
involved employees in ‘mindless repetltlve routine’ in a work
environment described as ‘oppressive’ — not simply because
of ‘problems of heat and extraction (of fumes)’, but also
because employees have no effective control over the
operation of the machine. Instead, it controls them, at least to
the extent that they have had to stagger meal and other breaks
in order to keep the machine continuously in production.

® By and large, Avon managements appeared to have taken
action to deal with such problems only when the extent of
worker dissatisfaction became evident, if not through direct
protest then in the form of unusually high levels of labour
turnover or absenteeism.

® When such problems had arisen, the response by manage-
ment amounted often to manipulating workers, rather than
changing work routines. For example, the management at
Inflatables learned, in 1974, that some 50 per cent of new
starters were leaving the Company within three months of
joining. They decided thereafter no longer to employ women
under the age of 21 — as these were thought least likely to
tolerate factory work. Some consideration was given to
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changing production methods, but the Company had decided
not to attempt any changes. According to the personnel
manager: ‘Really, we’re not in the economic climate to experi-
ment with different production methods. . . . Our main task is
to maintain people on full employment.’

Then at Bradford, the management considered a number of
ways of dealing with the oppressive work environment,
described above — recognising the need to improve what they
described as ‘prospects for the satisfaction of ego-relevant
needs of work’. In all of the methods the Bradford manage-
ment considered, there was ‘a proviso that the group (of
employees involved) accept the responsibility of keeping their
machine running continuously over the three shifts’.
According to the Company’s Survey of Training Needs:
‘Increased responsibility will certainly encourage a more
responsible outlook and attitude. Attitude training, even
indoctrination, must not be overlooked in consideration of
the future’.

In such cases, it would appear that the degree of participa-
tion between Avon’s senior managements and employee repre-
sentatives would make no great difference to the experience of
individual operators, given the nature of much of the work
they are required to do.

Certainly, it would appear ambitious to suggest — as the
Group MD did, when explaining the introduction of ‘open
culture’ in 1969 — that under a system like open culture,
employees generally would enjoy their work. What the MD
actually said on that occasion was that he believed that ‘people
can enjoy their work provided the environment in which they
work allows people to apply their intelligence, to be creative,
to take responsibilities. . . .’

Relatively few people at Avon would appear likely to work
in such an environment. Nevertheless, ‘open culture’ should
probably, at the very least, be credited as an attempt at an
advance on alternative attitudes, which may well have
prevailed more widely in the Avon Group — but which the
Personnel Director at Motorway exptessed most forthrightly
of all. ‘There are a number of jobs,’ he said, ‘that are fairly
mundane — and in all honesty they are tackled by fairly
mundane people. If you like — Mickey Mouse jobs for Mickey
Mouse people.’
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Health and Safety
at Work

One of the most important obligations of an employer is to
provide a working environment in which employees can work
without danger to their health or safety. This report examines:
¢ the frequency of accidents at Avon companies

safety staff, organisation and accident prevention techniques
relations with H.M. Factory Inspectorate

the control of noise

the control of chemical hazards.

Frequency of Accidents

By law, all accidents involving the loss of three or more days
from work because of injury must be reported to the Factory
Inspectorate. Tables 1-5 show the number of ‘3-day’ accidents
at Avon factories. The figures are based on information
obtained from the Factory Inspectorate, which in some cases
showed a higher level of accidents than figures supplied by the
companies themselves (e.g. Avon Medicals) and in other cases
showed lower levels (e.g. Bradford). It has not been possible to
present more detailed and useful statistics as these have not
been supplied by Avon.

It should, however, be pointed out that the figures for the
level of accidents in the rubber industry are drawn from a wide
range of manufacturing processes in which the work done
often bears little relationship to work at Avon companies. The
industry average figures nevertheless remain one of the few
vardsticks which can be used in examining Avon’s accident
levels.

The accident statistics show that:
¢ Accident levels at Bridgend have been consistently twice as
high as the industry average.
¢ There has been a threefold increase in the levels of accidents
at Avon Inflatables since 1970. In 1974 its accident levels were
double the industry average.
¢ Bradford’s accident rate has been cut by about half since
1970 though it was still above the industry average in 1974.
® Melksham’s accident rate has been consistently higher than
the industry average.
¢ Only Avon Medicals has significantly lower accident levels
than the industry average.
@ Only about one in eleven ‘3-day’ accidents has been investi-
gated by the Factory Inspectorate.

Most of the accidents investigated by the Factory Inspector-
ate at Melksham or Bradford involved injuries to the arm or
hand — usually bruises, cuts, fractures, or crushed fingers. In
1974, two Melksham employees suffered accidents which
severed a finger. Other accidents caused back and other strains
as well as friction and electric burns.

Reportable accidents at Medicals were usually described as
‘handling accidents’ (for example, the entry of a hypodermic
needle into the finger of an employee) or ‘slipping accidents’.
Only one machine accident was reported between 1972 and
1974. The most common accidents at Inflatables were cuts
from the knives used to cut boat fabric, and muscular strains
from cutting fabric.

A more detailed analysis of accidents causing loss of at least
one working day was provided by Bradford for 1974. This
showed that a total of 38 ‘lost time accidents’ occurred during
the year resulting in the loss of 786 days’ work. The most
common category of accident identified was ‘excessive
muscular effort’ (249 lost days), followed by ‘falling material’
(186), ‘collisions’ (149), *hand tools’ (68), ‘persons falling’ (46),
‘machinery’ (38), ‘corrosive agent’ (13), ‘heat’ (8) and ‘other
causes’ (34).
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Table 1. Number of 3-day accidents at Melksham

No. of Incidence of Rubber
No. of accidents No. of accidents industry
3-day  investigated  works per 1,000  accident
Year accidents by HMFI employees' employees incidence
1970 136 8 2,045 66.5 46.4
1971 162 24 2,045? 79.2 41.3
1972 155 26 2,0%0° 66.5 41.4
1973 148 14 2,093% 70.7 46.6
1974 124 10 2,403 51.6 38.9
Table 2. Number of 3-day accidents at Bradford
No. of Incidence of Rubber
No. of accidents No. of accidents industry
3-day  investigated  works per 1,000  accident
Year accidents by HMFI employees® employees incidence
1970 68 3 588 115.6 46.4
1971 57 9 614 92.8 41.3
1972 40 1 745 53.7 41.4
1973 50 1 807 61.9 46.6
1974 39 5 844 46.2 38.9
7
Table 3. Number of 3-day accidents at Bridgend
No. of Incidence of Rubber
No. of accidents No. of accidents  industry
3-day  investigated  works per 1,000  accident
Year accidents by HMFI employees employees incidence
1970 32 0 3342 95.8 46.4
1971 42 1 334 125.7 41.3
1972 30 0 359 83.6 41.4
1973 46 3 4174 110.3 46.6
1974 41 2 4654 88.2 38.9

Table 4. Number of 3-day accidents at Avon Medicals

No. of Incidence of Rubber

No. of accidents No. of accidents  industry

8-day  investigated  works per 1,000 accident

Year accidents by HMFI employees employees incidence
1972 2 0 261 Tl 41.4
1973 2 0 307 6.5 46.6
1974 4 1 475 8.4 58.9

Table 5. Number of 3-day accidents at Avon Inflatables
(North Dock and Dafen factories)

No. of Incidence of Rubber
No. of accidents No. of accidents  industry
3-day  investigaied  works per 1,000 accident
Year accidents by HMFI  employees employees incidence
1970 4 0 155 25.8 46.4
1971 4 0 130 30.7 41.3
1972 6 0 188 31.9 41.4
1973 19 1 274 69.3 46.6
1974 21 1 270 77.8 38.9
Notes
1. Number of employees in September each year unless otherwise indicated.
2. Estimated.
3. Number of employees in June or July.
4. Number of employees in October. Includes employees in Engineering Unit

— not strictly speaking part of ‘rubber industry’.
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‘Union rules stipulate I must now sleep for 100 years . ..

Accident investigation
Personal injuries to employees at all Avon companies are
reported in special accident books, generally by the nurse
where a nurse is employed. However, only at Melksham is the
accident book regularly monitored by the safety officer.
Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend investigate all lost time
accidents (though the definitions of such accidents used at
each factory seem to vary). But Medicals and Motorway inves-
tigate only 8-day accidents. All companies except Avon
Inflatables and Motorway investigate accidents with a report
torm which seeks comments and recommendations from per-
sons involved, although the views of the area trade union
representative are recorded only at Melksham, while only
Bradford’s form requires written confirmation that any neces-
sary remedial action has been taken.

Monitoring accidents

Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend compile monthly statistics
on the levels of lost time accidents, which are then sent to the
British Rubber Manufacturers’ Association (BRMA).

The safety officers at Melksham and Bridgend stated that
they attached little i importance to statistical analysis and ques-
tioned the value of statistics in preventing accidents. However,
Bradford appeared to make greater use of statistics than these
two companies and regularly circulated its frequency rates to
senior managers as well as publishing them prominently on a
special sign at the main factory entrance. The company also
compiled 6-monthly statistics of reportable (3-day) accidents
and its health and safety committee monitored any trends in
these figures.

Accident statistics at Bridgend appear to have been of speci-
fic use in preventing accidents, and on one occasion a high fre-
quency of lifting injuries was detected in one department and
traced to excessively heavy rolls of rubber. The weight of these
rolls has since been more carefully controlled.

Safety organisation

Avon’s safety arrangements are organised on a company,
rather than on a Group, basis. There is no centralised safety
department and although three Group functions — fire,

supplies control and training — deal with certain aspects of

safety and health, they do so in an advisory rather than an
executive capacity. At the time of this enquiry there were plans
to appoint a full time Group medical adviser who would pre-
sumably also act in an advisory capacity.

All Avon companies except Medicals and Motorway employ
safety officers. Melksham was the only site where the safety
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officers (three of them) worked full time; the senior officer
there also held the Institute of Industrial Safety Officers’ pro-
fessional qualification.

All companies except Medicals and Motorway retained the
services of a local doctor — and all but these two employed
qualified nurses as well. Though Bradford and Bridgend
employees work nights — and Inflatables has an evening shift
— the nurses on these sites attended only by day.

Under the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, employers
are now obliged to prepare and publish a policy on safety,
which should include the name of the director or manager
responsible for its implementation. This Act had not come
into force at the time of this enquiry, although many authori-
ties on safety have long advocated the need to publish safety

olicies. At the time of this enquiry only Melksham and
Bridgend had published written safety policies. Although
Bridgend’s complied with the requirements of the Rubber and
Plastics Industry Training Board, neither met the require-
ments of the new legislation. All Avon companies reported
that they were preparing new safety policies.

Consultation with employees

The Roben’s Report on Safety and Health (1972) defined the
problem of improving safety performance as a matter for
more ‘eflicient management’. At the same time it recognised
that ‘real progress is impossible without the full co-operation
and commitment of all employees . . . (workpeople) must be
encouraged to participate fully in the making and monitoring
of arrangements for safety and health at their place of work’.
The report encouraged the appointment of employee safety
representatives and the establishment of joint employee-
management safety committees. This principle has been
embodied in the Health and Safety at Work Act which requires
firms to set up safety committees if requested to do so by
worker safety representatives.

The recommended functions of such committees have been
described by the Chief Factory Inspector and in a joint state-
ment made bv the CBI and the TUC. Amongst other duties
they should consider the causes of accidents and recommend
action to prevent them, study accident statistics, periodically
inspect the workplace and participate in the drawing up of
safety rules and the training of new starters. No less than half
the committee members should be shop floor representatives
who should be trained in accident prevention.

Joint consultation on safety and health has existed at
Melksham and at Bradford for some years. At Bridgend, how-
ever, there had been no active safety committee until 1974,
while at the time of this enquiry there was no safety committee
at either Avon Medicals or Avon Inflatables. Safety matters at
these companies were said to be raised at meetings of the
normal factory consultative committees where management
and union representatives discussed general matters. (But see
p. 37 for comments on the effectiveness of these committees.)
Medicals’ union convenor had reportedly suggested that the
factory Liaison Committee take a spec:hcally active interest in
safety and that members of the committee act as safety repre-
sentatives. This proposal had not been effectively acted upon
at the time of this enquiry, largely because of the failure to
hold meetings at all during most of 1974. Management at
Avon Inflatables suggested, during this enquiry, that they did
intend to establish a safety committee.

Of the existing safety committees, Melksham’s is the most
developed. Overall policy is set by a factorywide joint com-
mittee while a number of area Accident Prevention Com-
mittees meet each month. Bradford, however, has a single
committee for the whole factory, which also meets monthly;
while Bridgend has two separate committees for the rubber
and engineering works which meet every one to two months.

At least half the members of these committees are made up
of shop foor representatives. At Melksham, rotation of shop
floor membership is encouraged and a special experiment was
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in progress, at the time of this enquiry, in which the tyre
department’s committee had been subdivided into a number
of smaller area committees in order to involve more
emplm ces in safety matters. By contrast, membership of safety
committees at other Avon companies is fixed — at Bradford,
for example, it is changed only every two years.

Motorway has no arrangements, either at head office or at
dcpms for consultation on safety and health and there are no
pr ovisions for safety inspections. Only a very limited examina-
tion of health and safety arrangements at Motorway depots
has been made in this enquiry and little turther reference to
Motorway is made.

Some degree of employee initiative in safety is said to be
encouraged by suggestion schemes operated by Avon com-
panies. These schemes invite employees to put forward ideas
for cutting costs and reward useful suggestions with a cash pay-
ment based on the estimated saving to the company. Because
aicn suggestions often do not cut costs, a fixed award of £3

r £4 is made for safety suggestions which are put into
pmcnce The value of these awards is considerably lower than
awards for other suggestions which, at Melksham, amount to
three months of the estimated saving to the company.

Arrangements for joint union-management safety inspec-
tions exist at Bradford and Bridgend, but not at Melksham —
though such inspections were said to take place informally
there. At Bradford, three safety committee members including
two union representatives, accompany the safety officer on an
inspection of a different part of the factory every two months.
An inspection report is sent to the managers responsible
(though it is not otherwise publicised in the factory) and one
month later the same team carry out a follow-up inspection to
ensure that remedial action has been taken.

None of the Avon companies used conventional survey or
sampling techniques of hazard detection, nor had they
adopted comprehensive systems of accident prevention based
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on the reporting and analysis of all accidental occurrences,
whether or not they cause injury or damage. However, at the
time of this enquiry Melksham was considering introducing
such a system and had called in consultants for advice.

Hazard spotting

Safety officers at each factory are responsible for carrying out
regular tours of the factory to check for hazards. In addition,
employees at the three main rubber factories are encouraged
to report hazards using. special cards or log books. At
Melksham, hazard survey cards containing lists of likely
hazards are available throughout the factory. Safety books or
cards are checked by the safety officer to ensure that action has
been taken.

However, at Bridgend, some shop floor employees main-
tained that the safety officer did not carry out the reported
weekly inspections and said that hazard books were not regu-
larly checked. Two log books were produced which showed
that items had not been initialled by the safety officer although
they had been entered ronsndetabh more than a week earlier.
Employees also complained that hazards, such as oil leaking
onto the floor or faulty brakes on a fork-lift truck, had been
left unremedied for long periods of time.

Vetting new machinery

New machines are vetted for safety before they may be used by
all Avon companies. However, only Melksham and Bridgend
have a written vetting procedure requiring the signature of the
safety officer before new equipment can be introduced.
Bridgend has operated such a system since 1969 when the
Company was prosecuted by the Factory Inspectorate, after an
accident caused by an madequatel\ guarded conveyor, and
fined £100. Although there is no formal vetting system at
other Avon companies, the safety of new machmeq is the
responsibility of the safety officer and/or works engineer.

Protective equipment

Protective equipment such as gloves, overalls, goggles and ear
muffs are provided free of charge at all Avon factories to those
employees who might need them (although they do not always

make use of them). Employees whose work requires the wear-
ing of pl()tcctwt‘ boots have to buy these themselves, at all
Avon cmnpamcq However safety boots are available at a sub-
sidised price at Melksham and at Bridgend. Bridgend in fact
wqunes safen boots to be worn as a condition of emplovment
in the engineering wor ks and a larger subsidy is available to
employees in this area. Similarly goggles must be worn as a
condition of emplmmcm in some areas of the engineering
works at Bridgend and in some parts of the Bradford factory.

In general, the wearing of other safety equipment is not
required in this way.

ARE You WERARING
PROTECTIVE EAR MUFFS? WHAT ?
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Relations with HM Factory
Inspectorate

As part of the enquiry, interviews were held with members of
the Factory Inspectorate staff, to discuss the frequency and
nature of visits to Avon factories and details of compliance
with the Inspectorate’s recommendations and any enforce-
ment action.

The Inspectorate was not prepared to reveal details of any
recommendations it had made, and although all Avon com-
panies promised to supply copies of their correspondence with
the Inspectorate, copies of such correspondence were
obtained only at Bridgend.

The Factory Inspectorate’s information showed that Avon’s
Melksham factory has been kept under continuous sur-
veillance by the Inspectorate, with visits every one or two
weeks. Other Avon factories had received far less attention
and, at the time of this enquiry, the Bridgend rubber works
had not been inspected for nine months and the Bridgend
giant tyre buffing works had not been visited for 15 months.

Until 1972, the Factory Inspectorate’s policy was to subject
all factories to a general inspection of all hazards, every four
years. It has since abandoned this policy and now selects
‘priority factories’ for general inspections. The Melksham and
Inflatables factories were said to be considered ‘priority fac-
tories’, the latter because of the fire risk from solvents. See
Table 6.

Two Avon companies, Bridgend and Inflatables, have been
prosecuted by the Factory Inspectorate since 1969. The circum-
stances of these prosecutions are described on page 81 and
page 35. According to the Inspectorate, Bridgend has also
operated in breach of the Woodworking Machinery Regula-
tions by allowing untrained operators to operate machinery
which was in any case not properly guarded. An accident
occurred on equipment covered by these Regulations in June
1974, and the article of machinery removed several months
later. The Inspectorate also stated that it had not been notified
by the Bridgend company when production began at the

Noise

People working in noisy factories may suffer from annoyance
and stress which can indirectly cause accidents. Regular
exposure to high levels of noise leads to permanent loss of
hearing.

Noise intensity is measured in decibels on a logarithmic
scale (the ‘A scale’) on which an increase of 10dBA means that
noise levels are increased by a factor of 10 and an increase of
20dBA means that the level of noise has increased a hundred-
fold. There is no legal limit on the levels of noise permitted in
industry but the Department of Employment has issued a
code of practice recommending that over a continuous eight
hour period of exposure, noise levels should not exceed
90dBA. For longer periods of exposure the recommended
limit is correspondingly lower.

According to the code, people working at noise levels above
this limit should wear ear protectors and the areas should be
marked-off as ear protection areas. These should be only tem-
porary measures.

The DE’s 90 decibel limit has been criticised as being too
high. (Working at this noise level is equivalent to being
exposed all day to two rock drills, full blast, at 50 feet.) It has
been estimated that hearing damage begins at 80 decibels, and
at the 90 dBA limit 10 per cent of the workforce is in danger of
losing one third of their hearing. Significantly, the Dutch
government has recommended a limit of 80dBA — one-tenth
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Table 6. Number of Inspections of Avon companies by

HM Factory Inspectorate
No. of Date of last
inspections general
by HMFI Period inspection
Melksham 180 1970-74 1971/2
Bradford 42 1970-74 1971
Bridgend
— Rubber works 7 1973-74 1968
— Giant tyre buffing works 8 1971-74 None
— Engineering works 5 1974-75 1973
Medicals 14 1972-74 1974
Inflatables
— Daten 11 1972-74 1974
— North Dock 8 1973-74 1973

engineering works in 1973, although notification is rcquired
by law. (The Company earlier stated to PIRC that it had noti-
fied the Inspectorate.) The Inspectorate had also apparently
not been informed of the transfer of the tube shop from
Melksham to Bridgend.

Although details of the Factory Inspectorate’s recommenda-
tions were not disclosed by the Inspectorate, Bradford
reported that the Inspectorate had raised the question of com-
munication within Avon Industrial Polymers (Bradford, part
of Melksham and, at that time the Birmingham factory —
which is now closed). AIP factories were asked to communi-
cate details of safety matters which might have more than local
significance. No such communication takes place within the
Avon Group.

Information to employees

Some Avon companies have at times informed trade union
representatives of action taken as a result of Factory Inspec-
torate recommendations. No Avon company had regularly
informed trade union or safety committee representatives of
all Factory Inspectorate recommendations.

the limit in the UK. (Kinnersley, Hazards of Work, 1973.)

Avon has an Industrial Noise Control Unit which operates
as an independent unit providing a commercial noise control
service for industry. The Unit has no responsibility for noise
control at Avon factories though it may advise them and in
1974 it carried out surveys at Melksham, Bradford and
Bridgend.

The Unit found levels of noise at or above 90 decibels at all
three sites surveyed. Copies of the Unit’s reports on Melksham
and Bradford were promised to PIRC but not supplied. It has
therefore not been possible to identify areas in these factories
where noise may present a danger to hearing.

The Safety Ofhicers at Melksham and Bradford stated that
operators in areas where noise was high had been told of the
risks and advised to wear ear mufls, however these areas have
not been marked with warning signs.

Bradford’s Safety Officer stated that the company had modi-
fied machinery in certain areas of the factory as a result of the
report and intended to reduce noise levels to below 85
decibels. No details have been supplied of any modifications
to machinery at Melksham. The Safety Officer stated that a
new survey would be carried out by an outside consultant in
the future. Details of the Noise Control Unit’s findings at
Bridgend were supplied to PIRC. The survey, completed in
January 1975, identified the following areas:
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1. Areas that will cause hearing damage:
— tube shop extruder — 97dBA
— car tyre buffing machines — 100dBA
— Robinson mills in calender shop — 93dBA
2. Areas that might cause hearing damage:
— mixed compound granulater — about 90dBA
— tread extrusion shop (running slow) — 89dBA
— floor cleaner/scraper — 95dBA
3. Areas where noise level is ‘just acceptable’:
— power house — 90dBA
— Banbury mill area — 89dBA
— calender shop (excluding Robinson mills) — 85-89 dBA
4. Areas with no noise problem
— inspection areas I
— tyre building area | all below 85dBA
— tyre curing area ‘
5. Areas not included in study:
— tyre crumbing plant
— truck tyre remoulding areas
— shoe sole blanking areas

The report contained detailed recommendations for action.
At the time of this enquiry it was too early to report on pro-
gress towards implementing these recommendations. How-
ever, it was stated that ear muffs were available to operators in
noisy areas. During the enquiry a number of visits were made
to the factory and, in many areas — including the trade union
office — noise levels were so high that conversation could be
held, it at all, only by shouting.

No noise surveys have been carried out either at Avon
Medicals or at Avon Inflatables and managements at these
companies stated that no major sources of industrial noise
existed at their factories. However, pneumatic tool operators
at Inflatables have been supplied with ear muffs, although
noise levels from this source have not been measured.

With the exception of the Bradford company, none of the
Avon companies has carried out its own noise monitoring. At
Bradford, noise monitoring has not been systematic and the
Company has not kept records, as recommended by the
Department of Employment’s code of practice on noise.

Chemical hazards

Thousands of chemicals whose health hazards are not fully
understood are used in industry and new materials are being
introduced all the time. Many of these chemicals may:

® be poisonous if swallowed

® cause skin disease (dermatitis) if handled

® cause respiratory disease if inhaled

® cause cancer if inhaled or absorbed through the skin.

A great number of chemicals are used in the rubber industry
and Avon itself uses more than 350 different chemicals. One of
the substances used in the past by Avon and by the rubber
industry illustrates the dangerous chemical hazards that may
occur.,

After the second world war a chemical called beta-
naphthylamine, used by rubber manufacturers to stop rubber
perishing, was shown to have caused bladder cancer in rubber
workers and was withdrawn from use in 1949. In 1965 a
former Avon employee died of bladder cancer. The inquest
into his death attracted national publicity for it revealed
that:

® There had been what the medical journal The Lancet called ‘an
epidemic of bladder tumours’ amongst Avon workers at Melksham.
Fourteen cases had been diagnosed by 1965 and seven deaths had
occurred.

® None of the previous deaths had been reported to the coroner and
no claims for industrial injury benefit had been made — suggesting
that men affected had not been informed of their rights.

® The dead ex-Avon employee had been exposed only indirectly to
beta-naphthylamine. The chemical was thought to have been released
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|can still
hearaso
of clunking!

Is your company one of the big noises in industry? One of thase
places where you can’t hear yourself think, or other people talk.
Full of jumpy, irntable staff, unrest and inefficiency.
Plagued by ever-complaining neighbours and ever-decreasing profits.
If 1t 15, we'd like a quiet word with you About Avon Industrial Nose Cantrol
Wehaveateam of highly skilled engineers using the most up-ta-date
techmiques and equipment,

So very quickly and very quietly we can sort out all of your problems AEN

Which is well worth shouting about, isn’t it?

Avon Industrial Noise Control

Avon Rubber Company Limited, Melksham SN12 8AA , Wiltshire
telephone Melksham (STD 0225) 703101 relex44142

into the factory air when rubber ‘curing bags’ made with beta-
naphthylamine were used.

® For reasons which The Lancet called ‘quite inadequate’ Avon had
twice rejected the British Rubber Manufacturers’ Association’s advice
to send exposed workers for cancer screening. (One of Avon’s reasons
was that it did not want to alarm its workers.) Avon began screening
only in 1965.

More recently, a report by the government’s Employment
Medical Advisory Service (British Journal of Industrial
Medicine, 1974, 81, 140-151) has revealed a high level of lung
cancer amongst workers in some jobs within the tyre maufac-
turing industry.

In the light of these very disturbing findings, this report
examines what measures Avon has taken to protect its
employees from chemical hazards.

Chemical vetting

No raw material may be used in the Avon Group without the
approval of the Supplies Control Department (SCD) at
Melksham; but SCD does not deal with engineering supplies
such as lubricating oils and fuels or with raw materials used at
Avon Medicals.

SCD monitors reports of health hazards using information
from the BRMA, suppliers and specialist research bodies
though it does not carry out any experimental work of its own
in this field. The Department is responsible for publishing and
updating a list of industrial health hazards associated with all
Avon raw materials together with the TLVs (Threshold Limit
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Values — the maximum permitted concentration for 8-hour
exposure) where these exist. It is also responsible for prepar-
ing memos which recommend precautions for handling
specific materials, and for circulating information on the
monitoring of the factory air.

This information is sent to chief chemists and personnel
managers at Avon companies. It is the responsibility of the
personnel manager (or safety officer) to ensure that this infor-
mation is acted on. Supplies Control Department has no
executive authority other than the power to veto the use of
hazardous chemicals.

Little evidence has been supplied to PIRC to confirm that
Avon companies are well informed by SCD on the health
hazards of their raw materials.

® No list has been supplied to PIRC which details all the
health hazards and TLVs of raw materials. The only list that
has been supplied was produced in early 1971 and lists only
hazardous materials — not the hazards, nor the TLVs.

® No recent memoranda have been supplied to PIRC which
describe recommended safety procedures for handling parti-
cular materials. Only one memorandum, dealing with isocyan-
ates, has been supplied. This was issued in 1971.

® Neither the personnel manager nor the safety officer at one
Avon company (Bridgend) were aware of the existence of any
memoranda on health hazards issued by SCD.

The ‘no carcinogen’ policy

According to the technical director of SCD: ‘Acutely toxic
materials will not normally be approved for use. If however, a
pressing case is made for the use of such a material, SCD will
only give this approval after informing the Chief Chemist and
Personnel Officer of the factory concerned of the dangers
involved and the recommended procedures for safe handling.
Under no circumstances will approval be given to materials su-
spected of having even the slightest carcinogenic risk.’

On the basis of this policy, SCD has advised that employees
can be given ‘a categorical assurance that no raw materials are
used anywhere in the Avon Group which might have any risk
of cancer . . .’ (Original emphasis)

However, examination of Avon’s November 1974 index of
raw materials revealed not only that suspected carcinogens
(cancer causing substances) are used in the Group but also that
recognised carcinogens are used.

These carcinogens are identified in Table 7. The list may not
be comprehensive as many of Avon’s chemicals are listed by
their trade names and could not be identified.

No discussion of the circumstances in which these materials
are used has been held and it is therefore not possible to des-
cribe to what extent, if any, workers are exposed to these car-
cinogens. However, Avon has supplied some examples of the

Table 7. Suspected and recognised carcinogens
used in the Avon Group (November 1974)

Suspected cancer causing
substances

Recognised cancer causing
substances

Cadmium stearafe
Diethvl thiourea (%)

Ethyl thiourea

Ethylene oxide
Formaldehyde
.’\i"nirmsod'iphcny]aminc
Rapeseed oil

Red lead oxide

Red iron oxide
Resorcinol!

Aromatic and naphthenic process oils
Copper dimethyl dithiocarbamate
Lamp black

Norwegian talc and talc

Octylated diphenylamine (*)

Paraffin wax

Zinc diburyl dithiocarbamate

Zinc diethyl dithiocarbamate

Zinc dimethyl dithiocarbamate

SOURCE: Dangerous Properties of Industrial Materials, N. 1. Sax, Van Nostrand
Reinhold, 1975; and for materials marked ' Work is Dangerous to Your Health,
J. M. Stellman and S. M. Daum, Vintage Books, 1973.

Substances marked (*) are closely related to materials which are either
suspected or recognised carcinogens.
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way in which it deals in practice with carcinogens or hazardous
materials.

1. MOCA is the abbreviation for an organic chemical used in
the production of polyurethane. During a visit abroad several
years ago the technical director of SCD heard that MOCA had
been incriminated as a liver carcinogen. On his return, the
company withdrew MOCA from use in the space of one week
and transferred production to an alternative process. Avon
believes it was the first company to ban this chemical and the
BRMA now strongly advises against its use.

It was the availability of a viable alternative that made the
withdrawal of MOCA possible. SCD’s technical director stated
that had there been no alternative the company would pro-
bably have continued to use MOCA after taking ‘rigorous
steps’ to enclose it.

2. Ethylene thiourea (ETU) is an accelerator used in the
curing of rubber. Studies carried out by the manufacturers ot
ETU in 1969 found that it produced thyroid cancer and birth
defects in rats. They therefore advised users of ETU to provide

respirators to those in contact with it and to remove women of

child bearing age from areas where ETU was used. In response
to these findings Avon has banned the use of ETU powder
altogether. The chemical is still used at Bradford, but in a
paste form so that dust which could be inhaled is not
produced. Women do not work with the paste form of ETU.

During 1973 a doctor practising in the town of Corsham,
five miles from Melksham, reported that over a 5-year period
an unusual number of infants (18) had been born in Corsham
with defects of the central nervous system, pa:uculall\ spina
bifida. This represented the highest frequency of such defects
yet reported — 19.8 cases per 1,000 births compared with the
average for Wiltshire of 3.7. In considering possible causes the
doctor pomred out that four of the fathers of abnormal babies
worked in the nearby rubber industry and three of the
mothers in plastics. (See: The Practitioner, Julv 1978, 75-81.)

The doctor wrote to Avon about this and latm met repre-

sentatives of the Company (whom he said were most co-
operative) and the BRMA’s medical adviser. The technical
director of SCD stated that ‘the general view was that the total
evidence he’d got, the sort of sampling of the population,
wouldn’t stand up to a strict scientific scrutiny’. Avon pointed
out that they had co-operated in BRMA and government sur-
veys of occupational cancer and believed that this was a more
appropriate way of detecting unrecognised causes of cancer.
3. Talc (Calcium Aluminium Silicate) has been widely used in
the rubber industry as a dusting agent. It causes scarring of the
lungs similar to asbestosis and can be fatal. In the past at least
one Avon employee, formerly employed in the tube shop at
Melksham, is known to have died from talcosis.

The quality of talc bought by Avon is controlled by SCD and
is said to contain very little free silica. The policy of Melksham
and Bradford is to progressively eliminate the use of talc and
replace it with chalk or zinc stearate. (See list of hazardous
materials on p. 40.) However at the time of this enquiry talc
was still used in some areas at Melksham, particularly in
extruding areas. It still remains in some parts of Bradford
espec:ailv in the mill where it is said to be dusted on by hand.

Talc is also used in the tube shop, recently transferred to
Bridgend from Melksham. The technical director of SCD has
inspected the tube shop at Bridgend and stated that house-
keeping measures to control talc were not as good as they had
been at Melksham and needed ‘considerable improvement’.

A report on talc use has been prepared for Melksham by a
medical specialist. A copy of this report was requested by
PIRC, but not supplied and it is therefore not possible to
state whether any recommendations made in it have been
followed. More seriously, this report had not been seen by the
safety officer at Bradford. It is not known whether the report
has been seen at Bridgend.

Talc levels at Melksham have been monitored and are said

Soctal Audit Spring 1976




by the safety officer to be extremely low. It was not possible to
confirm this as copies of these results could not be inspected
by PIRC because of shortage of time.

No monitoring of the levels of this very dangerous material

in the factory air had been carried out at Bradford or at
Bridgend.
4. Isocyanates were being used at Melksham in the
manufacture of polyurethane (an area of expansion at
Melksham) and in various adhesives used at Melksham and
Bridgend in the recent past.

[socyanates are irritants which affect the respiratory system
and may produce symptoms similar to acute asthma. Indivi-
duals may suffer from these symptoms after exposure to only
tiny quantmes of isocyanates if they have become ‘sensitised’
to the material.

Materials containing isocyanates used within the Avon
Group in 1974 included: Desmodur R, Desmodur L,
Desmodur 15, Vulcabond TX and Chemlock 231.

SCD has produced a memorandum on the use of
isocyanates referring users to BRMA recommendations. In
addition a report on the use of isocyanates has been produced
for Melksham by a medical specialist. All employees working
with isocyanates at Melksham have been examined every six
months by a nurse (the BRMA recommends monthly examina-
tions). At least two cases of sensitisation have occurred and the
employees concerned have been transferred to other areas.

The levels of isocyanates in the factory air at Melksham have
been monitored and the safety officer stated that they were low
and within the TLV. This could not be confirmed as, because
of shortage of time, records of sampling were not inspected.
There had been no monitoring of isocyanates elsewhere in the
Avon Group.

5. Toluene is a solvent with irritant properties. It is also a
powerful narcotic and persons exposed to it may show signs of
intoxication. It may also cause liver damage.

Toluene was used at Avon Inflatables factories until 1974.
Union representatives have suggested that young boys
employed on boat washing at the factory had been deliberately
inhaling toluene from gauze pads (and were as a result trans-
terred from the job) while it has also been suggested that one
individual removed toluene from the factory and sold it to
children outside.

In the summer of 1974, two female employees fainted,
reportedly from over-exposure to toluene. As a result of these
incidents Avon Inflatables was prosecuted — unsuccessfully —
by the Factory Inspectorate who claimed that the method of
use of toluene did not protect the health of employees. At the
court hearing the Company claimed that it could not have
known that toluene was going to be used in toxic quantities.
However, tests taken by the Company after the incidents
showed that while toluene levels were on average within the
TLV at both factories, they equalled or exceeded it on five
occasions between September and December 1974.

Avon Inflatables has now replaced toluene with another
solvent and SCD’s technical director hoped that toluene could
be replaced at other Avon companies. Levels of toluene have
also been monitored.at Melksham but not elsewhere.

Avon Medicals
Avon Medicals’ raw materials are not controlled by SCD,
partly because SCD’s expertise is in rubber manufacture and
not in plastics. It was not clear what, if any, special arrange-
ments for vetting were made at Avon Medicals. One senior
manager, for example, stated that no chemicals were used
other than ethylene oxide, PVA glue and two solvents. How-
ever an examination of the company’s Index of Raw Materials
for 1974/75 revealed other materials with toxic properties.
(These are included in the list of toxic materials below.)

One hazard which has been examined at Avon Medicals is
vinyl chloride monomer — the substance used to make PVC
which was recently found to be a carcinogen. Avon Medicals
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use PVC and have asked their supplier to test whether any
residual vinyl chloride might be given off. According to Avon
Medicals the suppliers were unable to detect any trace of the
monomer.

Engineering supplies

Hazards associated with lubricating and fuel oils are not vetted
by Supplies Control Department although certain oils can
cause dermatitis or cancer. Responsibility for buying these
materials lies with engineering or supplies departments in con-
sultation, it is said, with safety officers.

Some years ago a survey of precautions for the handling of
oils was carried out at Melksham following the discovery that
scrotal cancer had been caused by contact with mineral oils. A
copy of this survey was requested by PIRC but was not
supplied, and it was therefore not possible to examine what
precautions were in use.

A list of oils used at Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend was
separately requested from each company but was not
supplied. It was therefore not possible to describe which
hazardous oils were used at these sites.

Monitoring
Monitoring of chemicals in the factory air had taken place
only at Melksham and at Avon Inflatables. Dust monitoring
equipment had been used to measure talc levels at Melksham
and this equipment included a personal sampler which can be
worn by an operator and records total exposure during a
working day. Isocyanate levels at Melksham have also been
monitored and so have levels of solvents or adhesive fumes.
The results of these measurements were not inspected by PIRC.

At Dafen, measurements of solvent levels have been taken
and results for the first month of sampling, January 1975,
showed low levels — well within the TLV.

No other monitoring takes place in the Avon group. Safety
officers at Bridgend and Bradford did not have even the
simplest equipment for monitoring fumes or dusts.

Industrial disease

No statistical evidence on the incidence of industrial disease
amongst Avon employees was supplied. However, it is known
that a number of former Avon employees have died from
bladder cancer contracted at work; that there has been at least
once case of talcosis amongst Melksham workers; and that an
insulating engineer who had worked at Bridgend untl 1960
and had been in contact with asbestos at the factory, died of
asbestosis in 1973 or 1974. The Factory Inspectorate has stated
that they had been told that the majority of asbestos material
at the factory has now been replaced.

The union convenor at Melksham stated that he had
observed what appeared to be an unusual incidence of heart
attacks and deaths from lung cancer amongst retired
employees from one department in the factory. He stated that
he had unsuccessfully sought advice from the BRMA's medical
adviser and had then contacted his union for an opinion. No
investigation appeared to have been initiated either by the
BRMA or by Avon.

Information to trade union representatives

Although a good deal of information had been passed to shop
floor representatives at safety committee meetings, they did
not appear to have received:

® copies of monitoring results where monitoring has taken
place

® comprehensive information on chemicals used and their
associated hazards.

It is not clear whether or not trade union representatives have
asked for this information.
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A former Avon employee is presented with a cheque for £20,400 by the TGWU branch
secretary at Melksham. The money was paid by ICI, who used to manufacture beta-
naphthylamine, as compensation for bladder cancer contracted at work. This man’s cancer
was discovered in 1965 when Avon began cancer screening of exposed employees — but the
compensation was not paid until 1974, following a nine-year legal battle by the TGWU.

Discussion

Accident levels for two Avon companies (Bridgend and Inflat-
ables) have been more than double the industry average.
Accident levels of this sort should be intolerable. Bradford’s
accident rate, though improved, is nevertheless around the
industry average, while Melksham’s is significantly above.
However, there is no reason to consider the industry level as
an acceptable or desirable level.

Some of the main causes of accidents in industry, are unsafe
machinery, poor safety organlsanon and payment systems
which — as happened at Bridgend in October 1974 — en-
courage speed at the expense of safety.

On that occasion an operator cut his hand with a blade used
to trim tyres on a spinning machine. Trade union representa-
tives stated that for safety reasons the job specification
required the machine to be stopped while each tyre was
removed, but that the piecework rate was set by timing the
machine running continuously. This meant that an operator
knocked the spinning tyre off the machine with the blade
which could on occasions be jerked out of his hand. (The
wall behind the machine is scarred with blade marks caused in
this way.)

Accordmg to management, the Factory In3pect0: was not
prepared to state that this method of operatmg the machine
was unsafe but he did say it could be improved by an auto-
matic take-off. (The Factory Inspector could find no record of
this conversation though he confirmed that it took place.) The
Company did not attempt to modify the machine but instead
erected a screen behind it to prevent the blade bouncing back
if it flew off.
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After repeated pressure from trade union representatives
the job was retimed by management and the time allowed
increased. However, management ‘bought back’ this extra
time as part of the productivity deal introduced in 1975. This
meant that operators would have to return to the original
method in order to maintain their earnings.

So long as accidents are blamed on ‘carelessness’ rather
than on the organisation of work, it is unlikely that a compre-
hensive approach to accident prevention can be adopted. Such
an approach would, for example, involve a thorough analysis
of accident statistics — both to detect hazards and to monitor
the success of accident prevention measures. It is probably
significant that many Avon safety officers regarded accident
statistics as of little value to their work (although the crude ‘8-
day’ accident statistics showed that accident levels were high)
whereas Bradford, the company which paid most attention to
statistics, is also the only company whose accident levels have
improved over recent years.

Melksham is relatively well staffed with safety personnel but
staffing at other Avon companies may well be inadequate. The
part- time safety officers at these companies did not appear to
enjoy the status or influence of Melksham'’s safety ofhicer and
one safety officer frankly regretted the lack of staff, resources
and mangement support he received.

Only Melksham had quahﬁcd nurses available at all work-
ing hours. Shift and evening workers at other companies, who
are in any case more likely to suffer accidents than day
workers, were not covered by nursing staff.
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Avon Medicals has repeatedly refused trade union requests to
employ a nurse. One of the company’s managers stated: ‘We
had a nurse before. She did waste an awful lot of everybody’s
time. . .. A trained nurse does open the floodgates for the
malingerers. We have plenty of problems with the first aiders
dealing with malingering, let alone a works nurse. . . . I think
eventually we shall probably have to have one but I know
when we do she won’t earn her keep.’ This attitude should be
contrasted the views of Avon Inflatables’ management
who stated that they believed it was ‘absolutely essential’ to
employ a nurse for a female workforce and employed two
nurses — one at Dafen and one at the North Dock factory
(where only 40 employees were employed at the time). The
nurses provided a general welfare service which included
family planning advice.

Joint consultation on health and safety was given low priority
at smaller Avon companies, though it was well-established
at Melksham and Bradford. The high accident rate and the
use of hazardous solvents should certainly have been dis-
cussed at Avon Inflatables in the past. Because of lack of
time it was not possible to examine satety committee minutes
at Melksham and Bradford. Bridgend’s minutes, however,
indicated that while attention had been paid to relatively
peripheral matters — such as the provision of films, badges
and footwear — essential matters such as introducing talc
monitoring had not been raised.

Safety committees at Bradford and Bridgend were the only
ones to have provided joint inspections of the factories —
though the adequacy of inspections at Bridgend had been
questioned. Joint inspections are important and should be a
regular feature of all safety committees.

Avon has no Group safety department. This is surprising as
Avon does have a Group fire executive and is probably ahead
of most of industry in this aspect. Two of Avon’s safety officers
stated that they believed there was a need for a Group safety
department plowded it had authority to ensure that its recom-
mendations were implemented. Such a department could use-
fully begin a comprehensive system of accident detection and
prevention at all Avon companies.

It is perhaps significant that the main Avon board has also
been reluctant to appoint a director with specific responsibility
for safety and health. The board has preferred to rely on
‘collective responsibility’ for these issues, though again safety
officers disagreed, believing that a specific show of interest
from the top would motivate all levels of supervision.

Almost certain hearing damage would face workers who con-
tinued to work at noise levels found in parts of Avon factories
at the time of this enquiry; though all companies had taken, or
said they would take, action on noise. However, no Avon com-

pany had followed the Department of Employment’s advice
and clearly marked high noise areas as ‘ear protection areas’
allowing no-one to enter without adequate ear protection. No
Avon company — other than Bradford — had its own noise
monitoring equipment and it is doubtful whether Bradford’s
had been properly used.

The Department of Employment’s 90 decibels level should
not be regarded as an ‘acceptable’ level since workers can
suffer hearing damage if continuously exposed to this intensity
of noise. Bradford has stated that it aimed to reduce noise
levels to 85 decibels — two-thirds lower than the recom-
mended minimum level — and other Avon companies should
aim to achieve at least this standard.

Toxic chemicals should be banned or strictly controlled before
workers collapse from over-exposure — not afterwards as the
Factory Inspectorate allege happened at Avon Inflatables.
Inflatables’ management claimed they did not know there was
any risk from their method of using toluene — and the court
found them not guilty. But the Factory Inspectorate main-
tained that the Company ‘had a system of work which to any
reasonable person would have shown that you were inhaling
large quantities of toluene . . . whether the woman was over-
come was immaterial, it was a method of work that should not
have occurred in the first place.’

Avon does employ specialists in the field of health and safety
but they have no authority within the Group. Supplies Control
Department has advised companies to monitor hazardous
materials in the factory air but three Avon companies did not
even possess monitoring equipment. The head of SCD had,
for example, observed that talc was not being properly
handled at Bridgend — but it was not part of his job to inspect
the Bridgend factory and he had no authority to see that
precautions were unproved

Giving specialist departments purely advisory roles in this
way will be ineffective if local managements are unaware
of, or ignore, their recommendations. For the arrangement
to work properly, a formal system of monitoring health and
safety performance and holding local management fully
responsible for the records of their own units may be
needed.

Communication within the Avon Group on health and safety
issues is poor. SCD’s circulars containing information on
hazardous materials had not been seen at Bridgend, while a
medical report on talc prepared for Melksham had not been
seen at Bradford, though talc is also used at that factory. The
different factories in the Group often share common problems
but the safety officers did not meet nor did members of safety
committees. By contrast there was an annual fire officers meet-
ing and personnel managers met monthly.

&
USE EAR PROTECTORS

Warning sign recommended by the Department of Employment for use in areas where noise
levels exceed DE limits
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Many Avon workers were exposed to potentially dangerous
fumes and dusts which were not monitored in the factory air.
Apart from some monitoring at Melksham and at Inflatables
none of the substances with TLVs used by Avon companies
and listed on pages 39-40 had been monitored.

Despite its ‘no carcinogen’ policy, Avon did use cancer-causing
materials. The example of MOCA (page 34) suggests that if
withdrawing a carcinogen meant abandoning production then
Avon would probably continue to use it, with precautions.
This is precisely what has happened with ETU. In this case
Avon used a suspected carcinogen, but in a form which it
believed would prevent workers from accidentally being con-
taminated.

The policy is open to further interpretation because experts
often disagree about whether there is enough evidence to
suspect a substance of causing cancer.

No evidence has been obtained to suggest that Avon
workers have been dangerously exposed to carcinogens —
indeed the above examples suggest that the Group has gone
out of its way to avoid using dangerous materials.

Nevertheless, the ‘no carcinogen’ policy described by Avon
to its employees was severely misleading and likely to lead to
complacency in handling hazardous chemicals.

A good deal of important information on health and safety at
Avon was requested by PIRC but not supplied. This informa-
tion included:

@ detailed accident statistics

® correspondence with the Factory Inspectorate

® medical reports on the use of talc

® reports on noise levels at Melksham and Bradford

® recent lists of chemicals used within the Avon Group and
their associated hazards

® lists of oils used by Avon companies.

Important information on health and safety has not regularly
been supplied to trade union representatives at Avon.
Although safety committees, where they existed, examined
accident statistics, trade union representatives did not receive:

® results of monitoring

e full information on all health hazards

® details of Factory Inspectorate recommendations.

Some of the information not supplied to PIRC may also not
be available to trade union representatives. For example Brad-
ford’s safety officer stated that the report on noise levels at the
factory had been acted on and ‘filed away’ because ‘if it gets
into the wrong hands it can create an awful lot of problems’.

The Factory Inspecttorate is now required to keep employees
or their representatives ‘adequately informed about matters
affecting their health, safety and welfare’ and should inform
them of details of the hazards they face and of action the
Inspectorate has taken. However, while the Factory Inspector
may be useful he cannot be relied on to keep conditions under
close scrutiny. The Inspectorate investigated only 18 out of
229 3-day accidents at Avon companies in 1974.

Trade union or safety representatives should insist on receiv-
ing full information on all hazards from their managements.
They should be wary of general assurances that the existing
procedures for safeguarding safety and health are adequate.
Employee representatives should:
® examine the list of toxic substances used by Avon (pages 39-
40) and find out which are used in their factory. They should
also obrain from their managements details of the composi-
tion of materials normally identified only by their trade names.
® find out what precautions chemical suppliers, the BRMA,
SCD and other bodies have advised management to take
® check that these precautions are being observed
® where they are not satisfied with precautions ensure they are
improved and insist that management regularly monitors the
levels of these materials in the air. Monitoring should be done
in the presence of union representatives and they should be
given copies of all results.

Where existing safety and health arrangements are not
adequate, trade union representatives should consider build-
ing up their own safety organisation. Suggestions for doing
this can be found in The Hazards of Work: How to Fight Them by
Patrick Kinnersley, Pluto Press, 1973. These include:
® carrying out their own safety inspections
® inspecting accident and sickness records for patterns. Trade
union representatives at Melksham have already informally
monitored serious illness amongst ex-employees.
® calling in outside experts for advice where necessary
® carrying out their own monitoring. Some forms of monitor-
ing equipment are quite cheap to buy.
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Hazardous materials used in the
Avon Group

Because of the inadequacy of information supplied, it has not
been possible, as was originally hoped, to present a compre-
hensive list of all hazardous materials used in Avon and of the
precautions used in handling them. However, the following
list briefly describes the known health hazards of some Avon
raw materials. The list is taken largely from Avon’s November
1974 list of raw materials, though where other sources have
been used these have been indicated. Most of Avon’s raw
materials are described only by their trade names: it has not
been possible to identify the chemical constituents of such
materials and they have regrettably been omitted from the
following list.

Information about the known health hazards of materials
has been drawn from recognised authoritative sources,
primarily Dangerous Properties of Industrial Materials by N. 1. Sax,
Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1975, and Documentation of the Thres-
hold Limit Values, American Conference of Governmental
Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH), 1974. Where any other
sources have been used they have been indicated.

Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) — the maximum permitted
concentration of substances in the air to which it is believed
workers may be continuously exposed over an 8-hour period
— have been shown wherever these exist, and in some cases
the TLVs used abroad have also been shown. The TLV is
shown in terms of the weight of the substance, in milli-
grammes, per cubic metre of air (mg/m?®).

The British TLVs, used by the Factory Inspectorate, are
drawn from those produced by the American Conference of
Governmental Industrial Hygienists. This body does not carry
out its own tests and the evidence is sometimes scanty, based
either on the obvious observed effects on workers in indust
exposed to a particular material or on a small number of

Acetyl tributyl citrate. [rritant. Gives off pungent fumes when heated.

Aromatic process oils. Many of these oils cause cancer of the skin, (especially
the scrotum), lungs and stomach. Also cause dermatitis and lung damage.
TLV: 5 mg/m®. Complaints of nuisance may occur at half this level.

Alumina white. Fine particles can cause lung damage.

Ammonia liquor. Can cause severe eye damage and temporary blindness. Irri-
tant. Possible cause of brain damage. TLV: 18 mg/m?®. Complaints of discom-
fort have been reported at this level. It can be smelled at one quarter of the
TLV.

Azocarbonamide. Fire hazard. A related compound is a permitted food addi-
tive in the US.

Barium zirconate. Short tenmn irritant effects on lungs and skin. Animal experi-
ments suggest may cause lung damage.

Cadmium stearate. Health hazards unknown. However, cadmium compounds
cause lung and kidney damage and are suspected to cause cancer of the lung
and liver.

Calcium hydroxide. Caustic. Irritant. Can cause dermatitis.

Caustic soda (Sodium hydroxide). All forms are corrosive and burn, cause
ulcers or scarring when concentrated. May cause damage to eyes and blind-
ness. TLV: 2 mg/m®. A this level ‘noticeable, but not excessively, irritant’.

USSR TLV: 0.5 mg/m®.

China clay (kaolin). Prolonged inhalation of high concentrations may cause
lung damage. TLV: 10 mg/m?®.

Chlorine'. Irritant. May burn skin. May cause lung damage. TLV: 3 mg/m?*.
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“ “Ham Sandwich” is only the trade name — you don’t know what
carcinogenic substances might be in it ...’

animal experiments. The ACGIH has admitted that some
workers may be affected by concentrations below the TLV,
and it should therefore not necessarily be assumed that the
TLV is itself a safe level of exposure.

It should be noted that:
® This list is not complete.
® The list includes several well-known, widely-used chemicals
in order to draw attention to their lesser-known properties.
® The inclusion of a material in this list is not meant to imply
that it is being used without necessary precautions.

Copper dimethyl dithiocarbamate. Recognised carcinogen. Gives off
dangerous fumes on heating. Copper compounds generally are irritants. May
cause damage to nervous system, kidneys and even death if swallowed.

Cyclohexanone?. Irritant. Dermatitis. Can damage liver and kidneys. TLV:
200 mg/m?®.

Dibenzthiazyl disulphide. If heated in contact with acids, gives off dangerous
fumes.

Dibenzyl ether. Probably an irritant and narcotic.

Dibutyl sebacate. May be absorbed through skin. Decomposition product
(butyl alcohol) is an eye irritant and may cause dermatitis.

1-1-Dichloroethane’. Liver injury in experimental animals. TLV: 820 mg/m®.

Di-2-ethylhexyl-phthalate (DOP). Irritant if swallowed, inhaled or absorbed
through the skin.

Diethyl thiourea. Health hazards not known but may be similar to ethylene
thiourea (below! a related compound which may be a decomposition product.

Diphenyl guanidine. Animal experiments suggest this is a highly toxic com-
pound.

Dipentamethylene thiuram tetrasulphide. Health hazards unknown. May be
similar to tetramethyl thiuram monosulphide, which is a related compound.

Diphenyl-p-phenylene diamine. May cause allergic reactions. A related com-
pound (p-phenylene diamine) causes lung damage, liver damage, eye damage
and is a powerful skin irritant. TLV: 0.1 mg/m®. Persons may become
sensitised to this material and suffer asthma-like symptoms at much lower
levels than the TLV.
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2-Ethoxyethanol (cellosolve).! Eye irritant. Animal experiments show lung
and kidney damage. TLV: 370 mg/m®.

Ethyl acetate.? Low concentrations irritating. High concentrations can cause
permanent eye damage, liver and kidney damage, coma and death. TLV: 1400
mg/m?. Irritation has been reported at half this level. USSR TLV: 200 mg/m®,

Ethylene oxide.? Fire and explosive hazard. Irritant. High concentrations can
cause lung damage. Suspected carcinogen. TLV: 90 mg/m®.

Ethylene thiourea. Suspected of causing liver and thyroid cancer. Also thought
to cause anaemia and allergic skin reactions. Dangerous fumes if heated.

Formaldehyde solution (30 per cent). Suspected lung carcinogen. Symptoms
of irritation, disturbed sleep and abnormal thirst on waking have been
reported after exposure to levels below current TLV. Persons may become
sensitised after repeated exposure and subsequently be affected by very small
concentrations. TLV: 8 mg/m?®. (USSR TLV: 0.5 mg/m?*)

Genitron. Fire hazard.

Glycerine. Brief exposure affects skin, lungs, eyes, nose and throat. TLV
(glycerine mist): 10 mg/m?*.

Graphite. Prolonged inhalation leads to lung damage. May cause allergies.
Hexamethylene tetramine. May cause skin rash.

Industrial alcohol. Irritation of eyes, nose, throat, lungs. Cirrhosis of liver.
Can be smelled at TLV. TLV: 1900 mg/m?®.

Lamp black (soot). Recognised cause of skin cancer, especially of scrotum.
Cancer of lung and general lung damage. TLV: 8.5 mg/m”°.

Linseed oil. Can cause irritation and allergic reaction.

Lithopone (30 per cent zinc sulphide). Swallowing can lead to constipation
and indigestion. Main danger is from contact with acid when hydrogen
sulphide (bad egg smell) gas which can be fatal is released.

Magnesium oxide. Fumes and dust can cause lung damage. Fever, muscular
pain, nausea and vomiting. TLV: 10 mg/m®.

Methylene chloride! (contained in Desmodur R). Very dangerous to eyes;
dermatitis on prolonged contact with skin; a strong narcotic producing
dulling of consciousness and intoxication. American TLV: 360 mg/m?®.

Methyl ethyl ketone (MEK)?. Highly irritating. Absorbed through skin. Can
cause collapse. Irritation reported at half TLV level. TLV: 590 mg/m®. (TLV
Sweden: 440 mg/m?*; TLV USSR: 200 mg/m®)

Methyl isobutyl ketone. Irritant. High concentrations can cause collapse and
even death. Complaints of headache, nausea and irritation reported at
exposure to TLV level. TLV: 410 mg/m®,

Mica, Micronised 2/1. Dust can cause severe lung damage. Lung damage
observed after exposure to levels below TLV. American TLV: 20 million
particles per cubic foot.

Naphtha (petroleum spirit). Can cause internal bleeding and liver and kidney
damage. High concentrations lead to intoxication and coma. TLV: 400 mg/m?*
(USSR TLV: 100 mg/m®). Lower TLVs are thought to be appropriate for
higher boiling point fractions.

Naphthenic process oils. Similar to aromatic process oils, above.

Neoprene. Vapour causes severe damage to lungs, kidneys and liver. Eye
damage, skin inflammation, temporary loss of hair, anaemia, nervousness.
TLV for related but less dangerous compound (chloroprene): 90 mg/m*
(USSR TLV: 2 mg/m®).,

N-nitroso-diphenylamine. Compounds of this type (nitrosoamines) are
suspected of causing cancer.

Norwegian talc and talc. Recognised cause of cancer. Also causes lung disease.
TLV: 20 million particles per cubic foot (mppcf) if free from asbestos. Fibrous
tale, TLV: 2 fibres/ml.

Octane' (contained in rubber solvent and in solvent SBP.NO.3). Fire hazard
and in high concentrations may cause intoxication and collapse. TLV: 1900
mg/im®.

Octylated diphenylamine (Octamine). A related compound and possible
decomposition product, (diphenylamine) is a recognised carcinogen and also
causes blood poisoning and dermatitis.

Paraffin wax. Recognised cause of skin cancer. Found to cause lung and
stomach cancer in experimental animals. American TLV: 0.2 mg/m®.
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Perchloroethylene' (contained in Chemlock 220). Vapour can cause irritation
and injury to eyes. Can cause intoxication and collapse. May cause dermatitis,
liver injury. TLV: 670 mg/m®.

Peroxide' (trade name ‘Varox'). May irritate or burn skin. Fire hazard. TLV
for hydrogen peroxide: 1.4 mg/m®.

Phenol formaldehyde. May lead to release of formaldehyde vapour (see
above).

Rapeseed oil. For the cancer, etc., hazards of many oils see aromatic process
oils above.

Red iron oxide. Inhalation of heavy iron oxide dust suspected of causing lung
cancer. TLV: 5 mg/m?* (iron oxide fume).

Red lead (lead oxide). Suspected of causing lung and kidney cancer. Also
causes lead poisoning with symptoms of pain, diarrhoea, constipation,
insomnia, headaches. American TLV: 0.15 mg/m® (USSR TLV: 0.01 mg/m®).

Resorcinol. Blood and nerve poison which is readily absorbed through skin in
solvents. May cause eye damage and dermatitis. Some people may become
sensitised to it and react to extremely low concentrations. A suspected car-
cinogen. American TLV: 5 mg/m®. (USSR TLV: 0.5 mg/m?)

Silica.'Inhalation of dust causes serious lung damage. TLV: 10 mg/m®,

Sodium hypochlorite.” This compound, and the chlorine fumes it gives rise to
(see above) are corrosive and irritant.

Sulphur. Inhalation of dust can produce lung disease and damage. Some
reports of skin inflammation from contact.

Tetramethyl thiuram monosulphide. May cause liver, kidney and brain
damage. Danger increased in presence of alcohol. Symptoms of nausea, vomit-
ing and collapse. Dangerous fumes given off if heated.

Tetramethyl thiuram disulphide. Single exposure in animals produced liver,
kidney and brain damage. In presence of alcohol leads to violent vomiting,
nausea and collapse. American TLV: 5 mg/m?®. (USSR TLV: 0.5 mg/m®)

Titanium dioxide. Dust may cause lung damage. TLV: 10 mg/m?*.

Toluene. Loss of appetite, sleepiness and collapse. May cause eye damage in
high concentrations. May cause blood and bone marrow damage. TLV: 875
mg/m?* (USSR TLV: 50 mg/m?).

Trichloroethylene'(also constituent of Chemlock 281). Irritant. Vapour may
lead to headache, dizziness and collapse. Recent US evidence suggests may
cause cancer.* TLV: 535 mg/m?®.

Tricresyl phosphate. Extremely dangerous, particularly if swallowed, but also
i inhaled or absorbed through skin. May result in permanent paralysis. First
symptoms are stomach upset, nausea, abdominal pain. TLV: 0.1 mg/m®.

Zinc dibutyl dithiocarbamate. Recognised carcinogen. Extremely irritating to
eves, nose and throat. Dangerous fumes on heating.

Zinc diethyl dithiocarbamate. Recognised carcinogen. Extremely irritating to
eves nose and throat. Dangerous fumes on heating.

Zinc dimethyl dithiocarbamate. Recognised carcinogen. Extremely irritating
to eves, nose and throat. Dangerous fumes on heating.

Zinc oxide. Fumes give rise to fever. Reports of stomach upsets and dermatitis.

Zinc stearate. Inhalation of dust can cause lung damage. At least one death
reported. American TLV: 10 mg/m?®,

Yellow iron oxide. See red iron oxide above.

Xylene' (also constituent of Vulcabond TX, Chemlock 220, Bostikure A200,
Chemlock 217 and Chemlock 231). May cause intoxication and collapse. Has
been used as anaesthetic. Can cause blood, liver and kidney damage. Women
may develop menstrual problems. Fire hazard. *

Notes

' This compound taken from a list of hazardous raw materials used in Avon in
February 1971. It is not known whether such compounds have been used sub-
sequently.

? This compound taken from list of raw materials used by Avon Medicals in
1974/5. May also be used elsewhere in Avon Group.

% Details of hazards taken from Work is Dangerous to Your Health, J. M. Stellman
and §. M. Daum, Vintage Books, New York, 1973.

* ‘Reactions Grow to Trichloroethylene Alert’, Chemical & Engineering News,
May 19, 1975, page 41.
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Training

Introduction

The provision of sound industrial training is justified on two
main grounds. It can ensure that employers have adequately
trained manpower, which they need to achieve economic goals
— while employees may benefit from increased safety, job
satistaction and improved career prospects.

But to say that training can work to the advantage of all
parties concerned, does not necessarily mean that employers
and employees will always agree on the objectives of training,
or in their approaches to it. Training may be a method of
adapting men to machines — or it may provide an oppor-
tunity for employees to secure greater autonomy at work.

The conventional guidelines for training practice are pro-
duced by the industry training boards — statutory bodies,
governed by employers and trade union representatives
among others, which publish detailed recommendations on
training. The training boards also impose a levy on individual
firms. Only employers who provide training that complies
with the boards’ requirements can claim this levy back, in the
torm of a training grant.

The Rubber and Plastics Processing Industries Training
Board (RPPITB) — with which all Avon companies are
registered — has published criteria for training which include:

@ the publication of a training policy and the nomination of a senior
manager responsible for its implementation;

® the preparation of annual surveys of current and future training
needs, and reviews of the adequacy of existing training;

@ the provision of practical training programmes, involving the use
of trained instructors, particularly for new starters; and safety
training for all employees;

@ the provision of appropriate training for managers, technicians or
engineering crasftsmen.

® the maintenance of ‘adequate training records’.

Other guidelines (e.g. the Code of Practice issued under the
now repealed Industrial Relations Act 1971) make similar
recommendations for the provision of training; while the
TUC's guide for negotiators (Good Industrial Relations, 1971)
recommends that ‘trade union representatives and manage-
ments should act jointly to implement locally the agreed . . .
training board recommendations’. The TUC also lays
particular emphasis on the training of young workers, women
and workers preparing for retirement — and on the retraining
of all workers whose jobs have significantly changed.

This report on Avon accordingly reflects the conventional
emphasis on the system of training used; but in the discussion
section which tollows it, reterence is made to the purposes for
which Avon’s training is provided.

The Avon Group

A Group Training Manager, with a staff of ten, is responsible
tor (i) the formulation, of policy on education and training; (ii)
the Group-wide co-ordination of training activities; and (iii)
providing certain kinds of training.

(i) Training policy. Avon has a written Group training policy.
The current policy was first published in 1972, and it commits
all Avon companies to maintaining an ‘open environment in
which individuals can develop their abilities and skills to the
ultimate benefit of the company and themselves’. The policy
document contains detailed guidance on implementation,
particularly for training of younger employees.

Avon’s policy was formulated by the Group Training
Department — reportedly after prolonged discussions with
personnel and training managers from throughout the Group
— and then approved by the Management Board. Trade
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Union representatives were not involved before this final
approval had been given.

The policy was said to have been distributed to all Avon
managers, down to departmental level — and to be freely
available to Avon employees, on request.

(ii) Co-ordination. Three managers in the Group Training
Department were said to provide a specialised advisory and
consultancy service for all Avon managers, and to ensure that
all companies complied with their statutory obligations. In
particular, the Department was said to be concerned that
companies should submit annual ‘Surveys of Training Needs’
to training boards and be able to claim the full amount of
training grant from them.

The Department stated that they aimed to provide a service
for Avon managers rather than impose standards on them,
and that this approach clearly depended on the willingness of
local managements to co-operate with the Group. There was
no evidence that this co-operation had not been given.

(iii) Provision of training. The Group Training and Develop-
ment Department is also directly and indirectly involved in the
provision of training. The Department is generally responsible
for placing Avon employees on external training courses, and
also arranges courses at the Group Training Centre in
Melksham.

In addition, the Department is responsible for the
recruitment and training of all student and graduate trainees.

AV@N AV@N

Group Group

Training Training
Centre Centre
MANAGING DEVELOPING
PeopLz o
5-7 February 1974

2- 4 DECEMBER 1974 11-13 November 1974

Training by Sex? In 1974, ninety-three per cent of Avon’s ‘management
and supervisory’ training went to men.

A general indication of the amount of training given by
Avon companies is shown in Tables 1-5, which are based on
Avon companies’ annual grant claim forms. These tables,
however, contain no 3peciﬁc reference to internal operative
training as this information is not requested by ITBs. No
information was received from Bradford-on-Avon.
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TRAINING BY NUMBERS

Table 1. Training at Melksham Table 2. Training at Avon Inflatables
Training Category No. of trainees (a) No. of training Training Category No. of trainees (a) No. of training
1972/73 1973/74 days 1972/73 1973/74 days
M F M F 1972/78 1973/74 M F M F 1972/73 1973/74
Correspondence & Correspondence &
Evening courses — — — 1 —_ 8 Evening Courses 2 = 4 — 52 51
Training Young Management &
Persons - — 3 — — 15 Supervisory 4 — 8 - 12 34
Management & Technologists &
Supervisory 143 1 86 7 380 367 Technicians 3 — 5 — 78 108
Insn'grfnrs o 33 1 41 164 240 Total 9 0 17 0 149 193
Operative training
{external courses) — — 4 — — 17
Technologists &
Technicians 81 — 101 2 2,221 1,828 Table 3. Training at Avon Medicals
Training Officers — 2 — - 99 — L - o
Craft training 39 i 71 | 4177 3,140 Training Category No. of trainees (a) No. of training
Saf(‘“’, Health & 1971/72 1973/74 (¢} da}'s
Fire 1% 9 17 - 40 23 M F M F 1971/72 1978/74
Commercial & Correspondence &
Office 5 12 4 13 96 117 Evening courses - - 4 — - 36
Industrial Training of Young
Relations 10 S 3 - 30 25 Persons - Wi 1 4 _ 99
Total 317 18 333 27 7,207 5,780 Manag?‘mcm &
Supervisory 16 1 11 3 37 31
Sales & Marketing 4 4 1 4 32 14
Technologists &
Notes for all tables Technicians 2 —_— —_ — 25 —
{a) The higures in these columns represent the number of separate grant claims Craft ot prah 3 — " 13
under each training category; this may not be exactly the same as the number Safety. Health &
of persons Erained. since more than one claim may be made for any individual. Five e - 1 s o 1
(b) These hgl_ires exclude th(' first vear’s rel_ease for one apprentice toolmaker. Chniiareaal s
(c) Copies (_'-I grant claim forms supplied for 1972/78 are indecipherable and Offic ) Al | - ¥, 3 [l
have, therefore, not been summarised. €
(d) These figures exclude training days which were unintelligibly recorded on Total 99 6 21 11 97 187
the grant claim forms.
Table 4. Training at Bridgend
Training Category No. of Trainees (a) No. of training
1971/72 1972/73 1973/74 days
M F M F M F 1971/72 1972/73 1973/74
Management & Supervisory 38 1 19 — 17 — 89 43 63
Sales Representatives - .- — — 3 - — — 13
Technologists and Technicians 12 - 16 - 10 — 261 352 180
Training Officers - 2 - — — - 21 —
Instructors — - — - 3 — — — 15
Craft Training 7 — 8 - 1 — 235 152 36(b)
Safety, Health & Fire 14 - 20 - 31 — 12 26 64
Commercial & Ofhce 4 8 - 8 — 6 48 53 26
Industrial Relations 3 - 3 — 5 - 36 46 42
Metrication 8 1 — — — — 37 —_ —
Total 86 10 68 8 73 6 718 693 439(b)
Table 5. Training at Motorway
Training category No. of Trainees (a) No. ot training
1971/72 1972/78 1973/74 days
M F M F M F 1971/72 1972/73 1973/74
Correspondence & Evening courses 1 — 1 — — - — — —
Management & Supervisory -— — 1 —_ 5 — — 1 12
Sales & Marketing 61 - 34 - 25 — 112(d) 696 750
Technologists & Technicians 3 = 2 — — — 108 64 =
Instructors 7 — 8 — 13 — 85 40 65
Commercial & Ofhice — e — 3 — — — 15 -
Total 72 0 46 43 0 255(d) 816 827
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Training in Avon companies

With the exception of Inflatables (see below), all Avon
companies have provided more than the ‘acceptable mini-
mum’ of training — that is, at least enough to allow them to
claim the maximum grant from the RPPITB.

In addition, all Avon companies have, since 1972, complied
with the RPPITB requirement to produce annual Surveys of
Training Needs, together with annual Training Plans out-
lining policies for the forthcoming year. These documents
have all been approved by the RPPITB — though apparently
subject to modifications in one or two cases. For example,
Medicals had to allocate specific responsibilities for training
to its Managing Director in order to comply with RPPITB
requirements. (After giving appropriate assurances to protect
personal information about individual employees, PIRC was
given access to Surveys of Training Needs at Avon companies
other than at Melksham and Avon Medicals.)

The involvement of trade union representatives in the
formulation and implementation of training policies has
generally been negligible.

Nevertheless, Avon’s training has emphasised the involve-
ment of employees. According to the Training Department,
Avon, in conjunction with a professional training agency, was
amongst the first in the industry to develop the new widely
recommended system of operator-instructors. Under this
system, specially trained operators analyse their own jobs and
then prepare training manuals. In addition, supervisors and
managers can make proposals for their own training and, with
the approval of their immediate superior and site training
manager, may obtain any training that they request. In theory,
operators may also make such proposals though, in practice,
their training needs are probably largely determined by the
company managements. Operators may, however, receive
financial support for attending courses in their own time,
provided these are considered ‘relevant to the needs of the
individual and the company in the long term’.

Forms of training

In this section, the work of Avon companies in (i) operator
training; (ii) industrial relations training; and (iii) supervisor
and manager training, is reviewed, with the aim of identifying
any outstanding features, whether strengths or weaknesses.

(i) Operator training. At neither Melksham nor Bradford was
it possible to establish what proportion of the workforce was
‘covered’ by training manuals. However, manuals were said to
exist for the majority of jobs at Bradford and for 230 of the
550-odd jobs at Melksham. An internal 1973 survey at
Melksham reported that there were no areas on site which
were seriously lacking in job instructors; while a 1974 survey
at Bradford indicated that some additional instructors were
still required. At the end of 1974, there were some 200 trained
instructors at Melksham and 43 at Bradford.

The Bridgend management said that all jobs requiring one
week of training or more were covered by training manuals
and job instructors. It was said that 30 job instructors were
employed in 1974 — but the information management gave
about the numbers,of instructors trained was not confirmed
by information in the Company’s grant claim form. (Manage-
ment said that 11 instructors had been trained in 1973; while
the grant claim refers to the training of three. No explanation
can be given for this discrepancy.)

Information from employees in the rubber works at
Bridgend did not support management’s claim that there were
sufficient job instructors on site: there were complaints that
job instructors were not always available and that training had
been carried out by ordinary operators. In addition, it was
said that the meetings which should have been held at the end
of a training programme — between the trainee and his
instructor, as well as the training officer and shop-floor repre-
sentative — had either not taken place, or had been held
without any union representative being present.
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At Avon Medicals, it was said that all main sections in the
factory were covered by training manuals, but no information
was available either about the number of manuals in use, or
about the numbers of instructors employed.

It should be added that the Company recognised, in their
Survey of Training Needs for 1978/4, the need to set up appro-
priate training records. Steps have since been taken to do this,
in conjunction with the local RPPITB.

The Survey of Training Needs which Avon Inflatables
prepared in February 1974 — with extensive assistance from
the Group — commented on the provisions made for
operator training, as follows: ‘The present training arrange-
ments are becoming increasingly inadequate to deal with the
(Company’s) growth. Only five instructors now cover the two
(factory) sites and management recognises that this is unsatis-
factory; it is felt particularly important that four jobs — final
assembly boats, panel/final join boats and buffing — are
covered by trained instructors . . . The importance of these
jobs is highlighted by an analysis of customer complaints. By
far the most common of these is leaking seams, a fault over
which the operator has a degree of control.”

The origins of the situation described here date back at least
to 1970, when Inflatables commissioned Avon Rubber at
Bridgend to draw up a comprehensive training programme
for it. This report identified as first priority the need to
arrange for systematic operator training. By mid-1973, the
situation had not markedly improved; it is believed that no
operator-instructors were employed at that time. The decision
was therefore taken to send three employees on a job instruc-
tion course, and it was proposed that two should thereafter set
up and run a small training school on site. It was planned that
the school would be operational by early 1974. At the time of
this enquiry, in early 1975, the proposed school was still not
operational: the Company management said that the reason
for this was lack of space. Trade union representatives,
however, said that the management had responded to the
several enquiries they had made, by saying that the problem
was lack of funds.

In the meantime, Inflatables had not been able to claim a
tull grant from the RPPITB, because operators have not been
trained by qualified instructors. In mid-1974, Group training
staff had reviewed the situation and concluded that ‘a job
instructors’ course should be mounted as soon as possible’ —
but by the end of the year no date for a course had been fixed.

Finally, there is the question of operator (i.e. tyre fitter)
training at Motorway. Management said that training pro-
grammes existed for the various tyre-fitting jobs, and that
instruction was given either by trained instructors — who
divided their time between two or three depots — or by the
depot foreman. In addition, foremen or senior fitters were
said to have periodically attended external courses over the
past three years. The Company said that some 44 new
instructors had been trained between 1972 and 1974 : however,
the information contained in the Company’s grant claim
forms suggests that only 21 instructors were trained. See
Table 5.

(ii) Industrial relations training. Employees at Melksham,
Bradford and Bridgend, but not elsewhere, have been formally
involved in industrial relations training.

At Melksham, training in industrial relations has tradi-
tionally been given to managers and supervisors, who have
attended both external and in-company courses. In addition,
trade union representatives on site have attended courses on
general industrial relations, and financial appreciation.

In the past, Bradford’s policy was to refuse leave of absence
or financial support to trade union representatives who wished
to attend courses on industrial relations. More recently, this
policy has changed and — though no detailed information
was given — it is known that shop stewards have attended such
courses. In addition, the Company’s industrial relations
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manager and the works convenor jointly set up a special
training programme for shop stewards in 1973. A further
course for shop stewards was said to be planned for 1975.

Industrial relations training for trade union representatives
at Bridgend has been increasingly developed over the past few
years.

At the time of this enquiry, no union representatives on the
engineering side had attended such courses. On the rubber
side, however, 11 representatives have received, between them,
124 days of training in industrial relations over the past three
years. See Table 4.

(iii) Supervisory training. The emphasis in supervisory training
at Melksham (Avon Tyres) has, in the recent past, been
directed at filling the substantial gap that was created in 1972,
by the abolition of the level of ‘foreman’. The aim in training
has been to provide a pool of people who can work as shift
managers on the tyre production side; and to help in ‘bridging
the gap’ between operator and supervisor level. The Company
believed that this gap related not only to knowledge and
experience, but also to such questions as ‘. . . role; status;
psychological approach to work; life style; attitudes and social
relationships’.

Any employee aged 25 or over, with at least one year’s
experience, may be eligible for selection — which is by
interview and a two-day formal assessment at the Group’s
Training Centre. By the end of 1974, five months after the start
of this programme, three candidates had been selected and
were undergoing training.

At Bridgend, particular emphasis had been placed on the
training of a long-serving group of supervisors, who were
appointed untrained. The background to the problems
created by this situation have been described in the Company’s

1972 Survey of Training Needs, as follows: ‘. . . The lack of
Discussion
There is evidence within Avon of a firm — if uneven —

commitment to training. Perhaps the most important
indication of this commitment is to be found in the existence
and activity of the Group Training Department which, signifi-
cantly, survived even after the disbanding of the Group
personnel function in 1972,

However, the commitment to training found at Melksham
was not reflected in all parts of the Group. Thus, though Avon
was said to have been amongst the first to develop the system
of operator-instructors this method of training had not been
adequately developed at Avon Inflatables, though the
Company had recognised the need to do so.

By law, Avon is required to pay a levy which can only be
claimed back by providing training of a standard approved by
the Industry Training Board — thus a certain amount of
training ‘costs’ nothing to the company, which pays for it
whether or not it uses it. With one exception, all Avon
companies provided more than enough training to claim back
their full training grant. The exception was Avon Inflatables
who have in the past not used properly qualified job
instructors.

Training at Avon is an area of almost exclusive management
prerogative. The analysis of training needs and the imple-
mentation of training board recommendations at local level
has entailed virtually no formal involvement by trade unions.
This is particularly surprising as at the three main Avon
sites consultation with employees on health and safety issues
does take place. Training would seem to be an area where the
interests of employees should certainly be directly represented.

At two Avon plants, there was evidence of employee dis-
satisfaction with training arrangements. At Inflatables, union
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training on . . . managing people, labour relations, leadership,
decision-making, problem solving and accident prevention
have in the past cost the Company dearly in such things as
waste, rejects, labour turnover, machine downtime and pro-
duction losses. Since 1968, steps have been taken to eliminate
the above by sending supervisors on selected courses suitable
to their training needs. This, however, is a small step in the
right direction but it does not get to grips with the whole
problem, i.e. training a selected candidate for foreman and
superintendent position.’

No information is available on the action that may have
since been taken to overcome these problems. Supervisors are
known to have attended courses at the Group Training
Centre; however, no opportunities have apparently been
made for supervisors or potential supervisors to attend
courses which would lead to formal qualifications in super-
visory studies. Bridgend management pointed to the difficulty
in arranging for this, in an operation based on shift work.

Inflatables has had no regular programme of performance
appraisal for their supervisors or managers; yet this has been
identified recently as a significant requirement. Following an
assessment of the situation in the 1973/4 Survey of Training
Needs, an appraisal system was introduced, but it was aban-
doned shortly thereafter. A report from the Group Training
Centre in mid-1974 again stressed the need for an appraisal
system, but the Company’s response to this is not known.

Motorway has emphasised training of its sales force. The
Company has made little use of the Group training facility,
but has provided field training for salesmen, under the
direction of district managers. The management acknow-
ledged that this aspect of its work had been ‘a hit and miss
affair for years’ and proposed to remedy the situation by intro-
ducing a systematic, written induction programme by the end
of 1975.

representatives expressed concern at the lack of time for
training and the continuing failure to provide the proposed
training school. At Bridgend, complaints were made about
shortage of job instructors and about the interruption of
training periods as a result of production pressures.

The absence of serious manpower planning in Avon makes
it impossible to properiy plan training. In fact, it is a principal
objective of Avon’s Group Training Policy that manpower
planning and training planning should be closely co-
ordinated. Employees’ job security to a large extent depends
on the adequacy of such planning and employee involvement
in this area should be a priority.

Despite the stated objectives of Avon’s Training Policy,
employees appear to be encouraged ‘to develop their abilities
and skills’ primarily to meet the Company’s immediate needs.
Training can, for example, be used to enable women (or
members of minority groups) to obtain equal opportunity, but
there is no evidence from the tables of grants claimed by Avon
companies that their training has done anything but sustain
the traditional demarcation between men’s and women’s jobs.
Although Avon has provided some industrial relations
training for trade union representatives, training can be used
to do much more. 1t can widen employees’ education and
useful skills, it can break down divisive barriers amongst the
workforce (e.g. between ‘works’ and ‘staff’ or between ‘skilled’
and ‘unskilled’) and it can increase employees’ involvement
and control over their work. Without employee involvement it
is more likely that training will be used as a management tool
to condition workers to accept dulling repetitive work.
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- Women: Equal Pay
and Opportunity

The Equal Pay Act of 1970 gave employers until the end of
1975 to end discrimination between men and women in pay
and conditions of employment (including bonuses, shift and
overtime allowances, holidays and sick pay). Discrimination in
selection for jobs, training, promotion, dismissal and other
benefits has also become illegal under the Sex Discrimination
Act.

The Equal Pay Act requires employers to provide equal pay
to men and women who are doing the same or broadly similar
work. Women doing different work to that of men may also be
entitled to equal pay provided their jobs have been rated as
equivalent under a job evaluation scheme. Where jobs cannot
be compared the Act requires that women should be paid no
less than the lowest male rate.

This report examines:
® Earnings levels of female Avon employees.
¢ Avon'’s response to the Equal Pay Act.
® The provision of equal opportunity and special facilities for
female employees in Avon companies.

The shop floor

Throughout the Avon Group, the traditional segregation
between ‘men’s work’ and ‘women’s work’ was found on the
shop floor. Women were generally employed on trimming,
machine sewing, light assembly, inspection and, in a few cases,
machine operation. Nearly all other production jobs were
done exclusively by men and were said to be too dirty, or too
heavy, for women or they involved night shift working — from
which women are excluded by law. The number of men and
women employed by Avon companies is shown in Table 1.

of the difference in earnings was explained by the lower hourly
rates of pay for women’s jobs.

Table 2. Female average earnings (and hours worked) as a percentage
of male earnings (and hours) at Avon companies, 1972-74
For works employees only'

1972 (hours) 1973 (hours) 1974 (hours)
% % % % % %

Melksham 58.0 (91.2) 61.7 (87.6) 62.0 (83.6)
Bradford 52.8 (76.5) 65.5 (92.2) 63.3 (83.2)
Bridgend 56.7 (96.6) 56.1 (91.7) 42,0 (68.8)
Rubber
Industry
average 55.0 (91.4) 57.2 (88.5) 62.0 (89.6)

1. No figures supplied for Avon Inflatables or Avon Medicals.

Table 1. Numbers of full-time male and female Avon employees

Works Staff
M F M F
Melksham' 2,278 169 844 283
Bradford? 692 147 251 86
Bridgend?® 447 18 125 52
Medicals* 55 420 40 33
Inflatables® 51 225 35 29
Motorway
(works + staff) 847 174

1. November 1974.

2. September 1974 (works) and July 1974 (staff).
5. October 1974.

4. September 1974,

5. September 1973.

‘Women’s work’ at Avon, as elsewhere in industry, was
financially less rewarding than the work done by men. See
Table 2.

In 1974, female average earnings at both Melksham and at
Bradiord were between 61 and 64 per cent of male earnings —
about the industry average. Since 1972 women had received
substantially larger pay increases than men at Melksham and
Bradford — though not at Medicals. At Bridgend, men’s
earnings rose considerably faster than women’s — partly
because men began to work longer hours while the women —
whose jobs were being cut back — worked shorter hours.

Men’s earnings at all factories were boosted by overtime and
shift payments not available to women. However, a large part
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Response to the Equal Pay Act

There was no Group policy on equal pay for hourly paid
employees and individual Avon companies were free to decide
their own response to the Act. Interviews at Melksham and
Bradford suggested that the Equal Pay Act would have little
effect on women’s earnings at these companies. Both
companies appeared likely to introduce equal pay only for
identical work, but not — in the absence of adequate job
evaluation schemes — for equivalent work.

Melksham had identified only one job in which men and
women did the same work and had brought the female rate for
this job up to the male rate in June 1974. This affected a
relatively small number of women who were already amongst
the highest paid in the factory. Only one woman was earning
less than the lowest male rate at Melksham in July 1974 and
was therefore likely to qualify for increases to the lowest male
rate. Melksham management planned no further action on
equal pay. However, a job evaluation scheme had been used to
evaluate jobs in the past, and it is possible that this could be
used in the future as a basis for claims that women are working
on jobs equivalent to men’s jobs.

Company policy at Bradford was said to be to implement
equal pay by the required deadline of 29 December 1975, but
to do nothing before then. During Phase Two of the Con-
servative government’s counter-inflation policy in 1973, the
Company refused a union request to partially remove dis-
criminatory differentials between men and women, as govern-
ment policy permitted.

The Company has consulted the Department of Employ-
ment on equal pay and has been visited by 2 member of the
DE’s Manpower Advisory Service, although union repre-
sentatives did not meet him. The Company has carried out an
internal survey of areas in the factory where the Equal Pay Act
will apply and has concluded that in many cases it should
await the decisions of Industrial Tribunals before taking
action itself. This report had not been made available either to
trade union representatives at Bradford (at the time of this
enquiry) or to PIRC.

The report was said to have identified a number of jobs in
which men and women did identical work though these did
not involve large numbers of women. In July 1974, 12 women
at Bradford were earning less than the lowest male earnings —
though it was not established whether these women were paid
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lower hourly rates. It would appear that the effect of the Equal
Pay Act will not be widely felt at Bradford.

Although Bridgend at one time employed nearly 1,000
women, the change from rubber products to remould tyres
has eliminated nearly all female production jobs. At the time
of this enquiry 16 such jobs remained; however, it appeared
likely that all these jobs would disappear by the end of 1975.
The Equal Pay Act will therefore have little if any impact on
the shop floor at Bridgend.

The Act will, however, have considerably more impact at
Avon’s two mainly-female subsidiaries, Avon Medicals and
Avon Inflatables, as both companies have responded to the
Act by introducing new job evaluation schemes.

Both companies have introduced a scheme designed by the
same firm of consultants who worked with management and
union representatives at each company in evaluating jobs. The
companies estimated that the resulting pay increases would be
implemented by October 1975 and would add £80,000 to
Medicals’ annual wages bill and £40,000 to Inflatables’.

No details of rates of pay before and after job evaluation
have been supplied by Avon Inflatables, though detailed infor-
mation has been obtained from Avon Medicals. See Table 8.

Both committees used the same scheme but decided inde-
pendently on the weighting of each of the five factors listed
above, depending on how important they considered each
factor to be in relation to the others. The ranking of factors
decided at the two companies is shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Ranking of job evaluation factors at Avon Medicals and

Avon Inflatables
Medicals Inflatables
1. Responsibilities 1. Effort
2. Range of work 2. Range of work
3. Skill 3. Responsibilities
4. Working conditions 4. Working conditions
5. Effort 5. Skill

Table 3. Number of male and female employees in each earnings
bracket before and after job evaluation at Avon Medicals

Before After
Pence/hr M F M F
60- 70 4 337 3 9
70- 80 4 4 — 306
80- 90 3 —_ 4 13
90-100 7 — 9 13
100-110 5 — —_ —
110-120 1 — 11 —
120-130 — — 5 —
130-140 — — 2 —_

Under Medicals’ job evaluation scheme:

® Female employees received an average pay increase of
around 16 per cent and males got just over 9 per cent. All
hourly paid female employees except canteen staff benefited
from the increases, with the largest percentage increases going
to female supervisors.

® The top paid men in the factory received increases of 24 per
cent, but three of the five best paid jobs (all done by men)
received no increase. The lowest paid male job, labourer, also
received no increase.

® The majority of women — the 300 general assemblers —
who were previously paid around £1 a week less than the
lowest paid male received nearly £3 more than the male rate
(which remained the same).

e The differential between the highest paid job in the factory
(which is done by men) and (i) general assemblers, (ii) the
highest paid female job, (iii) the lowest paid job in the factory,
all widened by about 10 per cent.

® The average female hourly wage before job evaluation was
68 per cent of the average male rate. After job evaluation it was
still only 72 per cent. Although women were responsible for all
the main production jobs in the factory their jobs were still the
lowest paid: all the highest paid jobs were still held by men.

Although no details of pay increases resulting from Avon
Inflatables’ job evaluation exercise were supplied, the evidence
that was obtained suggested that the relative position of
women would not change significantly.

For example, Inflatables’ job evaluation committee —
which decided how many points should be awarded for each
job according to the skill, range of work, effort, responsi-
bilities and working conditions involved — adopted a
different approach to that of Medicals’ evaluation committee.
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Significantly, ‘effort’ was considered the most important
factor at Avon Inflatables but the least important at Avon
Medicals. (Assuming 1 point is awarded for ‘skill’ in each case,
Medicals considered an ‘effort’ point as worth only 0.85 of a
‘skill’ point while Inflatables gave each ‘effort’ point 1.58 times
more weight than a point for ‘skill’.)

In practice this may have meant that jobs requiring physical
effort — traditionally those done by men — were given a
greater boost in Inflatables’ scheme while the skilled jobs,
many of them done by women, were comparatively under-
valued. The effect of this was confirmed by union repre-
sentatives who stated that men retained the better paid jobs in
the factory. This apparently reflected the deliberate policy of
the union whose (female) convenor stated that while she was in
favour of equal pay, in her opinion it was ‘degrading’ for a
man to earn less than a woman.

VIVE LA DIFFERENTIAL !
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Staff

Avon has traditionally operated a Group-wide job evaluation
and grading scheme with separate salary scales for men and
women. Thus a man working on a Grade 4 job would receive
at least £1,180 per annum (on 1.4.74) but 2 woman in this
grade would be guaranteed only £1,099. Similarly, the maxi-
mum salary payable in each grade was higher for a man than
for a women.

Such schemes become illegal under the Equal Pay Act and
as a result the Avon Group abolished the female salary scale in
June 1975 raising all female employees to at least the male
minimum for their grade.

However, this action may only have benefited the lower
paid women in each grade. A woman at the top of, say, Grade
4 (earning £1,527 per annum) would not be guaranteed the
maximum old male rate for this grade (£1,628) but only the
minimum rate, which she would already have been receiving.

The unions and equal pay

Trade union membership amongst hourly paid women in
Avon companies was high, though fewer staff — whether male
or female — held union membership.

The representation of women on union works branch com-
mittees varied. Most of the shop stewards at Avon Medicals
and Avon Inflatables were women. Two out of 17 factory
representatives at Melksham (where women comprised one-
fourteenth of the workforce) were women — though there
were no women amongst the six factory wage negotiators.
However, at Bradford, where women made up more than a
sixth of the hourly paid workforce, only two out of 22 places
on the branch committee were filled by women. These two
places were formally set aside for women who were elected on
a factory-wide ballot of all women, and not on a departmental
basis as were the majority of shop stewards. The two repre-
sentatives at the time of this enquiry both worked on day shift,
so women working on evening shift had no shop steward in
their area.

The small number of hourly paid women remaining at
Bridgend were, at the time of this enquiry, represented by one
woman on a branch committee of thirteen.

Staff and works trade union representatives expressed them-
selves in favour of equal pay, but often with reservations which
suggested they had not pursued equal pay for their women
members with great vigour. Indeed, at virtually every interview
with management on equal pay the allegedly low-key
approach of the unions was commented on. For example,
union representatives at Melksham stated that they had, for
many years, attempted to maintain the level of female
employment in the factory but felt that if management had to
pay women the same wages as men they might prefer to
employ only men.

At Bridgend, the TGWU branch policy was stated to be
to support equal pay for women provided they accepted the
same conditions of work as men, particularly shift-work. In
fact, the official policy of the TGWU is that shift working
should not be made a condition of equal pay.

Other union representatives suggested that women them-
selves did not want equal pay and, in one case, a union branch
secretary suggested that wage increases resulting from the
diligent pursuit of women’s rights might threaten the long-
term stability of the Company.

Equal pay claims

The Equal Pay Act allows employees to claim equal pay if the
same or equivalent work is done by a member of the other sex
working in the same company or in any associated company
which has the same terms and conditions of employment.
However, according to the Department of Employment, ‘it is
unlikely that common terms and conditions would be found
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to apply in establishments that have substantial freedom to
determine their pay and conditions’.

Since the reorganisation of the Avon Group into autono-
mous subsidiaries each Avon company has been free to draw
up its own contracts of employment. This may largely prevent
employees claiming comparability with employees in other
Avon companies. For example, management at Avon
Inflaables stared that while 1ts old contract of employment
had been ‘fairly standard with others in the Group’ it was
drawing up new terms and conditions which would not be
comparable. Clearly the reorganisation has allowed the new
companies, either deliberately or incidentally, to eliminate
opportunities for equal pay claims of this sort.

Nevertheless, some areas of comparability probably remain.
For example, Avon staff (except at Motorway) share a common
job evaluation and salary scheme which may allow compari-
sons between Avon companies. However, there has been some
discussion, both at Avon Medicals and at Avon Inflatables, of
introducing separate staff evaluation schemes and these may
eliminate any existing comparability.

Another area of comparability may be found within Avon
Industrial Polymers which is based at Bradford but also
employs a substantial number of women at Melksham.
Melksham’s Personnel Manager stated that:

‘... there has been virtually no transfer of female labour from
Melksham to Bradford or vice versa. Hence, historically, wage
rates are not compared by management or union. No
consideration has therefore been given to comparability of
work by AIP employees.’
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Nevertheless, if AIP employees at Melksham and Bradford
shared common terms and conditions of employment, women
on one site would probably be entitled to claim equal pay with
men on the other.

A similar situation may arise when Avon Medicals opens its
new factory at Redditch. The new factory is regarded virtually
as an extension of the existing Birmingham factory and may
share Medicals’ new job evaluation scheme.

Management have suggested that wage rates may be higher
in Redditch than in Birmingham because the new factory will
be located in a more competitive labour market. This could
lead to a levelling-up of the rates paid in Birmingham, particu-
larly if men are recruited at Redditch into jobs which are done
exclusively by women at Birmingham. The Company has
stated that it is planning to attract a largely female workforce
at its new factory and does not expect to take on men as
general assemblers. However, under the new Sex Dis-
crimination legislation the Company may be compelled to
recruit men should suitable applicants seek jobs.

Equal opportunity

Managers at all Avon companies stated that female employees
had the same opportunities as men, and that provided they
had the necessary experience and qualifications no job, other
than those requiring heavy work or shift work, was closed to
them.

There is no evidence to suggest that this was not true for
staff jobs, although very few senior positions in Avon
companies were held by women. (For example, there were 16
men but no women in the top staff grade — Grade 8 — at
Avon Medicals in 1974; while grades 7 and 8 at Bridgend con-
tained 51 men but not one woman.) Furthermore, only a very
small proportion of the grants claimed by Avon companies for
employees sent on training courses or day release were for
female employees. More than half the grants that were claimed
for female employees covered training for traditional female
jobs. (See p. 42.)

However, on the shop floor there was clear evidence of a
firm, if informal, demarcation between male and female jobs.
Management frequently stated that men and women had
different natural or acquired skills which suited them for
different jobs. Thus Bradford’s management maintained that
women have ‘a more natural ability’ for inspection work and
that other jobs were particularly suitable for women because
they required ‘an extension of domestic skills’. Management at
Bradford also suggested that many women came to work
looking not for high wages or job satisfaction (as men were
presumed to) but for social contact. Inflatables’ management
also stressed the different skills of men and women, main-
taining that ‘most of our operations are best suited to
women . .. we get one or two males applying, but quite
honestly men haven’t got the dexterity in their fingers or wrists
so we can’t really consider them’. However, because of a
shortage of female machinists, Inflatables’ management said
they had recently been looking for men to fill jobs normally
taken by women.

Much of Avon’s job advertising invited applicants of a
particular sex to apply for jobs that could probably have been
filled either by men or by women. Medicals’ management said
they were beginning to avoid specifying sex in adverts and
some examples of Avon advertising illustrated that this
approach was sometimes used. A recent advert for a Chief Pro-
grammer at Melksham referred to the successful candidate as
‘the man (or the woman)’. But an advert for an Assistant Chef
at Melksham, while not specifying the desired sex, noted that
‘he will report to the Head Chef’. In other examples Avon’s
sex appeal was emphatic:

‘Ladies — get ahead with Avon’ — performance analysis
clerk at Melksham.
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‘Ladies — your attention please’ — light assembly jobs at
Medicals.

‘We want to hear from men to fill these two key positions’
— Branch manager and service manager at Motorway.

‘Female process operators’ — Inflatables.
Such advertisements have become illegal under the Sex
Discrimination Act.

Special facilities

Many working women have not one, but two, jobs — apart
from their paid employment they are also raising a family.
According to the 1971 census, the woman was the main bread-
winner in 16 per cent of households — and women made up
nearly a quarter of the country’s working population. To an
often unrecognised degree, both the economy and the
individual family rely heavily on the working mother.

Some special measures to protect women workers are
contained in the 1961 Factories Act and associated legislation
which forbids women to work at night and restricts the
amount of overtime and total hours they may work, though an
employer may obtain exemption from these restrictions.
Other special provisions for women are contained in the
Employment Protection Act which requires employers to
give paid maternity leave to women with two years’ service.

Managers at all Avon companies said they were not in
favour of employing women on night-shift work. However,
Melksham had obtained special exemption to allow women to
work on shifts and required that all new female employees
should be prepared to undertake shift work. Bradford had, on
occasions, also obtained such exemptions but these had been
used only in periods before holidays when extra working was
needed for a short time.

Most Avon companies have, at times, employed part-time
women workers on a ‘twilight shift’ between 6 and 10 pm, and
some part-time employees were also found on the staff. They
received the same hourly rates of pay as full-time workers
doing the same work and, at Melksham and Motorway, also
received the same sickness benefits as other employees. Part-
time workers at Bradford are not eligible for sick pay unless
they work 82 hours a week. The Group pension scheme is not
open to part-time men but part-time staff women can join the
scheme if they work at least 20 hours a week and part-time
hourly-paid women can join if they work 30 hours.

Avon’s compulsory Group pension schemes discriminated
between men and women by setting different minimum ages
for membership — 21 for men but 25 for women. The
management maintained that considerable administrative
expense was saved by excluding women under 25 as they
tended to leave work for marriage or to have children. It was
stated that when women joined the staff scheme at 25 their
pension was calculated to include those years of service
(between 21 and 25) when no contributions were paid.

Death-in-service payments under the staff pension scheme
were largest for the dependents of married men but less for the
dependents of marrieirwomen or unmarried persons.

All Avon companies allowed female employees to take their
holidays at the same time as their husbands (who might be
employed by other firms), and at Melksham and Bradford this
agreement had been formalised with the trade unions. How-
ever, there were no special arrangements for women who
needed to take time oft work, for example, when a child was
ill. Women received the same treatment as men — staff were
allowed three days’ paid leave but hourly-paid employees had |
to take unpaid leave.

Three Avon companies stated that they had considered pro-
viding nursery facilities for employees’ children — usually to
attract female employees at a time of labour shortage — but

none of the nursery schemes had been implemented. l

Avon companies did not provide paid maternity leave, nor
did they guarantee to keep a woman’s job open during
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pregnancy. However, with the exception of Bradford, manage-
ment at all Avon companies stated that they would try and give
preferential treatment to an ex-employee seeking re-
employment after having a child. This was justified not only
on compassionate grounds but also to make use of the skills
and training already acquired by an ex-employee. Melksham’s
Personnel Manager stated that if an unmarried woman
became pregnant and then needed to support herself and her
child he would make every effort to keep her job open. How-
ever, union representatives at Bradford alleged that the
Company had recently refused to keep a job open in these
circumstances.

Discussion

Women workers at Avon — as in the rubber industry generally
— earned substantially less than men and the Equal Pay Act
will not greatly improve their position. Although women have
recently received larger increases than men at Avon, the
differential between the sexes has not narrowed significantly
(except at Bradtord where women were initially earning far
less in relation to men than elsewhere in the Group).

Avon management at Melksham and Bradford have decided to
introduce equal pay only for identical work. This will affect
only the very small number of women who do the same job as
men — but not those women who do jobs as difficult or as
skilled as jobs done by men. In the absence of a job evaluation
scheme these women will not benefit from the Equal Pay Act.

The two Avon subsidiaries with mainly female workforces have
taken a much broader view of equal pay than the rest of the
Group. Avon Medicals and Avon Inflatables have both intro-
duced job evaluation schemes which allow women’s jobs to be
compared with men’s jobs, and both have fully involved
employee representatives in comparing jobs. In both cases, this
will add considerably to the company’s wage bill though it
may also avoid long, and expensive, disputes that might have
taken place had a more piecemeal approach to equal pay been
adopted.

Group policy on the staff side has been to take only the mini-
mum action needed to comply with the law. Although the
Group’s separate female staff pay scale has been abolished,
women have been guaranteed only the minimum rate in each
grade and not equal pay with men in similar circumstances.

Even where job evaluation schemes have been used to
compare shop floor jobs, women still fill the lowest paid jobs
in the factory. Although women at Avon Medicals have
received large increases they still get less than virtually all
groups of men in the factory. The only change in the relative
position of most of the women is that they now earn more,
instead of less, than the three lowest paid men. Female union
representatives at Avon Inflatables appear to have accepted
that women should be paid less than men and their job
evaluation has incorporated this view. (See page 17 for further
discussion of the limitations of job evaluation.)
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The traditional segregation of men’s and women’s work —
which often keeps women in low-paid jobs — has not been
challenged at Avon. This segregation is reinforced by attitudes
on the shop floor and also by management views (for example,
in job advertising). From management’s pomt of view, any-
thing which adds to the Company’s costs is obviously not
welcome during a difficult financial period, and equal pay may
well be presented as a threat to jobs. According to a senior
Melksham manager:

‘Women are very conscious of the fact that if they press too
strongly and say this job is similar to a man’s — then for the
benefit of the factmy . if we are going to have equal pay, let’s
have men on it, because men can work round the clock rather
than just on days.

‘We have certain areas where this could be a problem — I'm
not saylng 1t 15.,

However, a number of female union representatives were
able to IdCI‘lH[’V some jobs which they felt could be done by
women as well as by men. If the trade unions are prepared to
oppose the restriction of women to low-paying jobs — and the
Sex Discrimination Act will make such opposition easier than
it has been in the past — then it may be possible to challenge
the prediction made by the Melksham manager who summed
up discussions on equal pay by saying: “Put it like this: there
will always be higher rates in the factory and lower rates in the
factory. Pr obab]\ women will ledVS do the lower-rated Jobs
and men will always do the higher- Iated }Obs

Race Relations

‘The pattern of discrimination against coloured workers in
British industry . . . appears to be so widespread and pervasive
that an innocent stranger (or frustrated black job applicant)
could well believe that it is the result of a centralized directive,
enthusiastically implemented, that the employment of
coloured labour be restricted to those jobs that white men do
not want.” (Nicholas Deakin, Colour, Citizenship and British
Society, 1970.)

The discrimination described here has been confirmed by
numerous studies. A report published by Political and
Economic Planning (Racial Disadvantage in Employment, David J.
Smith) in 1974, found that:

® ‘There is a strong concentration of the minorities in non-
skilled manual jobs and a low concentration in non-manual
jobs.’

® ‘an Asian or West Indian has to make more applications
than a white person before finding a job.’

@ ‘there is still a substantial proportion of plants having high
concentrations of racial minorities which do not have minority
supervisors now and do not expect to have them in the near
future.’

® ‘There are a considerable number of plants in high
(immigrant) concentration areas which employ only whites.’

The 1968 Race Relations Act made it unlawful for an
employer to discriminate against a person on the grounds of
race, colour or ethnic or national origins by refusing, or
deliberately omitting, to employ him or to offer him the same
terms and conditions of work and opportunities for training
and promotion as are available to others in the same circum-
stances.

However, ‘equal opportunity’ cannot be achieved simply by
avoiding illegal discrimination. According to the Department
of Employment (Take 7, HMSO, 1972):

‘active discrimination is not the only factor to be considered,
nor is it the most important. Equal opportunity demands the
absence of passive discrimination which is much more difficult
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to identify and cure. Passive discrimination is the acceptance
or tolerance by everybody, including coloured workers, of
employment situations in which equality of opportunity is
consciously or unconsciously denied; situations where
employers see no reason to change things because they know
of no protests or complaints and therefore assume that
coloured workers are content with the existing situation.’

The need for such positive policies has been widely
recognised. They should, according to the Department of
Employment, be agreed with worker representatives; and it
should be the responsibility of top management to have them
sufficiently supervised and regularly monitored — and be seen
to work in practice.

More specifically, the Race Relations Board, the Institute of
Personnel Management and other bodies have identified the
need to monitor employment or recruitment patterns, and this
may involve the use of personnel data to examine the ethnic
composition of the workforce to ensure that coloured or
immigrant workers have not been unjustifiably excluded from
any area.

In addition, the Department of Employment (Take 7) has
laid particular stress on the question of language training:
‘Language training for those coloured workers whose English
is poor is probably the most useful aid to integration that an
employer can provide.’

Policies

No tormal policy on the employment of racial minorities
exists at Avon, either at group or company level. Each of the
companies maintained, however, that their employment
practices were based solely on merit and suitability for the job;
and, in each case, top management expressed their confidence
in the ability of their personnel staff to take decisions strictly
on this basis.

Accordingly, none of the companies had felt it necessary to
issue any special instructions to the personnel staff. Similarly,
although job application forms in Avon contain details of
place of birth, no company had attempted to establish either
the ethnic composition of the workforce or the reasons why
some job applicants had not been offered work.

In general, Avon managers suggested that, in the absence of
any apparent race relations problem, such monitoring would
serve no useful purpose. Some managers said that evidence of
discrimination would become apparent without statistical
data; while others suggested that, by keeping such records,
they might invite racial discrimination by drawing attention
to minority groups. Particular emphasis was placed on this
point by the Managing Director of Motorway, who said he
believed that any special reference to race might, in itself,
spark off prejudice.

All this would, in part, explain why the question of race
relations has not generally been discussed between Avon
managements and trade union representatives. Two minor
exceptions to this were understood to have occurred: at
Bridgend — when the management discussed the passing of
the Race Relations Act with union representatives in 1968 —
and at Bradford, when the question was raised some time
later, during an acute labour shortage. On this occasion, a
union representative had reportedly asked whether the
Company would be prepared to employ coloured labour; and
he was told that they were.

Employment Practices

In the absence of detailed information from the Group, it has
been possible to report only generally on employment
practices at Avon. Four areas were identified as being of
particular importance: (i) the ethnic composition of the work-
force; (ii) promotion practices; (iii) complaints; and (iv)
language problems.
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(i) Ethnic composition

In the absence of detailed information, Avon managers were
asked to estimate the numbers of immigrant or coloured
workers employed by their companies. Most Avon plants are
situated in areas of low immigrant populations: the Melksham
and Bradford factories are both in Wiltshire, while the
Bridgend and Inflatables factories are in low immigrant areas
in South Wales. However, Avon Medicals is situated in
Birmingham where it might be expected to employ more
coloured workers.

Melksham’s mainly West Indian coloured employees were
estimated to comprise some 2 per cent of the workforce; and it
was further estimated that the proportion of coloured workers
who had applied for emFloyment in the recent past was
somewhere in the order of 8 per cent. However, at the AIP
plant at Bradford — which is only five miles from Melksham
— there were said to be no coloured employees, and it was
estimated that the Company had received only three applica-
tions from coloured workers in the past five years.

The Company stated that when immigrants first started
applying for jobs at Melksham ‘the foreign nationals and the
coloured immigrants were beginning to bunch in certain
areas. This was thought to be undesirable in the interests of
good integration’. As a result the Company ‘regulated the
numbers coming in’ so that they would ‘not exceed the
national percentage figures’. This policy is no longer pursued.

No estimates were provided of the ethnic composition of
the workforce at Motorway (other than at the head office in
Reading). At Avon Medicals, the head of personnel objected
strongly, in principle, to monitoring the ethnic composition of
the workforce; he had nevertheless taken steps to determine
the number of Irish employees at the plant, after a recent IRA
bomb attack in Birmingham. The Company ‘guessed’ that
perhaps 20 of its 550 employees might be coloured.

The number of coloured employees at Avon’s two South
Wales factories — Inflatables and Bridgend — was described
as negligible; and this was attributed to the low immigrant
population in the surrounding areas.

In addition to coloured immigrants most of the Avon plants
also employ a small number of Italian or Polish immigrants
who settled in the UK shortly after the war.

(ii) Promotion

Each company was asked to identify the most senior position
occupied by coloured employees. It was clear that minority
groups have been under-represented in more senior positions.
However, it was not possible to assess the significance of this,
because no analysis of the several other factors which would
affect an employee’s prospects of promotion — e.g. length of
service — could be made.

At Melksham, coloured people were said to be employed on
the shop floor more often than on the staff ‘because of their
level of skills’ but there were said to be no coloured employees
in senior positions on the shop floor; there were none at or
above the level of charge-hand at Avon Medicals; and at the
old AIP factory in Birmingham, no coloured workers had
been employed as supervisors, or at higher levels. On the staff
side, several companies reported that Asian accountants were
employed in fairly senior positions; otherwise, the most senior
positions occupied by coloured employees were said to be a
technologist at Melksham, and a service manager at one of
Motorway’s depots in North London.

Motorway’s Managing Director said, however, that he
would not be prepared to appoint a coloured salesman. He
maintained that a coloured salesman ‘would be crucified’ in
many areas of the country; and that hostile customer reaction
would inevitably lead to decreased sales.

(iii) Complaints

Managers said they knew of no complaints from employees
alleging racial discrimination. Some noted, however, that
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coloured employees had, on occasions, been the subject of
‘good natured’ banter — to which, it was believed, they did
not object.

It was learned from the Race Relations Board, rather than
from Avon, that a complaint of unlawful discrimination had
been made against the management of the old AIP factory in
Birmingham. The complaint, made in 1971, was made initially
to the rubber industry’s NJIC, where it was determined that
unlawful discrimination had not occurred and, on consider-
ation of the case, the Race Relations Board decided not to
entertain the complainant’s further appeal to them.

In addition, the management at Avon Medicals gave infor-
mation about an incident which had implications for race
relations which took place shortly after a public house in Bir-
mingham had been bombed by the IRA, in 1974. The manage-
ment reported that some members of the workforce had
objected to working with one of the Company’s Irish
employees, as they believed her to be an IRA sympathiser. The
management at Medicals said they made it clear that they
would not discharge the person concerned; and they told
supervisory staff that any employee found fighting over the
incident would be dismissed. No serious incident occurred.

(iv) Language

Provided job applicants can fill in time sheets, poor English
would not be an obstacle to obtaining a manual job with an
Avon company. No formal test of an applicant’s ability to

Discussion

There is no evidence that unlawful discrimination has taken
place at Avon, though only very limited information has been
obtained. However, the comments of Motorway’s Managing
Director give some cause for concern. Although he said that
to his knowledge none of his coloured employees had
experienced prejudice at work — and that he thought that in
the absence of widespread unemployment, prejudice would be
unlikely — he said he would not be prepared to ‘crusade’ by
appointing a coloured salesman. Motorway has, reportedly,
never received an application from a coloured person for a
salesman’s job. However, if the Company were to refuse to
employ a suitably qualified coloured person on the grounds
given in interviews, it would be committing an illegal act of
discrimination.

Throughout the Avon Group, the absence of complaints from
coloured workers appeared to have satisfied managers that
no problems existed within their plants. Several managers said
that the subject had never arisen, or been discussed, until this
enquiry began; and the Managing Director of Motorway said
he thought that any special attention to the subject, even the
reference to it in an enquiry of this kind, was positively harm-
ful. “People like you make the situation worse,” he said. ‘You
make people think about situations which should not be
thought about.’

Although there are very few coloured workers in the
Bridgend area, and at the Avon factory at Bridgend, that
Company’s MD was the only person interviewed to recognise
both that racial discrimination in employment was a problem,
and that the problem was largely ignored: ‘In spite of what
people think about it, they tend to finish at the bottom of the
pile.” The personnel manager at Avon Medicals did hint at the
possibility of discrimination, in describing situations which
had always left ‘a nagging doubt’ — but she acknowledged
that they had yet to ‘get to the root of the problem’: ‘I’ve had
in the past coloured people come to me. They’ve said to me,
“I want to hand my notice in”. I ask “Why?” All they say is
“I'd like a change I say: “What made you take this
decision?” . . . “Oh well, I'd really rather not say”.’

What evidence there was suggested that there were
relatively high concentrations of coloured workers in less
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speak or read English is made; though applicants are normally
expected to be able to fill in their own application forms. Avon
Medicals is the one exception to this rule: the Company has
allowed applicants to be accompanied by a friend or relative in
job interviews, who may give assistance. Medicals also said
that they preferred to employ persons with a friend or relative
already working at the plant.

Several companies in the Group said they had experienced
minor difficulties with employees who spoke poor English. At
Bridgend, language difficulties were said to have caused prob-
lems with some European employees, during training; while,
at Medicals, it was acknowledged that some Asian employees
might not fully understand safety instructions. Both com-
panies said they had, when necessary, asked other employees
to act as interpreters.

Though there were said to be a number of Polish and

Italian workers at Melksham who spoke ‘virtually no English
at all’, no indication was given that any problems had arisen.
These workers were said mostly to be employed in solitary
jobs.
: Though the Rubber & Plastics Processing Industry Training
Board makes available grants to employers for language
training, no Avon company had considered offering em-
ployees such assistance. At Melksham, it was suggested that
European immigrants would ‘bitterly resent any assistance
with language’ though it was not clear whether they had ever
been asked.

skilled positions. At Melksham (where more coloured workers
are emplmcd than in the rest of the Group put together) it was
said: ‘There is no reason for this except that coloured
employees do not apply to be considered (for promotion)’. If
qualified or experienced coloured people are reluctant to
apply for positions then Avon’s lack of positive policies and
action on race may well be to blame.

The introduction of positive policies to ensure that no dis-
crimination can occur would seem to be particularly appro-
priate at Melksham. The Company appears, in the past, to
have operated a partial colour bar — which would certainly be
illegal today — and this may have affected the subsequent posi-
tion of coloured employees.

The preference shown at Avon Medicals for job applicants
with friends or relatives already working at the factory may
have excluded members of minority groups not previously
employed there. There is also scope for enquiry into the
reasons for the lack of coloured employees at Bradford. At the
time of this enquiry there were no coloured employees at the
factory (and, reportedly, no coloured job applicants) whereas
at Melksham — which is only 5 miles away and draws its work-
force from the same area — an estimated one in twelve shop
floor job applicants was reportedly coloured.

Avon Medicals has admitted that the poor English of some
employees may prevent them from understanding safety
instructions and would give them only limited opportunity for
promotion. The possibility of providing, or allowing time off
tor, language training for immigrant workers should certainly
be considered in such circumstances. The problems of immi-
grant workers who speak poor English require a more
sympathetic response than that of the Avon manager who
said: ‘They’re coming to earn £30 a week . . . If nobody talks
to them, they don’t rate that as a great problem’.

Above all, it is clear that Avon companies, like very many
others, have failed to introduce positive policies to deal with
passive discrimination — a situation in which, according to
the Department of Employment, ‘employers see no reason to
change things because they know of no protests or complaints
and therefore assume that coloured workers are content with
the existing situation’.
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Employment of the
Disabled

An estimated 4-5 per cent of the country’s workforce —
perhaps 1} million people in all — could be classified as
disabled, within the meaning of the Disabled Persons (Employ-
ment) Act 1944. This Act defines as disabled someone who ‘on
account of injury, disease or congenital deformity, is sub-
stantially handicapped in obtaining or keeping employment

. of a kind . .. suited to his (or her) age, experience and
qualifications’.

This same Act defines employers’ basic obligations to the
disabled — and, in particular, to the 600,000-odd people who
are Registered Disabled Persons (RDPs). (For personal,
medical and other reasons, many disabled people do not
register with the Department of Employment — and there is
no requirement, and often no incentive, for them to do so.)
The Act basically provides that anyone who employs 20 people
or more should either employ a number of RDPs equal to 3 per
cent or more of the total workforce; or apply for and obtain a
permit which exempts them from this quota requirement, and
allows them to take on other employees. The Act also requires
employers to keep records of the total numbers of registered
disabled people who are employed — and to make these avail-
able for inspection to the Department of Employment, on
request.

In spite of this, the national unemployment rate for RDPs
has consistently been about four times higher than the rate for
all workers. There are three main reasons for this:

1. Most of the 60,000 companies in the UK employing 20 people or
more do not fulfil the 3 per cent quota. About 40 per cent of firms
operate under quota, but obtain permits allowing them to take on
non-disabled employees — while about 20 per cent of firms fail to
mieet their statutory obligations, in that they employ under quota,
and have no permission to do so.

2. Serious weaknesses have been recognised in the design of the law
— which is now under review.

3. There have been shoricomings in the administration and
enforcement of the Act. For example, between 1954 and 1973, only
one firm was prosecuted for offences under the Act — though several
thousand firms were known to be consistently in breach of the law.

The overall effect of the 1944 Act has therefore been very
limited. Indeed, the Department of Employment has sug-
gested, on the basis of a survey carried out in 1970, that: ‘there
is no positive evidence to suggest that the quota exerts a signifi-
cant effect on the employment prospects of individual disabled
people’.

The employment prospects of disabled people would there-
fore be determined almost entirely by the policies and
practices of individual employers.

Avon Group

Avon has no Group policy on the employment of disabled
people; and this issue has not been formally discussed at the
monthly meetings of the Group’s Employee Relations or
Training and Development Committees. Nevertheless, the
different companies in the Group have several common
policies and practices. For example, there have been no wage
differentials between disabled and other employees: all have
been paid ‘the rate for the job’. In addition, none of the com-
panies had adopted special procedures for the recruitment,
training or promotion of disabled employees, and none had
taken formal steps to measure their effectiveness at work. Most
companies reported having occasional discussions about the
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employment of disabled with trade union representatives;
however, the unions were said to have been concerned with
individual cases, rather than the company’s overall policy.

No Avon company had a written policy covering employ-
ment of disabled people — though at Bradford and Bridgend,
it was said to be formal policy to employ a 8 per cent or higher
quota of RDPs. The other companies in the Group all
employed below quota. See Table.

Employment of RDPs by Avon companies

Total number in

Percentage of
workforce (approximate

workforce who

number at 1.1.75) are RDPs
Melksham 3,500 1.5
Bradiord 1,200 3.0
Bridgend 640 3.0
Medicals 565 1.77
Inflatables 385 0.78
Motorway 1,100 0.45

This data, however, gives little indication of several signifi-
cant differences in the policies and practices of the six
companies involved.

® Melksham. Site policy was said to be to employ as many
disabled people as possible; at the same time, it was stressed
that a tyre factory was not a particularly suitable environment
for disabled workers. The site manager said the Company had
considered setting up a sheltered work environment, but had
decided against, first, because this might be seen as ‘a place of
no hope’ and, secondly, because it was thought that isolating
disabled workers might remove other peoples’ responsibility
tor them — ‘Out of sight, out of mind . . . rather like the old
lunatic asylum’.

The site manager said that, wherever possible, the Company
had tried to accommodate disabled people at work; and that
special arrangements had been made to suit individual needs
— such as the restructuring of work routines — as well as
arrangements for the benefit of all disabled workers. These
included, for example, the designation of certain jobs for the
disabled, the provision of special car parking facilities, and an
arrangement for disabled workers to leave ten minutes early,
without loss of pay, so as to avoid being caught in the exodus
at the end of shifts.

Though the Melksham site had for many years employed
well below the 8 per cent quota, no applications had been
made to the Department of Employment (DE) for permits of
exemption — as the law requires. Indeed, between the early
1960s and November 1974, the Company had no contact at all
with the local DE on the question of employing disabled
people. The site manager said that their records had been
inspected ‘on several occasions during the 1950s and early
1960s’ — when the Company did employ a quota. The
Company had been issued with an exemption permit only
after a meeting with the DE in November 1974.
® Bradford’s head of personnel said that the Company met a
3 per cent quota partly because of the requirement implied in
law, and also because of Avon’s position in the community. As
the only major employer in Bradford, it was said that Avon

would be expected to employ disabled people, regardless of
any legal obligation.
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In other respects the facilities provided, and arrangements
made, for disabled people at Bradford appeared generally
the same as at Melksham. Bradford’s head of personnel
suggested that, on both sites, Avon’s policies might be
characterised as having emerged as a result of a genuine
interest in the problems faced by disabled people which
‘started off as pure paternalism’.
® Bridgend. Company policy was said to be to comply with
the relevant legislation; but the clear impression was given
that the Company understood the law to place on employers
an unqualified obligation to employ at or above the 38 per cent
quota. Be this as it may, the Company said it had always been
above quota.

The Bridgend management said they had not so far found it
necessary to make any special arrangements for employing
disabled’ people; but they said they would certainly consider
doing so, should the need arise.
® Medicals. In 1972, the Company took the initiative of con-
tacting the local office of the DE, to seek advice about
employing disabled workers. However, this was not followed
by any significant increase in the proportion of RDPs on the
workforce. At the time of this enquiry, the Company
employed just over half of the 3 per cent quota; it had
obtained Cxemption permits from the DE.

The Company’s policy — to employ disabled people
provided they could work effectively and be integrated into the
workforce — had been greatly influenced by the fact that it
operates a ‘mobility of labour’ clause for shop floor
employees. This provides that any shop floor employee can be
required to transfer to any one of the jobs on the shop floor, at
any time — and the Company has considered that, although
most of the work involved is clean and light, disabled
employees could find it difficult to transfer from station to
station.

Medicals said it allowed no exceptions to its ‘mobility of
labour’ rule — even for the registered disabled — and main-
tained that if it did it could face irresistable pressure to make
other exceptions which could lead to the breakdown of the
whole system.

Management said that although there had been no formal
contact with the union on this issue, it had been made clear,
informally, that the union endorsed the Company’s policy on
mobility of labour. Medicals’ union representatives, however,
claimed that exceptions to the mobility of labour policy were
made and had been accepted by other workers without any
trouble. The union suggested that the Company could have
employed more disabled people if it had wanted to; though
they also said they had never known of anyone being refused
work because they were disabled.

At the Avon Medicals factory in Redditch — under con-
struction at the time of this enquiry — no special provisions
had been made for the employment of disabled workers, The

Companv said that, as it intended to operate ‘mobility of

labour’ at the new plant, the same provisions for disabled
workers would be made as at Birmingham.

® Inflatables. The Company employed three RDPs — under 1
per cent of the workforce — at the time of this enquiry. Policy
was said to be to employ disabled people when they could do
the job, though the Company said it would certainly have tried
to employ more disabled people if it had thought that
unemployment among RDPs was considered a significant local
problem.

The Company said it had assumed there to be no real
problem, as the local DE had never approached it; and,
shortly after the interview with PIRC, the management made
contact with the local DE, to establish what the position was.
(The Company indicated that the DE had described local
unemployment rates for RDPs to be fairly low.)

In addition, the Company said it had contracted work to a
local workshop for the disabled in the past, and that it would
do so again in the future ‘whenever possible’. Union sources,
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on the other hand, said they had had the impression that this
subcontracting had stopped, because management had not
been satisfied with the rate of work.

® Motorway. Though the Company’s employees are based at
180 different sites, the Company is nevertheless bound by the
provisions of the Disabled Persons (Employment) Act, Motor-
way has obtained permits of exemption, allowing it to employ
less than 3 pCI cent RDPs. At the time of this enquiry,
Motorway’s 1,100 or so employees included only five
registered disabled persons.

The Company had no policy on empioyment of the dis-
abled. Management said that while they had ‘no conscious
policy to say we don’t employ’ disabled peoplc they con-
sidered that the nature of the business made it difficult for
them to do so. The personnel officer suggested that, while they
would find it hard to employ disabled people in many
positions, they might have employed more, had more RDPs
applied to work for them.

The Company said it made no special arrangements for dis-
abled employees; though it had made such arrangements in at
least one individual case, which had involved a prolonged
illness and recuperation.

Discussion
This enquiry was seriously limited by the absence of
information — in particular, about the positions in which

disabled workers at Avon were employed. Nevertheless, some
general conclusions may be drawn from this survey.

Only two companies, Bradford and Bridgend, employed the
‘statutory’ quota of registered disabled persons at the time of
this enquiry. Melksham had for many years employed under
quota and did not obtain exemption until shortly after this
enquiry began.

However, some Avon companies, more than others, may
employ unregistered disabled persons. For example, Melksham
management appeared to have left it to the disabled workers
themselves to decide whether or not to register, though
Bradford actively encouraged disabled employees to register.
According to Bradford’s head of personnel, with an employee
who, for example, developed a heart condition: ‘It’s a natural
thing to register him, or at least seek to have him registered —
one can’t just do it automatically. But some feel very touchy
aboutit. ..’

Management at Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend suggested
that their companies felt special responsibilities towards
employing disabled persons. However, the approach of other
Avon managements appeared unduly passive. Motorway
management, for example, suggested that the essential thing
about the Company’s approach was that it did not dis-
criminate against disabled people. At Medicals and Inflatables
the emphasis appeared to be on the need for the individual to
adapt to the work, rather than on the companies’ willingness
to make allowances tor the individual’s needs. The impression
obtained was that disability would be no handicap to employ-
ment provided it was no handicap to the individual. As
Inflatables’ management expressed it : ‘If a disabled person
approaches us for a job, and they are able to do that job, the
tact that they are disabled is irrelevant . . .’

This survey provided further evidence of shortcomings both in
the design and the administration of the law on the employ-
ment of disabled. Perhaps the most striking feature of this
enquiry was the apparent inadequacy of the law in dealing
with companies whose records in employing disabled people
were poor.
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Consumer products
and services

This report examines how Avon’s policies and practices have,
or might have, influenced the quality of the goods and services
they provide to consumers. No Avon products were tested.
Instead, we tried to judge the appropriateness of the standards
the Avon companies set themselves; and to examine selected
Avon products in the light of these and other standards.

This report deals with first-life tyres (manufactured at
Melksham); remoulds (Bridgend); Avon Safety Wheel
(Melksham); Motorway’s distribution network (nationwide);
and boats and life-saving equipment (Inflatables).

1. First-life car tyres

Avon insisted that enquiries about car tyres be limited in the
following ways:

1. Avon was not prepared to give information which might (i)
describe how its products compared with those of its com-
petitors; or (ii) put Avon products at a competitive disadvan-
tage.

2. Two interviews were held with the Managing Director and
the Technical Director of Avon Tyres; but they did not allow
these to be tape-recorded. These interviews not only pro-
ceeded slowly, as a result, but were confined to very general
discussion. No interviews were held with any line managers on
the tyre side, as had been allowed elsewhere.

3. No material was provided in response to requests for a con-
siderable amount of supplementary information.

Accordingly, this report about the Group’s major products
is relatively brief; and it deals with the question of disclosure
as well as the products themselves.

Policy

The Tyre Company declined to make available a copy of the
policy that had been used by the old Tyre Division (disbanded
in the reorganisation in 1974); they said it was outdated, and
could therefore be misleading and confusing. They agreed to
provide a copy of the Company’s new policy on product
quality and safety, but did not do so.

The Company said its policy was, in outline, ‘to play fair by
our customers and suppliers’ — and to try to satisty customer
demand by accentuating the road-holding qualities in their
tyves. It was also said that the Company had offered con-
sumers ‘a little bit more appearance quality and performance
quality’ — because they were not able to advertise heavily, as
could other manufacturers.

At the same time, Avon suggested that the performance
quality of its tyres was determined largely by the requirements
of the motor industry, rather than by consumers who buy in
the ‘replacement market’. Avon sells about 20 per cent of its
output to the industry, as ‘original equipment’; and they said
they hoped to increase this to about 35 per cent, by 1980. It
follows that the motor industry, rather than the motoring
public, will continue to determine the performance quality of
Avon tyres.
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Performance quality

Performance quality in tyres is influenced by three main
factors: (i) the basic design of the tyre — for example, as a
crossply, or textile or steel-braced radial; (ii) the detail of the
design — e.g. the number of plies used, or the volume, distri-
bution or pattern of the tread — and also the quality of con-
struction; and (iii) the nature and quantity of the materials
used in making the tyre.

By varying these three factors, numerous kinds of perfor-
mance quality can be achieved — and, in particular, the road
holding (grip) and road wear (life) of a tyre can be determined.

In tyres of the same basic construction, these two qualities
are determined mainly by the mix (compounding) of the
rubber in the tyre. By using different rubber compounds,
either of these two basic qualities may be influenced —
though, typically, either one can be enhanced only at the
expense of the other. The more a tyre grips and clings to the
road, the greater the friction between the two will be and,
therefore, the greater the wear.

According to Avon, the motor industry is concerned mainly
with the handling characteristics of tyres — with a variety of
tactors which range from wet and dry braking capability to
parking torque. However, Avon said that a requirement for
road wear performance was ‘not generally specified’.

Avon claimed that its tyres were unsurpassed for road hold-
ing and for wet grip; and ‘in the middle range’ for wear.
Neither claim could be properly assessed, because insufficient
information was provided about both the specifications of
Avon tyres, and the measures taken to ensure that production
tyres conformed to them.

Independent reports on Avon tyres (mostly in motoring
magazines) indicate that they do perform particularly well in
wet conditions. However, there was little or no independent
evidence by which to assess (i) what mileage an Avon tyre
might give; or (ii) the extent to which Avon had necessarily
down-graded the road wear performance of its tyres, in order
to improve their grip.

The senior management at Melksham implied that Avon
tyres might give less mileage than other brands, only because
they were better than other brands on grip. However, Avon’s
middle management at Bridgend suggested that tyre mileage
might to some extent be increased without sacrificing grip —
simply by increasing the depth of the tyre tread.
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Because this enquiry was cut short, it proved impossible to
establish whether or not the tread on Avon first-life tyres had
been designed to give maximum possible mileage — or
whether even a marginal increase in their tread depth would
lead to complications, such as the overheating of the tyre.

Tyre standards and testing

There exist few legal or official standards for the construction
and design of tyres. There is a British Standard specification
tor car tyres, but it is not high — and it is believed that Avon
and other major manufacturers comfortably exceed this stan-
dard in meeting the requirements of the motor industry and
the market more generally.

Requirements in UK law affect individual motorists, rather
than tyre manufacturers. Motorists are required to fit and
maintain tyres of a suitable type and free from any defect
which might cause damage to a road surface, or danger to the
occupants of the vehicle or to other road users. It is believed
that regulations affecting tyre manufacturers may be intro-
duced in the future under European law, but no proposals
have yet been formally made.

The scope and future of such regulations would seem likely
to be influenced by experience in the US, where a number of

attempts have been made since 1968 to introduce a Uniform
Tire Quality Grading System. Broadly speaking, the proposals
published under this scheme so far would require manufac-
turers to submit to a government agency samples of their pre-
production car tyres, for testing and grading against a
standard test tyre. Manufacturers would then be required to
permanently label their production tyres with details of their
speed rating, and their tread wear and stopping ability, rela-
tive to that of the standard test tyre.

The Managing Director of Avon Tyres suggested that, while
the proposed regulations had appropriately identified the test
parameters, they were otherwise fundamentally unsound. He
emphasised that the performance of tyres in precisely defined
test conditions would give no reliable indication of perfor-
mance in road use, when tyres are driven in many different
ways and in many different conditions. Indeed, he suggested
that the existence of such a standard might encourage some
manufacturers to ‘cheat’ — by developing tyres which per-
formed well in test conditions, but not elsewhere.

On the other hand, the MD of the Avon Group — when
interviewed in his capacity as President of the British Rubber
Manufacturers Association, in 1973 — said: ‘There is an over-
whelming case for an agreement on standards for tyres. ...’

Note on tyre construction
and design

There are three basic elements in a tyre — the beads, the
casing and the tread. These are separately prepared, and con-
solidated towards the end of the manufacturing process, when
tyres are built by hand.

The beads — bands of high-tensile steel wire, wrapped in
rubber-coated fabric — form the internal diameter of a tyre,
and hold the tyre to the wheel by fitting tightly against its rim.

The casing comprises layers (plies) of rubber-coated fabric. To
avoid chafing — and the relatively rapid deterioration this
would produce — the fabric used in each layer is not cross-
woven, but has cords or strands which run in one direction
only. When a tyre is built, each layer is arranged so that the
strands run first in one direction, then in the other — pro-
viding a strength equivalent to that of a cross-woven material.

The tread is an extruded wedge of rubber with tapered sides,
which forms the final ‘layer’ of the tyre. When it is bonded to
the tyre, the tread surface is smooth: the pattern is formed
when the whole tyre is cured in a hot mould, in the final stage
of manufacture.

Cross-Ply

Radial-Ply

In the UK, tyres are built to one of two basic designs —
cross-ply and radial-ply. The main feature of radial tyres is the
textile or steel-wire strands they contain, which greatly
increase tyre life.

Remould tyres are made by buffing (abrading) some of the
tread and sidewall rubber off used tyres, and then sticking a
new tread and sidewall veneer on to the old casing. Provided
the casing is good — i.e. of sound construction and design,
and not too old — a tyre can be remoulded twice or more.
Indeed, aircraft tyres are traditionally remoulded over and
over again, because their tread wears very fast.

The life of a tyre depends on the original strength of a
casing, the extent of damage it has received through abuse,
and on its age. About 6 years after a car tyre is first made, the
degradation of the tyre rubber (in particular by ozone in the
air) is such as to make remoulding positively unsafe.

£ £ o

Readers who wish to obtain further information — to
supplement this very basic account of tyre manufacture and
design — might refer either to the publicity departments of
one of the major tyre companies, or to the Automobile
Association’s publication ‘Know about your Tyres’ (1971.
Available from the AA Publications Department, Fanum
House, Basingstoke, Hants. Price 35p, post free, or 25p from
AA Bookshops).
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He expressed little confidence in the ability of ‘official testing
organisations’ to organise such tyre approval, without turning
it into ‘a very long winded business’ — but he reportedly
raised no obJecnons of the kind referred to by the MD at Avon
T}’l es.

The MD at Avon Tyres further demonstrated his conviction
that specific tests had no general relevance, by indicating that
all the independent test reports on Avon tyres that he had seen
had been consigned to his waste paper basket. He maintained
that such reports (in motoring journals, etc.) had in no way
influenced his Company’s policies or practice.

Nevertheless, Avon has carried out extensive road and
laboratory tests on its own, and competitors’ tyres. It was
cxplamcd that these allowed Avon to make realistic assess-
ments of tyres — because they were tested under what Avon
considered to be appropriate conditions, and tested con-
tinuously to allow comparisons over time. The Company was
not prepared to release details of any of these tests.

Quality control and safety

Avon was prepared to discuss only in very general terms the
quality control and on-line test procedures that were used to
ensure that tyres were built to appropriate standards of quality
and safety. Thus, the emphasis in this section of the report is
on the procedures that might be followed, if and when faults
do occur — and particularly if safety-related defects are
involved.

Experience in the US suggests that safety-related defects in
tyres are fairly common; and that they may not be detected
before tyres have been distributed for general sale. In 1973,
for example, over 120,000 tyres made by ten different firms
were recalled for safety reasons, as required by law.

No provision or recommendation is made for the recall of

tyres with known saﬂety-related defects either in UK law or by
the tyre manufacturers’ or distributors’ trade bodies. Avon

said it had never recalled tyres in the UK (though, in the 1950s,
it did recall a batch of wholly defective tyres sent to Turkey)
and they said they knew of no recall by any other UK manufac-
turer.

Avon acknowledged it had found defects in tyres after manu-
tacture, but the senior management maintained that the large
majority of these were not safety-related, and that thE}' had
usually been detected early enough to be dealt with by “freez-
ing stocks’. No details were supplied of the circumstances in
which such action had been taken; and access to the ‘weekly
reports on defects’, circulated to appropriate Avon managers,
was not given.

In the absence of information from the senior management
at Avon Tyres, this issue was raised at Group level. The Group
MD suggested: ‘what we are asking you to accept, in a sense, is
that our people are capable of exercising sufficiently intelligent
professional judgement to protect the consumer. . . ." While it
was not possible to establish how this judgement had been, or
would be, exercised, it did seem clear that a recall would be
organised only in very exceptional circumstances. Avon Tyres,
for example, had no recall procedurc the management
thought they would probably seek ‘some sort of publicity’,
though they were not optimistic about the effect this would
have.

Avon said it was able to monitor defects generally, by main-
taining comprehensive records of ‘service returns’ for three
years after the introduction of any new model of tyre. In this
system — which was said to be similar to the systems used by
other major tyre manufacturers — Avon technical personnel
examine all defective tyres returned to the Company by con-
sumers (through sales outlets), and then classify the various
defects found in each model of tyre. This system was said to be
sufficiently reliable to allow the Company to accurately predict
the distribution and nature of defects in any tyre, during the
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first three years of its ‘market life’, on the basis of the service
returns for the first few months.

Again, the question of access to information about defects
was raised at Group level, rather than pursued with the senior
management of Avon Tyres. The Group MD said he thought
that the publication of detailed information about defect levels
would unduly discredit the Group.

The Group MD also maintained that consumers never
thought in terms of buying equipment which might be defec-
tive — and very possibly did not want to: ‘Nobody buys a tyre
saying: “I have a one, two or three per cent (chance of)
failure”; everybody buys a tyre saying, “this is a good product
and it’s not going to fail”. So, if we are labelled as a company
with an X per cent level of premature failure, we automatically
have a worse product in the consumer’s mind and in the
dealer’s mind than everybody else. ... No tyre company
acknowledges that it has any failures at all: there are no
national statistics to put our figures into context.’

However, the Group MD was not concerned only about the
effects of a unilateral disclosure of information. He made it
clear he would not want such information published under
any circumstances:

Avon: ‘. . . if this were published in the absence of any equiva-
lent data of other tyre companies, we would obviously look
rather bad, in that we would be admlttmg we had premature
failures, where nobody else would be. .

PIRC: ‘Would you publish these ﬁgutes if everybody else did?’
Avon: ‘No, I don’t think so.’

PIRC: ‘Because of “‘tarnished image”, again?’

Avon: ‘Yes, why advertise it? ... So long as your customers
are properly dealt with, what benefit is it to you?’

Guarantees and complaints

Service returns would give only a general guide to the pertor-
mance of tyres in use. They would certam!y underestimate the
incidence of defects. They might also give a distorted picture
of the defects which occur — as reports are made only when
consumers identify faults and suspect them for what they are,
and then take appropriate action to have them remedied.

The fact that Avon tyres are not sold or supplied with any
form of written guarantee would certainly deter consumers
from seeking redress from the Company — particularly if the
defect appeared to be relatively minor, and was identified in a
tyre with some wear.

Though Avon (like most other major manufacturers) gives
no written guarantee, they will make a ‘concession allowance’
on tyres returned to them, when defects are judged to be the
result of poor manufacture or design. The cash allowance that
is given is related to the estimated amount of useable life left in
the tyre — and when calculating this, Avon claimed they erred
on the side of generosity.

Avon suggested that under this system consumers would
receive a refund ‘in a matter of days’; although there was
evidence it normally took considerably longer than this.

No information can be given about the way in which these
procedures have worked in practice, as access to the com-
plaints registers — though agreed in principle — was not
gl\’eﬂ.

Uninformed consumers

‘Everyone connected with the motor industry — including car
manufacturers, tyre makers and retailers, the Department of
the Environment, the AA — deplores the confusion and
public ignorance (about tyres). . . . Information which is vital
for the car owner to know is either not given on the tyre at all,
or is expressed in — for him — a meaningless code. When he
buys new tyres, the motorist is usually told nothing about their
maintenance and limitations in use. Some high performance
tyres which can be dangerous if mixed with others of a similar
construction (but using different bracing) are not even identi-

fied for what theyare. . . .

Social Audit Spring 1976



‘All these, and many other, shortcomings are both recog-
nised and accepted by most reputable members of the tyre
industry. They say the only real answer is to educate the public
properly in tyre choice and care — a task which they claim is
beyond their own resources.’ (Drive, the magazine of the Auto-
mobile Association; July 1978, pp. 88-44.)

The AA has suggested that tyre manufacturers might them-
selves improve this situation by identifying on tyre sidewalls,
‘in clear, unequivocal language’, minimum information which
should include:

® Date of manufacture. (Information which is reportedly ‘vital’ for
the safe retreading of first life tyres.)

® Maximum speed capability. (At present, three different letter codes
— or the absence of a code — may be used to indicate the 16 different
maximum speeds above which certain kinds of tyre should not be
run.)

® Type of construction — e.g. tubed or tubeless; remould; crossply
or textile or steel-braced radial. (It is illegal to drive on some com-
binations and, according to the AA, potentially dangerous or undesir-
able to drive on others.)

There is no legal requirement on a tyre manufacturer to
include any of this information — in code or otherwise. On
Avon car tyres it is included, mostly in code which would not
be intelligible to the average motorist.

In an interview with the MD of the Avon Group (July 1973),
Drive suggested that this information should be presented,
uncoded, on all car tyres. The Avon MD reportedly replied:
‘There is already a fair amount of congestion on tyre sidewalls.
In any case, I doubt whether many motorists would benefit
because they are still very naive about the subject.’

The AA, among others, has suggested also that car tyres
should have tread wear indicators (TWIs) — markers which
are built into a car tread, and which become exposed when a
tyre wears down to a certain (relatively unsafe) level. In the
Drive interview, the Group MD was reported to have said that
there were ‘insuperable problems associated with (their) manu-
facture and performance’. However, TWIs are now used in
some Dunlop tyres — and are required by law in the US on all
tyres manufactured since mid-1968. Avon tyres are sold in the
US — under the brand name ‘Bolide’ (the French word for
‘thunderbolt’) — and are presumably fitted with TWIs.

Avon — and other tyre manufacturers — could also usefully
provide information on tyre maintenance with the tyres they
sell. Though the tyre manufacturers’ trade association, the
BRMA, has produced a leaflet on tyre maintenance, it was
thought this would not give motorists all the information they
need. For example, in the US, tyre manufacturers give conflict-
ing advice to motorists on the need to ‘rotate’ their tyres —
that is, to switch tyres at regular intervals from one wheel to
another, in order to even-out the wear). In the US, some
manufacturers say their tyres must be rotated regularly (as a
condition of the guarantee); while others say that no rotation
is needed (See Consumer Reports 10/73 p. 609). No reference
to tyre rotation was found in Avon sales literature though it is
believed that Avon’s (unwritten) guarantee would not apply
when tyres become excessively worn through a failure to rotate
them.

Similarly motorists are not advised by Avon that their tyres
(like all others) should be ‘run in’ and that new tyres should be
driven relatively slowly. The significance of this advice may be
appreciated from the fact that a motorist was recently
acquitted of careless driving after an accident which put three
people in hospital — because the court accepted that he had
skidded on new tyres which he had not been told to run in. A
police witness reportedly told the court that police drivers
were instructed to run in new tyres at speeds of below 50 mph
for the first 200 miles. (Sunday Mirror, 6.5.75)

The Managing Director and Technical Director of Avon
Tyres appeared unwilling to accept any suggestion that the
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Company might have provided consumers with more informa-
tion.

They said it would be misleading and confusing for con-
sumers to have access to test data. They suggested also that, if
they published data to indicate, say, the kind of mileage a tyre
would run, this would imply a guarantee which consumers ‘on
the lunatic fringe” would claim against.

Both directors appeared somewhat critical of tyre adver-
tising generally. For example, the MD commented on an Avon
advertisement — which claimed ‘outstanding performance’
for both road holding and road wear — saying that this was
really just advertising. Similarly, the Technical Director agreed
that a consumer would be unwise to buy a tyre on the strength
of the information provided in advertisements. The purpose
of advertising, he said, was simply to get a name across to con-
sumers.

But the fact that consumers get little information about
tyres, other than from advertisements, did not appear to cause
concern: the MD of Avon Tyres maintained that the UK
market ‘was attuned to what the customer wants — he wants
big names’. Nevertheless, the MD did also say that, in his view,
the emphasis placed on mileage at the expense of grip by
‘some continental manufacturers’ was ‘lethal’ — and this, at
least, implied that some consumers would be considerably
better off, if better informed.
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Competition

Most of the major UK tyre manufacturers market a ‘first-line’
tyre — which is sold under the company’s own name — and
one or more second or third line brands, as well. Avon’s sub-
sidiary brand, ‘Henley’ — some of which are actually made for
Avon by Firestone — accounts for about 10 per cent of the
Group’s total tyre sales. Avon would appear to have main-
tained the Henley brand somewhat reluctantly, as the Group
MD explained in an interview in 1975:

‘There’s no emotional attachment to Henley. We must have
it because the UK market is structured the way it is . . . we have
to have a tyre that is going to compete in this very substantial
section of the market at the bottom, which is mostly of the
manufacturers’ making; it’s not there by public demand. This
is one of the stupid things — that the manufacturing side of
the industry as a whole foisted these third-line tyres on a
rather unwilling public. But the fact is they are there, and one
has to compete. . . .’

While there is some price competition between first and
second line products, there is little if any between the first line
brands themselves. Parallel pricing (see p. 8) — in which the
price of the market leader (Dunlop) is effectively adopted by all
other manufacturers — appears still to exist, despite the fact
that the major manufacturers no longer publish recommended
retail prices. A survey of the prices charged at Avon’s Motorway
depots (see p. 64) revealed little or no price difference between
different brands — though most prices were said to include
varied and sometimes substantial ‘discounts’.

Price competition is no doubt further discouraged by the
control exercised by the major tyre manufacturers over retail
outlets. Manufacturers own about 60 per cent of specialist
retail outlets; and these account for a slightly higher propor-
tion of tyre retail sales.

Whatever the advantages and disadvantages to Avon and the
rest of the tyre industry — and these are further discussed in
the reports on Motorway and Advertising, which follow — the
structure and organisation of the tyre market would seem to
have several positive disadvantages for consumers.

Discussion

The scope and depth of this enquiry was limited seriously by
Avon’s reluctance to fully substantiate the claims it made for
the performance, quality and safety of its first-life car tyres.
The Company’s response to requests for information should
be contrasted with the willingness of other Avon companies
(and Inflatables, in particular) to supply extensive information
about their products.

Avon has argued that information should be withheld from
consumers because they are ‘naive’ or because they may be
‘confused’ or ‘misled’ by it. But considerable confusion
already does exist — and with serious consequences for public
safety — specifically because tyre manufacturers have failed to
provide adequate information about their products.

The Company refused to release details of its own test
results on the grounds that these had only limited application
and could not be used to predict the performance of Avon
tyres in the widely varying circumstances in which they would
be used. Leaving aside the fact that Avon guarantees its tyres
for road use partly on the strength of such tests, PIRC had
made it clear that it requested this information in order to
establish how Avon had rated their tyres against their own
standards. Furthermore, an undertaking had earlier been
given by PIRC not to publish specific test results, but to limit
itself to publishing only an overall assessment — and to con-
sult the Company in the interpretation of these data.

Avon’s most persuasive argument for refusing to release
information, particularly data on tyre failure rates, was that it
feared this would unjustifiably discredit the Company in the
eyes of consumers and dealers if no other company published

58

comparablc information. Specitically, Avon said it feared that
consumers and dealers would identify it as the one company
which made tyres with occasional defects.

In considering this argument it should be remembered that
dealers are almost certainly aware of the levels of defects in
tyres, as they handle defective tyres regularly. In addition, it
would seem that the very large majority of consumers — and
motorists in particular — would have had sufficient experi-
ence with all kinds of products to know that no manufacturer
always produces perfect goods.

Once again, the approach of the senior management at
Melksham (in the Avon Group and at Avon Tyres) bears con-
wrast with practice elsewhere. In the mid-1960s, for example,
Avon Inflatables publicly appealed for the recall of several
months’ production of their boats, because of a safety-related
defect. The MD at Inflatables said that, in his experience,
dealers and consumers who remember that incident still
respect the Company for the action it took.

On balance, we would certainly have wished to see the
publication of this data by Avon Tyres; and have little doubt
that the public would have recognised that this signified
Avon’s complete confidence in the quality, performance,
safety and value of the tyres it makes.

It seemed ironical that the Company should provide no
hard information about the road-holding qualities of its tyres
— and further suggest that independent tests on its tyres were
of limited if any value — when such independent reports as
were obtained all suggested that Avon tyres had relatively very
good wet-grip capability. We see no reason to doubt them.

However, no firm evidence can be provided to support the
implied claim by the Group and company management at
Melksham that their tyres were built to give maximum mileage
without sacrificing grip. We would have wished to have had
further information on this point, in view of the following:

(i) Avon Tyres Ltd. said their tyres were designed principally to
meet the requirements of the motor industry — and the
industry was said not usually to specify the road wear per-
formance of the tyres bought as ‘original equipment’.

(ii) Bridgend management suggested that, in the late-1960s,
they had produced remoulds which gave a higher mileage
than Avon’s first-life tyres. If they were using the same tread
compound as was used in Avon’s first-life tyres, as it is
believed they were, this would suggest that the life of Avon
first-life tyres might, at least marginally, be increased.

(iii) Bridgend’s management responded to this situation by
reducing the amount of tread rubber on their tyres, so that
they would wear quicker than Avon’s first-life tyres. Then, at
least, an Avon company built obsolescence into its tyres.

In addition, it was not made clear how Avon tyres could be
both ‘unsurpassed’ for grip and also in the ‘middle range’ for
wear. If, as Avon suggested, the one characteristic could be
enhanced only at the expense of the other, one would expect
Avon tyres to be in the middle range for wear only by default
of other brands.

Finally, it would appear that consumers would have
grounds for serious concern about:
® The measures taken by the Company when it found that
defective tyres had been released for public sale.
® The lack of any written guarantee, or of any indication that
a guarantee exists.
® The very poor quality of the information provided, both on
the tyres themselves and at the point of sale.

These weaknesses are certainly not exclusive to Avon, but
appear to be common throughout the UK tyre industry.
Clearly, Avon is not in the most favourable position in the
market to deal with these problems. However, there is little
evidence to suggest that the Company even acknowledges that
such weaknesses exist — or that they would wish to correct
them, if they had the opportunity to do so.
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2. Remould car tyres

Policy

The Avon Rubber Company (Bridgend) Ltd. manufactures
‘Avon’ and ‘Olympic’ brand remould tyres. The Company has
no written policy on product quality and safety, though the
management maintained that their policy was underwritten in
the specifications for their products.

Avon suggested that its standards were very high for the
remould industry as a whole. At the same time it was reported
that there had been recurrent disagreements amongst the
senior management over product quality — and that the
Company was under considerable pressure to reduce costs,
possibly by lowering standards.

Thus, while the Technical Director maintained that he had
not compromised on the high standards he said were
observed, another director remarked: ‘I sometimes wonder if
we do ourselves a disservice commercially by trying to remain
up-market, as far as quality is concerned’. It appeared that,
sooner or later, standards would be reduced — but, as the
Managing Director put it, ‘at the moment, no-one has had the
courage to take a decision’ to say by how much, and when.

It was stressed, however, that the Company would not pro-
duce tyres to below the ‘British Standard’ remould specifica-
tion. The management indicated how low standards were at
the bottom end of the market — at least had been in the past
— by reference to one remoulder who used to buy and use the
casings (i.e. the old tyre carcasses) which Avon had rejected as
sub-standard. It was suggested, though, that standards in the
industry had improved in the recent past, even if they still had
far to go.

Standards

There are no specific legal standards for remoulds; nor any
restrictions as to who may make them. Only voluntary
standards exist.

Membership in the Remould Manufacturers’ Association is
reportedly open only to those who agree to follow a voluntary
code of practice. No details of the RMA’s standards were
obtained, but they were said (at mid-1975) to be under
revision. Avon Bridgend is an associate member of the RMA.

Similarly, the British Standards Institution said they were
preparing to improve their specification. Bridgend’s manage-
ment suggested that the existing specification was relatively
low and that their own specification was appreciably higher.
This was confirmed by comparing the BS specification with
Avon’s — which the Company readily provided, on request.
In particular, Avon said its ‘casing acceptance’ standards were
higher.

CASING ACCEPTANCE STANDARDS

British Standard requirement
Reject any tyre with:

Crown or shoulder penetration
or cuts, or unsatisfactory crown

or shoulder repairs, outside cer-
tain specified limits

No requirement

Tread damage which would
measure anything more than
25mm at the cords of the ply

Avon Bridgend requirement

Reject any tyre with:

Any injuries in the shoulder or
buttress region

Tread cracking exceeding one
inch in length
Tread damage which would

measure anything more than
10mm at the cords of the ply

Similarly, Avon Bridgend’s Technical Director claimed that
they rejected any casing on which (ply) cords were visible after
the old tyre tread had been removed by ‘buffing’. (The
Company estimated it rejected about 8-10 per cent of casings
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after buffing — some, they said, in a condition which other
remoulders would consider safe to use.) On the other hand,
the British Standard allows some degree of buffing damage on
some kinds of tyres.

Quality
No detailed information was given about the other specifica-
tions to which Avon remoulds were built. It was said, however,
that the tread compounding used was very similar to that used
in Avon first-life tyres, and that a comparable ‘wet grip’ per-
formance was achieved.

In addition, Bridgend management claimed that their
remoulds would give roughly 85 per cent of the mileage of a
comparable new tyre — for about 60 per cent of the cost.

Technical staff, at middle management level, admitted openly
that they had planned obsolescence into their tyres.
‘Originally, when the Avon remoulds were first made they had
a thicker tread . . . and were actually out-miling the new tyres.’
Their tread depth was then reduced, ‘so that they would wear
out a shade quicker than the new tyres’. The technical staff
gave the clear impression that tyres could be built to last a
good deal longer than they now do — but that they were not
for commercial, rather than technical reasons. It is quite pos-
sible that a misunderstanding had arisen in these interviews —
and it must be acknowledged that it would have taken a
further meeting to clarify the situation beyond doubt. But

what these managers appeared to be saying was that tyres

could be built with more of the same rubber compound — to

give the same grip — and also more mileage. They suggested

also that this could be done for relatively little extra cost. They

said, for example:

‘We can make a standard tyre (a remould) that does, say,
10,000 miles and sells for £3 . .. (or) we can make one that
does four times this mileage and sell itfor £5 . . .’

‘We could make a tyre tomorrow morning that would do
100,000 miles . . .

‘You don’t make something that’s going to last and last and
last . ..’
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Apart from these commercial considerations, the only other
factor said to limit the mileage of a remould was the strength
of the casing — and this again led to discussion about planned
obsolescence. For instance, the Technical Director referred to
the poor sidewall quality of some of the first-life tyres they
received:

Avon: ‘. . . it depends how much planned obsolescence is written
into the sidewall on the original tyre . . .’

PIRC: ‘How much is?’

Avon: ‘Well . . . on Avon tyres, you never see any signs of radial
cracking or ozone attack when they come back here for remoulding.
But with certain manufacturers you see them in a very cracked condi-
tion, and the life would be just about at the point that they are giving
up the ghost anyway, because they’ve got this incidence of cracking in
the sidewall at the end of their first life . . .’

PIRC: ‘If you see cracking of a particular kind, can you identify
that for certain as a planned obsolescence?’

Avon: ‘Well, it's difficult to say it is planned obsolescence — it’s
purely people getting down to basics and producing something that
will just do a job of work.’

Similarly, it was said that there were certain brands and
types of tyre which could not be successfully remoulded at all,
because of their size or design — and others which Avon
Bridgend said ‘we will not remould because we know we have
had premature failures’. It was suggested that remould manu-
facturing would be greatly simplified if all tyres were built to
certain specified sizes — as well as with more strength in the
sidewalls. It was claimed, however, that all Avon first-life tyres
could be remoulded, without problems.

The Company also said that up to about 10 per cent of its
PlOduCthl‘l was accounted for by tyres remoulded for a second
time. It was said to be compalatlvely rare to find a crossply
that could be remoulded twice or more; but that the Company
expected to be able to remould steel-braced radials, in
particular, more than once — because of their greater casing
strength. Avon said it had not yet been able to master the
different techniques that were needed to remould steel-braced
radials, but that they expected to do so before long.

Quality control and safety

Avon management explained that they had tried to maintain
quality standards not only by inspecting tyres at different
points on the production line; but also by penalising
employees who produced poor quality work. The Company
had imposed a ceiling on piecework earnings; and payment
had been withheld from operators when ‘scrap’ was produced.

In practice, it may well be that safety standards have suffered
as a result of the piecework payment system that has been
used. For example, it was reported that the policy of ‘not
paying for scrap’ had sometimes led to disputes between
operators and supervisors. This would suggest — though there
is no specific evidence to support it — that safety standards can
be maintained only at the expense of industrial disputes — or
conversely, that industrial disputes might be avoided by
slightly waiving safety standards.

In order to trace the operators responsible for any defects,
employees had been instructed to put an identifying mark on
their work, though it was said that they preferred not to and
often did not. The fact that an estimated 20 per cent of tyres
were said not to be identifiable at the end of the production
line might well be considered symptomatic of some conflict
between safety standards and the Company’s payment policies.

Avon Bridgend did not supply detailed information about
the test procedures used on finished tyres, but stated that
laboratory ‘rig’ tests were periodically carried out, in addition
to the visual inspection made of each tyre. It was learned only
after the conclusion of interviews at Bridgend that, at the final
inspection stage, tyres are graded as either first or second class.
It is believed that Avon’s second class tyres — identified by the
letter ‘S’ branded alongside the brand name — are those
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Remoulding: applying a new tread rubber to the buffed casing of a giant
tyre.

found to have an unacceptably high number of minor
blemishes on them.

The Company said that most of its testing was done on
proposed new models of tyres, and that the emphasis was on
‘field testing’, by Company employees driving their own cars.
Avon said they would typically have about 30 sets of tyres
under test in this way at any one time. The tests last for about
six months; and every two months tyres are examined —
mainly for wear, but also for other characteristics. As a result
of such tests, the Company said it had often decided against
going into production with a particular model of tyre.

(Avon employees apparently test these tyres at their own
risk; for the Company carries no special insurance for them.
The Avon manager with whom these tests were discussed said
only that no employee would be asked to drive on tyres that he
(the manager) would not use himself.)

If field tests prove satisfactory, tyres first go into limited
production for general sale. Thereafter, according to the
management, ‘we sit back and wait for the service returns to
come in’. The Company confirmed that defect levels reported
in service returns were generally lower than they would expect
from their experiences with field tests.

Avon said the defects reported most often in service returns
were the breaking-up of the tyre casing, separation of the
original tread from the tyre, and separation of the remoulded
tread. If a tyre casing broke up in use, a sudden blow-out
would be likely; while tread separation of any kind is also
potentially dangerous. No detailed figures describing the
frequency of these occurrences were obtained.
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In marked contrast to the management of Avon Tyres at
Melksham, the Bridgend management invited PIRC to
examine their service returns; though they did ask that no
information be published about specific tyre models.

The Company claimed to have reduced the level of service
returns for car tyres from around the 3.5 per cent mark, in
1950, to the present level of about 1 per cent. They said they
believed that these figures were ‘exceptionally good’ compared
with the failure rates of competitors at the top end of the
remould market — which they estimated to be in the region of
4 to 6 per cent. It was not possible to confirm or deny this;
neither was any attempt made to verify the suggestion made by
Avon that, in fact, relatively few remoulders kept accurate
service returns at all.

Examination of the Company’s records showed that defect
levels for 1972 and 1978 were indeed between 1 and 14 per
cent — though levels of defects on individual production
batches had varied between 0.5 and 4 per cent. (Delays of up to
2 years may occur before significant data from service returns
is obtained — hence the reference to 1972 and 1973 levels.)

The Company acknowledged that on occasional batches
defect levels had risen to about 10 per cent or above.
Management stated that they would not ‘recall’ tyres with this
level of defect and said, initially, that such action would only
be contemplated at defect levels of 20 to 30 per cent. They later
suggested a rather lower figure and pointed out — as had
Avon Tyres at Melksham — that the figure would depend
largely on the nature of the defect.

While this enqu related spemﬁcallv to the per formance of
passenger car tyres it is worth noting that service returns of
remould truck tyres are generally several times higher. The
significance of this was not discussed: it could be because
defects are more common in truck tyres — but it could also be
because truck fleet operators are more likely to recognise and
report defects.

Complaints and guarantees

Bridgend’s policies on complaints and guarantees are identical
to those of Avon Tyres at Melksham — .because Melksham
handles complaints and refunds for the remould company at
Bridgend, and compiles service returns for them.

Prices and marketing

Only very basic information was received about Avon
Bridgend’s marketing operation. At the time of this enquiry,
Bridgend had been matketlng tyres for just a few months —
and only ‘Olympic’ tyres. The ‘Avon’ brand remould — which
accounts for 80 to 90 per cent of Bridgend’s production — has
in the past been marketed by Melksham, though Bridgend
expected to take over marketing of this brand by the end of
1975.

The actual prices of Avon remoulds were not discussed,
However, the Company suggested that its prices have been
relatively high and possibly uncompetitive. This was
confirmed by the Managing Director of Avon’s Motorway
chain of tyre outlets who said Motorway kept only low stocks
of Avon remoulds because, despite their high quality, their
price made them difficult to sell.

The introduction by Avon of the ‘Olympic’ brand might —
under these circumstances — be seen as the beginning of an
attempt to compete more effectively on price in the main-
stream of the remould market. The ‘Olympic’ brand, which
was introduced in 1973/4, was said to be identical to the Avon
brand — though it has been sold at a slightly lower price. (Or,
from a different perspective, Avon brand remoulds carry a
“surcharge”, which represents the “value”
the Avon name.)

Avon Bridgend had not operated profitably in the period
immediately before this enquiry took place — and it could
certainly not expect to become more competitive in the longer
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in the market of

term, in any real sense, simply by reducing its prices in this
way. The company must also reduce its costs — if not by
increasing efficiency, as it has tried to do on many occasions in
the past, then by lowering its production standards.

It remains to be seen how the Company will reassess its
position in the market, and takes action to ensure that it com-
petes effectively in it.

Discussion

Bridgend management — unlike management at Melksham
— was prepared to substantiate claims for their products.
Much of the information that was supplied reflects credit on
the quality of the Company’s tyres, though in the absence of
comparable data from other remoulders it is not possible to
confirm Avon Bridgend’s claim that it produces a superior
product.

At the same time, the Company may have to sacrifice its
standards in the tuture, in order to compete more effectively
with the rest of the industry.

The management said they had designed their remoulds to
wear out more quickly than first-life tyres. They claimed they
could build tyres that would last longer than Avon first-life
tyres — but they did not suggest that there would be any
appreciable loss of wet-grip capability if they were to do so.
The management explained that they had built obsolescence
into their products for straightforward commercial reasons.

Management said that defect levels on individual batches of
tyres had reached 10 per cent or more, yet they had apparently
never considered recalling such stock. At the same time, the
Company suggested that its defect levels were, for the industry,
relatively very low. In the circumstances, it would seem that
consumers need far better protection than they have been
getting.

| WAS AN AVON
SNOW GRIP CRoSS PLY
IN A FORMER LIFE
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3. Avon Safety Wheel

It was thought appropriate to refer briefly in this report to the
Avon Safety Wheel — because it appears to improve on the
design of \ntualh any other vehicle wheel in use todav, and
because it could contribute significantly to road safety.

The main feature of the Avon Saietv Wheel (ASW) is the
absence of the traditional ‘well’ — the deep nough built into
ordinary wheels both to accommodate the tyre’s inner tube
and to allow a tyre to be levered on or off.

With the wldespl ead acceptance of the ‘tubeless’ tyre, this
deep well has almost become obsolete. It is also potenuallv
dangerous — for if a tyre bursts, it can either collapse into the
well, or be wrenched completely off the wheel, leaving the
wheel-rim to bite into the surface of the road. This would put
any car effectively out of control.

On the ASW, a deflated tyre stays on the wheel after a
puncture or ‘blow out’ — alkmmg the driver to bring the
vehicle safely to a halt — because there is no deep well into
which the [\1{ can collapse. The ASW does have a well, how-
ever. It is, in fact, little more than a wide groove, which is
covered over in normal use, and exposed only for the purpose
of fitting or changing a tyre.

In the first six months after the launching of the ASW, in
Autumn 1974, Avon said it arranged some 200 demonstrations
of its wheel to, among others, the press, the police, road-satety
experts and tht‘ motor industry. The published reports from
such demonstrations seen by PIRC all confirmed the effective-
ness of the Safety Wheel, and its potential contribution to
road satety.
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Above (left) — eonventional wheel showing deep
‘well’ and (right) — prototype Avon Safety Wheel
with the well cover fastened in position.

Below — a-car fitted with an Avon Safety Wheel zig-
zags with a flat front off-side tyre. Underneath: a
close-up view of the wheel after the blow-out, with
the tyre still on the rim.

The development of the ASW was influenced greatly by the
fact that, in 1972, Dunlop announced its ‘Denovo’ wheel and
tyre — a more complex and e\cpr:nswe system — but one
which did fail-sate and which also had a ‘run-on capability’ of
50 miles or more. This move by Dunlop prompted Avon to
develop their wheel as fast as possible — and this, in turn,
meant developing the ASW in an alloy material, rather than in
the traditional pr essed steel.

At the time Avon decided to find ‘the qulckest way into the
market’ — and to manufacture in a]lm, at appmxunatel\
three times the cost — and at the time there may have been
sound commercial reasons for doing so. However, the sharp
economic downturn which followed left Avon in the difhicult
position of trying to market a product retailing at upwards of
£60 for a set of four — and which could be fitted only by
replacing a set of pmic‘rtlv serviceable wheels. Not sur-
prisingly, the market response to the ASW was rather slow.

It was the concept of the Avon Satety Wheel, rather than the
product itself, which appeared to be so attractive — in that it
could lead to the replacement of inferior cqu:pmenl in theory
at only a marginal extra cost. Its potential as such has been
luogmsul by Avon, which has inter national patents on the
design ‘in vir tualh every country where there is a car
p()pularmn

However, the tuture of the ASW will be determined not so
much by consumers, nor even by Avon itself. It will take a
response from the motor industry — specifying the safety
wheel design for use on ordinary cars — to ensure that its
benefits are felt as widely as tht‘}-’ should be.
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4, Motorway

Avon’s marketing and distribution subsidiary, Motorway
Tyres and Accessories Ltd., compnses a nationwide network of
some 180 outlets which speaal:se in tyre, battery and accessory
sales and often provide a breakdown service as well.

This report explains the relationship between Avon and
Motorway; and describes how this and other factors affect the
range and quality of goods and services provided at Motorway

depots.

Brand choice

Most of the major tyre manufacturers have owned their own
distribution outlets since a Monopolies Commission report
revealed in 1955, for the first time, that Dunlop owned the
large chain of retail outlets now known as National Tyre
Service. The growth of manufacturer-owned outlets has, since
then, more than halved the proportion of tyre sales from
independent outlets.

The tyre manufacturers, as a matter of policy, all appear to
play down their connections with their retail outlets. The
Managing Director at Motorway suggested that Avon did so in
order to avoid giving consumers any impression that they were
shopping in a monopolised market, or had limited freedom of
choice — when, in fact, Motorway outlets make available to
them most major brands of tyres.

Indeed, Avon has been openly critical of the policies of the
manufacturer-owned outlets. The Group’s Managing Director
has been reported as saying:

‘The manufacturing end of the distributive business, the big
distributive chains, don’t really reflect market forces, but what
their parents want them to do. Their stock inventory rather
depends on what the company warehouse looks like . . . One
of the major problems we face today is due to the thoroughlv
uncommercial way in which the manufacturer-owned outlets
have gone about their business.” (Tyres, Accessories, Batteries;
April/May 1975.)

Avon claims that, by contrast, Motorway is run on ‘semi-
independent lines’. Motorway’s Managing Director pointed
out that:

® Motorway stocks and displays a variety of t)rre brands and fre-
quently advertises tyres made by Avon’s compemors — parucularly
Goodyear and Michelin but also others — in joint promotion
campaigns.

® When depots have to clear excess stock the uncommitted customer
is likely to be sold whichever brand happens to be available.

® Many Motorway employees do not know that the Company is
owned bv Avon and would not feel obhged to push Avon Brands. (In
fact, Motorway employees receive copies of Avon’s house journal
Avon News every two months.)

The Company’s MD stated that often it made no difference
which brand of tyre a motorist bought; and in these cases a
Motorway depot would often recommend an Avon tyre.
However, he said, ‘the chances are’ that, where other brands
of tyre were CSPCClally suited to particular cars or conditions,
then Motorway depots would recommend them. Avon brands
were said to account for about 80 per cent of Motorway’s
sales; but the Company claimed that if they had really
‘pushed’” Avon tyres, the proportion might be 50 per cent.

To test these claims, PIRC carried out a brief survey of 25
Motorway depots. Each depot was asked by telephone to
recommend two replacement front tyres for a Mini. The
results showed that Avon and Henley brands were often, but
by no means always, recommended. See Table 1.

With a relatively small share of the market (around 3 per
cent), Avon would not, of course, be in a position to stock a
large chain of outlets solely with its own brands; or indeed do
anything to encourage other manufacturer -owned outlets to
refuse to handle Avon brands.
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Table 1. Brands recommended by Motorway depots

Brand Number of recommendations
(exclusive recommendations)

Avon 11 (6)

Goodyear 7 (2)

Dunl()p 5

Henley 1

Michelin 3

Firestone 2

Avon have claimed, in fact, that they have received little
reciprocal business from the other manufacturers’ outlets; and
the Group MD has said that the general trend in the market is
to move ‘very perceptibly to a house brand operation’.
Nevertheless, there is some evidence of a “special relation-
ship” between Avon and Goodyear, and also Michelin. For
example, Motorway advertising has promoted Goodyear tyres
about as much as Avon’s; in addition, the Company has
regularly paid small bonuses to staff for sales of Avon, Good-
year and Michelin tyres, but not for other brands.

Motorway’s MD maintained that this policy gave consumers
the benefit of ‘having the world’s biggest tyre manufacturer,
Goodyear; then their choice, the leaders in the radial field,
Michelin’ — as well as Avon brands to choose from. However,
he did not think consumers, with this choice, should be
concerned if Motorway chose to promote any one particular
brand, from time to time. He said, for example: ‘I don’t think
it is any concern of the consumer that we might be getting
another 24 per cent on a certain brand in a month’.

Product quality

The Company’s policy is said to be ‘to buy recognised, high-
quality brands in whatever line we buy’. The MD said he
believed that the reputation of the big manufacturers
adequatelv guaranteed the quality of their products; he added
that ‘the quality of tyres is uniformly good’.

The Company said it had never sought information on
either product specification or performance from manu-
facturers; neither had it ever undertaken any formal evalua-
tion of the quality of products ,old — for example, by using
these products systematically on the fleet of 600-odd vehicles
that Motorway has at its various depots. In addition, the
Company had not kept comprehensive records of goods
returned because of defects; the MD suggested, however, that
they would detect any unusually good or bad perfonnance in
the normal course of events.

The tyres stocked by Motorway were all built to the British
Standards specification; though they were not stocked because
of this. The MD said, quite su’nply, that he knew of no tyres
which were not built to this specification or above, and he also
said he considered the British Standard for tyres to be ‘pretty
low’.

The MD said there was only one product that they did not
stock because of poor quality. These were Japanese- made tyres
which were said to give poor wet-grip, though better mileage
than UK-made tyres. However, several months before PIRC's
interviews at Motorway, the official journal of the National
Tyre Distributors Association — of which Motorway’s MD was
then the President-designate — carried a report in which the
Editor commented favourably on Japanese tyres, after
watching a series of track tests on them. He said that . . . there
was very little difference between any of the tyres in dr‘,r or wet
grip. Which means that the Japanese know a great deal more
about wet grip than they did a year or two ago, because any
tyre that can live with an Avon on a water-soaked surface has
got to be good.”’

Consumer advice

Each of the 25 Motorway depots surveyed during this enquiry
was asked, by a research worker representing herself as a
customer, for advice about the correct type of tyre to fit as
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replacements on the front wheels of a Mini. She also asked the
depot staff to comment on the difference between brands.

If they asked, the depots were told only that the Mini’s rear
wheels were fitted with ‘radials’. On the strength of this infor-
mation, one depot recommended steel-radials for the front
wheels — on the (questionable) grounds that the Mini is a
front-wheel drive car. This was potentially bad advice as it
could have led to a combination of steel radials on the front
wheels and textile radials on the rear — a combination which
the Automobile Association advises motorists to avoid.
Another depot recommended cross-ply replacement tyres
without asking what was fitted on the rear. (The AA considers
the mix of cross-ply and radials that this would have produced
to be unsafe.) Of the other depots, five advised that the replace-
ment tyres should be of the same type and brand as those on
the back (as the AA recommends) while the others recom-
mended specific brands.

Only two of the depots attempted to give any serious
explanation when asked about the differences between brands.
(One of them recommended ‘Avon’ for mileage and quality,
but ‘Dunlop’ for wet grip — although Avon Tyres at Melk-
sham claim their tyres are ‘outstanding’ for wet grip, but only
‘in the middle range’ for wear.) The consensus among the
others was that there was no difference between brands, except
that they had different tread patterns. According to the spokes-
man at one depot: ‘It’s like Terry’s All Gold and Terry’s Plain,
if you know what I mean . . .’

The depots were asked also about the life of tyres. Ten said
they were unable to estimate the likely mileage, as too many
variables were involved. The remainder placed widely varying
estimates — ranging from 7,000 to 33,000 miles — on the life
of the tyres they recommended.

Batteries and silencers

Motorway's MD said he knew of no quality standards for
batteries, and that his preference would be to buy a ‘house-
hold name’. He pointed out that, because the main battery
manufacturers worked only through sole dealerships, a Motor-
way depot would be likely to sell only one brand — either a
Crompton, Exide or Oldham. Consumers would be unlikely
to have any choice.

About 30 depots were said to stock silencers/exhaust systems
— the choice of brand being left to the depot manager, after
consultation with head office. The Managing Director said he
believed that depots stocked only mild-steel exhaust systems
— but not aluminised or stainless steel equipment which,
though more expensive, are known to last longer and give
better value.

Complaints and guarantees

Motorway’s Managing Director appeared to have a generally
mistaken view of the Company’s legal obligations to
consumers.

The MD suggested that under recent law (almost certainly
the Sale of Goods (Implied Terms) Act 1972) consumers had
been granted rights to which they had not been entitled before
— and that, as a result, Motorway had had to remove signs
from their depots which said that any liability of theirs was
‘specifically restricted to the fitting of tyres . . .’

The MD did not accept that, under the Sale of Goods Act
1893, retailers have been responsible for supplying goods of
‘merchantable’ quality and ‘reasonably fit for the purpose’ for
which they were sold. He did not appreciate that the effect of
the 1972 Act was not so much to give consumers new rights —
as to prevent retailers from removing the rights consumers
were always meant to have had, and which Motorway had
sought to remove.

In addition, it would seem debatable whether the signs dis-
played at Motorway depots would be considered an express
part of the contract of sale and, as such, have allowed
Motorway to legally avoid its responsibility for providing satis-
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factory goods. However, they would at least have been likely to
persuade consumers that there was no point in complaining,
even when they had good cause to do so. As the MD explained
the position: ‘If somebody bought four car tyres off us and
they were faulty, we could say to that man, “Well, we will fit
you four more tyres, for which you must pay the proper price,
and then we will send those tyres back to the manufacturer —
and if he chooses to make an allowance, we will pass you the
benefit of that allowance.” And that was permissible — but it
isn’t any more.” He added: ‘Under the new Consumer
Protection Bill, we are in a sense responsible for complaints.’

The Managing Director said that he received on average
about 50 complaints a year — and also some letters of
gratitude; however, the large majority of complaints were
dealt with by the depots themselves. Files of both kinds of
letters were examined. The complaints file indicated that com-
plaints made to head office were generally referred to the
appropriate regional manager for investigation. All com-
plaints seen had apparently been resolved to the satisfaction of
the customer.

Sales and promotion

Motorway’s advertising policies, and the promotion cam-
paigns used by Avon and other tyre manufacturers to
influence retailers, are described briefly in the report on
Avertising (p. 69).

Motorway staff have taken part in a number of manu-
facturer promotion schemes (which reward individual sales
staff with gifts, when they order certain numbers of particular
brands) — and in all Avon promotions of this kind. Such
schemes have attracted sharp criticism from some dealers. For
example, a senior executive of the Dunlop-owned National
Tyre Services has been quoted as saying that these schemes
were ‘entirely unethical and placed temptation in the way of
staff” (Tyres & Accessories, July 1975). It should be added that
Dunlop itself has reportedly used such schemes to boost sales
in selected NTS outlets. Motorway’s MD, however, maintained
that Motorway staff had only participated in schemes which
had been approved at head office. He explained: ‘We can’t
have (manufacturers) going round bribing our staff to buy
tyres which may not fit in with our policy’; though no objec-
tion was raised to such ‘bribery’ when it did accord with
Motorway’s sales policy.

Motorway's attempts to attract the individual motorist have
included ‘giveaways’ — but the trend on the whole has been to
compete by offering discounts on price. Trading stamps have
been offered at the three Motorway depots where petrol is
sold, but not elsewhere. The MD said this policy reflected his
belief that large quantities of stamps never reach the customer,
but get ‘knocked oft” by staff.

Although tyre prices quoted by Motorway depots often
included substantial discounts, it was not clear to what extent
these were as real as they were advertised to be — as some
depots were found to be offering the same brands at the same
prices, but at different ‘discounts’. There is no recommended
retail price against which to compare discounts — as manu-
facturers no longer publish them.

Discussion

Motorway’s Managing Director discussed his Company’s
policies and practices without apparent inhibition. He was
also one of the few managers to question and criticise the
purpose of the enquiry (though all were invited to do so). In
particular, the MD suggested on several occasions that the
questions asked implied a belief in some ‘utopian’ order on
our part — and he emphasised that what might be seen as
shortcomings in the Company’s work amounted to what was
in fact reality, for any sales operation.

While the Avon manufacturing companies all maintained
that one of their main aims was to ‘play fair’ by their
customers, no specific commitment of this kind was expressed
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at Motorway. However, the MD suggested that in selling
goods with household names and at competitive prices the
Company was supplying what customers wanted — and that
Motorway’s profitability was clear evidence of their
satisfaction.

Motorway has made no formal assessments of the quality of
the products it sells. The Company maintained that its policy
of stocking only well-known brands was an adequate
guarantee of quality, and claimed that this protected the
consumer against ‘rogue brands’. At the same time, this policy
may discriminate against lesser-known brands of good
quality. (Motorway’s MD maintained that this policy was
ultimately based on his own experience, which in turn was
based on lack of reaction from consumers. Consumers, of
course, could give no reaction on the quality of consumer
goods which were not offered for sale.)

There was evidence that the information provided by some
Motorway depots was confused and potentially unsound.
Their advice would seem to be influenced as much by the
brands they want to sell as by the needs of their customers.
Though limited in scope, the survey made of 25 Motorway
depots produced results which do the Company little credit. If
staff have the specialised knowledge about their products that
they might be expected to have, there is little evidence that
they pass it on to their customers. Motorway’s policy of award-
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ing bonuses to staff for the sale of particular brands, and the
manufacturers’ promotion schemes, would clearly seem to
operate against consumers’ interests.

5. Avon Inflatables

This report deals mainly with the quality and safety of Avon
Inflatable’s boats, though it refers also to some of the Com-
pany’s other products: life-rafts, life-jackets, buoyancy aids
and marine clothing.

In 1975, Avon Inflatables produced four different kinds of
craft ranging in price from £178 to £1,180. These were:
Dinghies, designed for yacht-tendering and pottering; Sports-
boats, advertised as suitable for ‘potterers, water skiers and
speed merchants’; Riverboats, for ‘river-running’ by ‘adven-
turers, fishermen and campers alike’; and Seariders, with rigid
hulls for use in inshore rescue work as well as leisure activities.

The Company’s policy was stated to be to make safe, high-
quality products; and also to meet or exceed all relevant
product standards. These claims have been stressed in the
Company’s advertising:

‘Avon Inflatables have consistently shown themselves to be virtually
unsinkable, stable, seaworthy, portable and durable. They can be
relied upon for good performances. . . .’

‘By far the largest producer in Britain, the Company’s success has
been due to consistently high quality, a first-rate safety record, and
sensible Avon design features.’

No detailed attention was paid in this enquiry to claims such
as ‘virtually unsinkable, stable, etc.” as these characteristics are
generally shared by any reasonably good inflatable craft and
are probably stated mainly to dispel the remnants of consumer
resistance to inflatables. (According to a 1974 report by the US
Consumers’ Union, all inflatable craft they tested, including
two Avon boats, were found to be ‘virtually unsinkable’ and
‘remarkably tough’. Their main disadvantages were said to be
that ‘they handle less precisely than hard-hulled boats. They
can be exhausting to row. And in rough water they can give
wet, spine-jarring rides’.)

Design and performance

Avon boats are built to the British Standard specification MA
16, which was drawn up in 1971 as a guide ‘on the minimum
performance requirements which can reasonably be expected’
by private, protessional and commercial users of inflatable
craft.

As British Standards go, MA16 is believed to be relatively
high. It makes requirements for the type and strength of
materials used; their resistance to abrasion, air permeabi]ity
and ageing; and adhesion strength. In addition, all boats
carrying the British Standard ‘Kitemark’ are tested on intro-
duction, and thereafter at two yearly intervals, for manoeuver-
ability and seaworthiness, and for buoyancy — in normal,
flooded and damaged condition.

The significance of the British Standard may be judged from
a report on inflatable boats in Which? magazine (May 1974), in
which six craft, costing between £20 and £40 — none with a
BS ‘Kitemark’ — were tested against a £130 ‘Kitemarked’ boat
(believed to be an 8ft Avon dinghy). The report found that the
‘Kitemarked’ boat was much stronger, easier to row — though
not significantly better than some cheaper models when under
power — and likely to last longer than any of the other boats
tested.

Avon Inflatables made available all British Standard test
results and all relevant correspondence, confirming their
boats’ compliance with the BS specification. All Avon boats
and yachting gear are also accepted by the Design Centre and
included in their ‘Design Index’.

Several references were found to the design and perfor-
mance of Avon Inflatables in yachting magazines; also in a
(March 1974) report by the US Consumers’ Union; and in the
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book 117 Days Adrift (1974) in which Maurice and Marilyn
Bailey described their survival at sea in an Avon life-raft anc?a
1969 Avon 9ft dinghy. In addition, the Company made avail-
able a memorandum which analysed comments about Avon
boats and equipment made by visitors to the 1975 London
Boat Show.

In general, these reports were all very favourable about
Avon craft. Consumers’ Union, for example, said the work-
manship on two boats they tested was ‘well above average’ and
both were said to tow and handle well. Similarly, the Baileys
said their dinghy never gave problems ‘and withstood an
incredible amount of hard wear and tear’. Nevertheless, most
of these reports also identified minor but significant short-
comings.

Consumers’ Union, for instance, criticised the Avon $.300
Sportboat for ‘bow-flexing’ when under high power; and they
found parts of the wooden floorboards broke, early in testing.
Visitors at the 1975 Boat Show referred to such things as ‘quite
inadequate’ windscreen fittings and materials; seats and floor-
boards which became detached, and sometimes lost in service;
and valves which tended to cause problems, too.

Management maintained that they recorded such comments
from users, specifically in order to consider product modifica-
tions — but enquiries were not made about their plans, if any,
to put right these specific faults.

In addition, some information was available about Avon
Inflatables’ other products:

® Avon life-rafts were said to be designed to a specification approved
by the Department of Trade. Nevertheless, their design has been
criticised in at least two significant respects, both by the Baileys and
by the skipper of the wrecked Morning Cloud who spent several hours
in an Avon life-raft in very heavy seas. The Company said they had
acted on one recommendation — by altering slightly the position of
the sea-anchor, so that the door in the life-raft’s canopy did not face
on-coming waves. The Company had not, however, strengthened the
‘Velcro' fastening on the canopy door, which both users said was far
too weak. Avon said it would be potentially dangerous to have this
door-flap fastened too tightly, as this could prevent a crew’s rapid exit
if, say, the raft capsized. No information was received about the Com-
pany’s response on other criticisms: for example, the Baileys said the
canopy rapidly lost its waterproofing and bright-orange colour (leav-
ing the raft effectively camouflaged at sea); while other users com-
mented at the Boat Show that the canopy had insufficient strength.

® Buoyancy aids were said to comply with the latest standard of the
Ship and Boat Builders’ National Federation — a standard which has
been revised since it was criticised by Consumers’ Association, in
1970, tor being too low. CA also suggested the SBBNF did not
adequately police its scheme: Avon said they had never been ‘policed’
under this scheme, at any time. Boat Show comments suggested that
users favoured Avon’s more stylish buoyancy aid — their ‘Slimline’
type — which would be likely to give less protection to users than
either of their other two models.

® Avon life-jackets conform to the relevant British Standard —
which is believed to be appropriately high and which, unusually,
involves the rigorous testing of production samples.

® No relevant standards exist for clothing. User comments from the
Boat Show appeared generally favourable; though a few design
improvements were suggested.

Quality control and defects

Avon Inflatables stressed they had strict standards for quality
control. They claimed that only between 0.25 and 0.3 per cent
of their toral production was found defective and returned
under guarantee.

The Company made available all relevant production logs,
inspection records and registers of complaints. It was the only
Company in the Group to do so.

The importance of quality control was underlined by the
results of the Company’s preliminary tests on the boat produc-
tion lines; these check the capacity of inflated hull-tubes to
retain air. Only an estimated 70 per cent of dinghy tubes and
60 per cent of sportsboat tubes passed on their first test; while
some 5 per cent of total production failed twice or more, after
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repair and retesting. A few tubes, multiple failures, are
scrapped — but no tube is allowed through without passing.

It was considered (by PIRC) that the standards used in this
test could, nevertheless, be higher — because under the
present standard a clear distinction can, and is, made between
‘good’ and not good passes, although boats are sold as being
of uniform quality. It was not possible to assess the practical
significance of this, because Avon had not kept comprehensive
records of customer complaints before 1974. Other Avon com-
panies reportedly considered such records very important as
indicators of product quality.

On the basis of this limited evidence, it would appear that
the failure rate estimated by the Company (about } per cent)
was a good deal lower than the actual rate. However, the true
position is not at all clear — because, for example, the logs
record ‘complaints’, rather than ‘complaints under guaran-
tee’; in addition, no record was made of the seriousness of the
different complaints.

Such information would be needed before any precise
assessment could be made, in the light of the management’s
claim that a high proportion of leaks — the most common
defects — were reported mainly as a result of needless anxiety
by customers. The management explained that there was no
such thing as a boat which didn’t ‘leak’, and that minor leaks
— not visible, but sufficient to cause a slight ‘fuzz’ under soap
and water — were not particularly significant. An example was
given of a boat recently returned for repair, which had never-
theless just passed the air-retention test Avon uses for new
boats. (While this might indicate some needless anxiety by the
customer, it would appear also to reinforce the point made
earlier about ‘good’ passes on the air-retention tests, and less
good ones.)

But even taking the different factors into account, the best
estimates that could be made were of a reported defect rate of
about 1 per cent on dinghies and 2 per cent or more on sports-
boats. There was evidence also that larger sportsboats
attracted more complaints than smaller ones.

The most common defect — main seam leaks — is a fault
which has been identified as partly caused by inadequate
operator training (see p. 43). Complaints were also frequently
made about leaking valves: the Company explained at length
the steps that were taken to avoid this in future. There were
also a number of isolated (sample) errors, which the Company
said it considered occasionally unavoidable. For example,
complaints about patches of poor fabric could be traced to a
failure in the quality control at the materials inspection stage;
a rowlock fitted the wrong way round represented a failure at
final inspection; and porosity in clothing, the subject of
several complaints, was again due to a failure to eliminate
faulty material.

No complaints about other Avon Inflatables equipment had
apparently been received. However, some information about
quality control on lite-jackets was avallable because these have
been regularly tested by the British Standards Institution.
Under the BS inspection scheme (i) the Company is required
to send for testing one life-jacket out of every batch of 300
made; and (ii) every three months a British Standards
inspector arrives, reportedly unannounced, in order to inspect
production and other logs, and also to select samples for
testing.

Avon also tests its own life-jackets — and, in particular,
check their capacity to retain air. Some 10 per cent of samples
fail on this test, and need repair; while on the British Stan-
dards test, the failure rate has been about 5 per cent. Under
the BS scheme, if a single sample fails, a further three samples
have to be submitted for testing — and if any of these fail, the
whole batch of 300 has to be checked. The British Standards
Institution refuses to release the certification labels — which
have to be sewn on to the life-jackets before they are sold —
until satisfactory tests have been completed. Inflatables said
the BS had never had to withhold labels from them.
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Recalls

The Company said there had been two major incidents in
which safety-related defects were found in goods released for
sale.

The first, in 1964, involved seven months’ production of
boats, and concerned a defect which could have led to the
inflation valve coming out. Avon said that one such case was
reported to them by the boat owner, on a Friday — and that
on the following Monday a decision was made to recall from
the UK, the US and elsewhere all 800 affected boats. The Com-
pany’s Managing Director made a TV appeal for the recall of
boats and full-page advertisements were taken in the yachting
press in the UK and the US. The recall was estimated to have
been 95 per cent effective: this was probably partly due to the
fact that Avon did not repair the faulty boats, but replaced
them with new ones. The Company said it would do the same
again: they pointed out that while the recall had ‘stood us in
tremendous stead’, they ‘couldn’t afford to take any risks at
all’ as the Company would be ‘virtually finished’ if someone
drowned because of a defect in one of their boats.

In the second incident, the inflation tubes used in several
brands of life-jackets — including Avon’s — were found liable
to come loose or drop off (preventing inflation), particularly
after exposure to extreme cold. A recall was organised by the
British Standards Institution in 1973, and the cost shared by
the manufacturers involved. This recall was said to have pro-
duced a very low response. Those who responded were
supplied with a small kit, with which to clamp the inflation
tube securely to the valve.

Servicing and guarantees

Avon boats are guaranteed for five years in the US — but only
for one year in the UK. Avon nevertheless stated they would
attend to any complaints over a ‘reasonable period’ in the UK.
They claimed they had a reputation for ‘standing by’ their pro-
ducts and said they thought that giving satisfaction to a com-
plainant was ‘worth pages of advertising’. The management
also made it clear that the length of the formal guarantee did
not relate to the estimated life of their products: they said they
were still servicing some of the earliest boats they had made,
some 15 years before — and that they expected their current
production models to last at least that long.

It appeared that the UK guarantee on boats was referred to
but not spelled-out in the literature made available to cus-
tomers; but only in the Company’s ‘conditions of sale’ with
dealers.

The terms of the guarantee appeared severely restrictive. For
example, the guarantee was said to be given ‘for and to the
exclusion of all other conditions . . . statutory or otherwise’ —
and to limit Avon’s liability for any consequential loss and for
defects in any parts made by other manufacturers. Under exist-
ing UK law, such conditions could not legally be imposed on a
customer — though it would not be illegal to attempt to do so.
(See also the report on Motorway; p. 64.)

Complaints, repairs and servicing are handled either by the
Company, or by one of its 50-odd appointed service stations.
All of these were said to carry Department of Trade approval
for the servicing and repair of ‘regulation’ life-rafts.

Avon maintains comprehensive repair and service manuals;
and it lays down scales of recommended charges for different
kinds of work. (The Company said customers would not know
this — but that it would consider informing them in future.)
In addition, service stations are meant to send reports to Avon
of all work carried out on life-rafts and boats: it was said that
they were chased for reports on life-rafts, if they didn’t send
them in, but not on boats.

No systematic monitoring of these data has been carried
out; though Avon said it did pay some attention to the kind of
work done and to the charges made. It was said that one ser-
vice station had been found to overcharge for poor work, and
that they had lost their concession from Avon as a result.
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‘Not only can it withstand 117 days on the high seas, but 14 days at the
Boat Show . . .’

Discussion

Avon Inflatables co-operated extensively during this enquiry
and provided all the information that was requested: this
might be considered as a measure of the Company’s con-
fidence in the quality of'its products.

Indeed, the evidence provided by the Company, as well as
that of independent reports, suggested that Inflatables has
succeeded in producing good, high quality products. It seems
likely that Inflatables’ reputation for producing such goods
does provide an important stimulus for the Company to main-
tain high standards.

At the same time, this report contains a number of reser-
vations about the Company’s work. These relate to:

® Problems with quality control, thought to derive from the
inadequate training given to operators.

® The fact that complaints registers had not been maintained until
shortly before this enquiry took place.

® The nature of the air-retention tests on sections of the boat hulls.
These could effectively allow two different grades of boat to be pro-
duced: those with ‘good passes’ and those with ‘bad’ ones.

® Restrictions in the guarantee; and the fact that no detailed guaran-
tee — nor any reference to the Company’s policy to ‘stand by’ its pro-
ducts — is expressly given.

In addition, there appeared to be a potentially serious weak-
ness in the life-jacket testing procedures used by the British
Standards Institution. Under this procedure, if there is a
failure of the single production sample sent to the BSI for test-
ing, then a further three samples have to be tested, before a
production batch can be ‘cleared’. If called upon to provide
three further samples for testing, manufacturers would have a
particularly strong incentive to select unrepresentative samples
for further tests. There is no evidence that Avon Inflatables or
any other manufacturer has acted in this way. Nevertheless,
the Standard would clearly be more effective — and could be
guaranteed to work as it was designed to work — if samples
for further testing were selected by a representative of the BSI.
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Advertising and Public
Relations

The Avon companies spend well over half a million pounds
each year on publicising their activities and advertising their
products. This report examines:

® the methods used by Avon to promote its products and
image;
® the quality of information in Avon advertising.

The Group advertising and publicity service handles press
and publ:c relations (PR) for all Avon companies and the
advertising for all except Motorway and Inflatables (who use
their own agents). This Group service also promotes Avon
products at local and international exhibitions, organises
publicity events such as the Avon Motor Tour of Britain and
produces the Gmup s internal house journal, Avon News.

PIRC was given access to detailed figures on the Group’s PR
and advertising expenditure but was asked not to publish full
details. The major areas of expenditure are shown in Table 1.
The only individual items which exceeded £2,000 were
‘Company publications’ (notably Avon News), the Avon Motor
Tour, ‘Group image’ and ‘Films and photography’. There was
little evidence of lavish expenditure in any area — with the
possible exception of the ‘Christmas items’ allowance in the
press relations budget which stood at £1,000 in the 1972/3
budget. This had been reduced to £190 by 1974/5 though it is
possible that most of this item had been transferred to another
budgct following the Group’s reorganisation. Other indivi-
dual items are significant only for the way in which they
reflected different relative priorities. For example the 1973/4
publicity budget allowed expenditure of £100 on charitable
donations but estimated that the cost of the Group’s pin-up
calendar for the year would be £15,000.

Table 1. Avon Expenditure on advertising and PR, 1974

Approximate
Company or activity expenditure (1974)
£'000

Motorway 150
Tyvres 130
Safety wheel 60
Exhibitions {all companies) 50
Group publicity 45
Inflatables (UK only) 40
Group press relations 25
Medicals 20
Group advertising 15
Bridgend (footwear, industrial and remould tyres) 14
Bradford and Melksham industrial products 10
Total £559,000

In addition, Avon has from time to time set aside con-
tingency sums, of up to about £60,000, for promoting the
Group image in specific advertising campaigns. One of the last
such campaigns, run in 1974, developed the theme ‘Tyres are
only half the story’. This campaign was aimed at informing
‘prospective investors’ of the lesser known areas of Avon’s
business activities.

The Avon Motor Tour of Britain (budget £25,000) is
another major image-building promotion. This three-day
(formerly four-day) event was described as a useful means of
publicising Avon’s name, trademark and products. It was said
to have received considerable press coverage — an estimated
15,000 column inches — and to be ‘an inexpensive way of
getting quite a lot of good corporate image’.
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The Group’s image is promoted not only by its publicity
department but also by its press relations department, whose
terms of reference require it to provide ‘a service on product
promotion through the editorial columns of the Press’.

Avon has produced press releases, including appropriate
references to the accomplishments of the company or the
quality of its ptoducts whenever an Avon company has been
involved in some newsworthy event. Thus, the return to the
UK of Maurice and Marilyn Bailey — who had survived 117
days at sea in two Avon Inflatables craft — was marked by an
Avon press release which contained a number of statements by
Avon employees praising the quality of their Company’s pro-
ducts. One such statement which was widely quoted in the
local press said: ‘We use the best possible materials, and the
girls work painstakingly by hand. We have an important job to
do and we see it through from start to finish.’

A brief survey established that when Avon did produce a
press release, the great majority of press comment consisted
primarily of verbatim extracts from the release, and that
editorial judgement usually amounted only to rearrangement,
or partial omission, of the Avon text. In particular, it was
found that three out of every four quotations in such reports
about Avon were taken directly from the Company’s own
press handouts.

It should be pointed out, however, that the stated policy of
Avon’s PR department is to issue statements to the press on
appropriate occasions, whether or not these reflect credit on
the Group. Press releases have therefore been put out to
announce plant closures, for example.

Another important function of the Group publicitv depart-
ment is internal publicity and communication and, in particu-
lar, the production of Avon News. This twelve-page paper is
produced six times a year, at an annual cost of £12,500, and
distributed free of charge to all employees and pensioners in
the Group. The journal is produced and designed by a
London consultancy and is said to be very sophlstlcated for
its genre. It was recently awarded a cer tificate of merit in a
national competition for house journals, organised by the
British Association of Industrial Editors. They repor tediv said:
‘Avon News is a smart newspapcr with good picture dlsplay and
up-to-the-minute ideas . . . The nudes are excellent examples
of glamour photographyr . .. a nice touch helping to keep the
publication bright and breezy’.
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‘Not a spare tyre among them . ..’
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The paper is also used to communicate financial information
about Avon companies though the Editor (the Head of Public
Relations) said that management made no attempt to vet copy
‘as is usual’ in other companies. However, no direct access to
the journal is given other than to correspondents, but the
Editor suggested that in principle he would agree to report the
views of all parties in a dispute situation. (In practice this has
not happened; it was said that such reports would probably be
outdated by the time the paper was distributed.)

Company promotions

Motorway has spent about two-thirds of its promotional
budget — a higher proportion than other Avon companies —
on ‘above the line’ promotions, usually in space in local or
national newspapers — but also in sportsgrounds and occa-
sionally on local TV. The Company has also taken part in joint
promotions with Avon and other tyre manufacturers who
share the cost of Motorway advertisements which feature their
products.

Other Avon companies have spent relatively less on paid
advertising and more on ‘below the line’ promotions. For
example, Inflatables has spent two-thirds of its publicity
expenditure on items such as catalogues, point-of-sale
material, exhibition displays and an annual conference for
dealers.

This may partly be explained by the fact that Inflatables sells
cxpenswe and highi\f spemallsed products to a small market,
which is likely to tequne more detailed information than
would normally be given in display advertising. The Com-
pany’s efforts to influence sales are accordingly strongly
directed towards the dealers — whose influence on consumers
is likely to be far greater than any advertising campaign.

The same is true for tyres, though in this market the fact that
most outlets are owned b}' the tyre companies complicates the
situation. It means that promotion of any particular brand of
tyre through a competitors’ outlets can be achieved (a) only by
agreement with the competitor; or (b) by offering very attrac-
tive inducements to the sales force in the competitors’ outlets.
In addition, competition for sales in the independent outlets
— where dealers are offered inducements by vntuall\r all
manufacturers — is likely to be particularly fierce.

Certainly, Avon Tyres sPends a relatively high proportion of
its ad\emsmg budget ‘below the line’, much of it on dealer
promotions. These promotions may be relatively modest —
tor examp]e in 1974, dealers who ordered two Avon radials
were given a pewter goblet valued at over £5 — but they may
also be run on a scale comparable to that of a national con-
sumer competition. In one 1974 promotion, the prizes in a
competition open only to dealers who ordered 12 Avon
radials, included five-day holidays in Germany, with tickets to
watch World Cup football matches, as well as 60 portable TV
sets and 300 transistor radios.

Truth in advertising

Although advertising standards are controlled both by the law
and by a voluntary industry code of practice, neither provides
particularly useful criteria for evaluating advertisements. The
law, on the whole, deals mainly with misleading advertising
which results in financial or other loss to the consumer. While
the industry’s regulatory body, the Advertising Standards
Authority Ltd. (ASA) is concerned mostly with very general
requirements. Its code, for example, requires advertisements
to be ‘legal, decent, honest and truthful’ — and that they be
prepared ‘with a sense of responsibility. . . .’

Although this code appears to be comprehensive, there are
grounds for serious criticism of the way in which the ASA has
interpreted and enforced it (see Social Audit, No. 1 and No. 5).
It was not, therefore, thought appropriate to refer to the ASA
for authoritative guidance during this enquiry. However, the
ASA code of practice is referred to in describing Avon
advertising.

Avon’s tyre advertising places an almost exclusive emphasis
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on the Avon first-life models rather than on the Henley brand,
or on remoulds, and has concentrated on ‘image building’
rather than ‘hard sell’. Like tyre advertising in general, Avon’s
advertisements contain little of the hard information the con-
sumer might need in order to evaluate different brands (see p.
56). Instead, Avon advertisements suggest that their tyres can
be relied on because, for example, they perform well in motor
sport — or because some models are fitted as original equip-
ment on a number of very expensive, high-performance cars.

Avon’s tyre advertisements frequently rely heavily on ‘puft’
— claims of superior quality which are so generalised that they
can neither be substantiated nor disproved. The law effectively
allows ‘puff’, while the ASA permits it when (a) the claims
made do not ‘create a false impression’ which can be dis-
proved, or (b) when it involves ‘obvious hyperbole which is
intended to attract attention or amuse . provided that it is
not likely to be taken as a positive claim to superior or superla-
tive status’. The following examples illustrate the use of ‘puff’
in Avon’s advertising:

Claim and source
‘What makes our tyres better than everybody else’s? Every-
body else’s.” (Avon leaflet, 1971, found in current use.)

Comment

This advertisement claims that Avon produces a better tyre
than its competitors, but does not specify whick model or
brand of tyre; nor does it define what it means by the word
‘better’. During this enquiry Avon Tyres maintained that their
tyres showed better wet grip performance than other brands
but suggested that they were not out of the ordinary in their
mileage performance.

Claim and source
‘Outstanding for stability, control, wet grip and mileage.’
(Avon leaflet, 1972, in current use.)

Comment

When asked about this advertisement, the Managing Director
of Avon Tyres admitted that it was unrealistic to claim out-
standing performance for all these characteristics, as one
characteristic can usually be enhanced only at the expense of
another.

Claim and source
‘Britain’s finest tyre and battery service.’
slogan.]

(Current Motorway

Comment

This claim — one of countless of its kind — would almost
certainly be allowed by the Avertising Standards Authority as
‘obvious hyperbole . . . not likely to be taken as a positive
claim to superior or superlative status’. The advertisement
provoked an interesting exchange on the value of ‘puff’
between PIRC and the Managing Director of Motorway:

Motorway: * “Britain’s finest tyre and battery service” — which
has obviously got to be open to doubt by all our competitors hasn't
it> National Tyre Service will say they are Britain’s biggest and
because we can’t say “‘biggest”, we’ll say “finest”.’

PIRC: ‘Is it meaningful to say you are the finest?’

Motorway: ‘We think so.’

PIRC: ‘Because ... ?’

Motorway: ‘We're good people.’

PIRC: ‘The finest?’

Motorway: ‘I think we are. .. .’

PIRC: ‘Do you want that message to be taken at face value by
consumers?’

Motorway ‘Well we wouldn't say it it we didn’t. .

PIRC: ‘Do you want that information to be taken venr seriously?’
Motorway: ‘Well, I think obviously anyone wants anything they say to
be taken seriously — otherwise you wouldn’t bother to say it, would
you? But if you mean by that, do I expect everyone to believe it, the
answer is of course not — because people don’t believe everything
that advertisers say . . .’
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To summarise: ‘puff’ is no use as advertising unless it is
likely to be believed; but ‘puff” which is likely to be believed
would — in themy — be considered by the ASA to be against
the consumer’s interests.

Copies of all recent Avon advertising — involving more
than a hundred different themes or products — were
examined during this enquiry. These were often imaginative
and well-designed and, though they rarely contained much
specific useful information, they were not, on the whole,
thought misleading. However, ten advertisements were
queried on grounds of factual accuracy or possible violations
of the voluntary advertising code. These mostly involved
minor, but significant, points — some of which are described
here.

For example, while we considered the Avon Safety Wheel to
be an important and valuable innovation, the advertising cam-
paign used to launch it did appear to have exaggerated its
potential value to individual consumers. Quite apart from the
emotive tone of the advertisements (e.g. ‘danger’, ‘lethal’,
‘death trap’, ‘fatal’) two specific points were considered
misleading.

The first of these concerned an advertisement which claimed
that: ‘A recently completed 3-year survey showed that one-in-
six injury accidents on the M1 and M4 motorways was the
result of a burst tyre’. This survey, in fact, clearly showed that
the incidence of such accidents involving cars (as opposed to
two-wheeled vehicles) was one-in-ten. In addition, the same
survey also suggested that by driving on first-life tyres,
properly maintained, the chances of an accident would be a
good deal lower than this.

The same advertising campaign also stressed the fact that

one company — the Access credit card organisation — had
been so impressed by the Safety Wheel that it had fitted it on
its fleet of Company cars. What was not made clear in the
advertisements was that the use of the Access name was part of
a joint promotion campaign by Avon and Access. Access had,
in fact, borne part of the cost of Safety Wheel advertisements
which mentioned its name, and members of the public who
asked Avon for information about the Safety Wheel were also
sent Access application forms. If commercial considerations
— such as the prospect of a major joint promotion with Avon
— had influenced Access’ decision to buy these wheels, this
was not hinted at in Avon’s advertising.

Some of the advertising which followed the Avon Motor
Tours of 1973 and 1974 were also thought to have been
questionable. These advertisements stressed that a high
proportion of entrants — said to be ‘given a free choice’ —
drove on Avon tyres. It was established that entrants did have
a free choice, but would be liable to receive a cash bonus from
the organisers if they came in on Avon tyres. In addition, one
advertisement stressed that a certain proportion of those who
completed the tour were using Avon tyres — clearly implying
this to be a significant achievement. In fact, the proportion of
those who finished the tour on Avons was not significantly
different from the propo:‘tion who started out on them.

While these misrepresentations may not have seriously
misled consumers they nevertheless :eplesentcd an unJusnﬁ
able — if minor — effort to represent Avon products more
favourably than they merited. Consumers — and probably the
image of the Companv — would hopefully benefit more from
advertising which honestly described the strengths and weak-
nesses of the products involved.

DUNLOPAND PIRELLI FOR THE USE -OE
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The tyres shown in our picture are all
victims of the Avon research and
development department.

A lot of them, needless to say, are
Avon tyres,

But a surprising number belong to our
main rivals.

And theyre there because we believe
that one of the most important stages in
developing better tyres is to examine the
competition.

To find out just how good they are.
To find out exactly what we've

got to do to improve on them.

How we go about it can hardly be
described as kid glove treatment.

We cut them to pieces. \We analyse
them with chemicals, We put them under
heavy loads and high pressure.

And we run them into the ground on
test cars, to see how they react to tight
cornering, sudden braking, skidding, fast
acceleration and long periods at very high
speeds.

S0 much punishment, in fact, we can
wear out even a set of radials in as little as

g,000 miles.

It’s tough, but it's useful. When we've
finished with our rivals’ tyres, we know just
what we've got to do to make ours better still.

And that’s when we really turn on the
works.

1f we give our rivals' tyres a rough ride
at Awvon, its a joy ride compared with the
treatment we give our own.

Every new tyre we develop has to be put
mercilessly through its paces,

We use a lot of different techniques for
testing and analysis. Evervthing from mileage

apparatus to electro-magnetic vibration
machines.

A lot of them are our own inventions.

And as well as having our own research
and development department, we're
involved in projects with various universities
and have regular use of their computers and
specialised equipment.

It takes time. It costs money,

But it’s the only way we can keep
travelling down the road lnAv N
perfection. !

Awon Rubber Co. Lid. Tore Division, Melksham, Wil

AVON WOULD LIKE TOTHANK GGQQ‘E’IE'{AR MICHéLIN
TH

TYRES. ™ T\
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Government and military
contracting

This account of Avon’s business with government has been
included not only because of its significance for the Company
and its employees — but also because government procure-
ment — i.e. the expenditure of public money — is clearly a
matter of public concern.

There was a further, specific reason for reporting on Avon’s
involvement in military contracting. There are church, charit-
able and other bodies, and some individuals, whose policy it is
not to invest in firms known to be involved in the manufacture
of arms. A brief account of Avon’s military involvement has
been included here with these interests in mind.

The account which follows describes the involvement of the
Avon companies with government generally; but it con-
centrates on the situation at Medicals, where the business is
underpinned by contracts from the Department of Health. The
whole account is based on relatively limited information; for
contracting was considered by Avon to be a commercially
sensitive area.

Military contracting

AIP at Bradford is responsible for the large majority of mili-
tary work undertaken in the Group. The other Avon com-
panies are typically involved only to the extent that they can
and do supply for military use the goods they produce anyway
for general sale. (Minor product modifications may be
involved in such cases; for instance, the trim or colour of
inflatable boats sold for military use would be appropriately
unsporting.)

Almost all of Bradford’s military work was said to be
accounted for by four main contracts — for Navy swimsuits,
track pads and road wheels for tanks, and oxygen masks for
aircrew. Each of these contracts was valued in the range
£10,000-£100,000, though orders worth over £100,000 had
been received. In addition, AIP is known to make a variety of
other components for fighting vehicles, and to have made
rubber bullets for the army. The Company was not prepared
to discuss work in other military areas, though said it had not
been involved in the manufacture of weaponry as such.

There were no Company or Group guidelines on military
contracting, but it was suggested Avon would seek to work in
this field provided: (a) it involved the use of existing skills (b) it
was commercially advantageous to do so and (c) it involved no
appreciable risk to employees. It was said that the Group
would ‘think very seriously’ before undertaking work con-
sidered to be morally objectionable — but it proved impos-
sible to establish what would or would not be considered
acceptable.

In the past, the Avon main board has never consciously
decided to undertake, or turn down, any military contract on
moral grounds.

There was reported to have been no pressure from
employees to desist from military work; however the Com-
pany did come under pressure from outside when they were
manufacturing rubber bullets.

It was said to be part of Group policy not to seek military
contracts with governments overseas. Inflatables — the only
company said to be involved in overseas government contracts
— emphasised that it didn’t go looking for military work at
all. Nevertheless, the Company has advertised in the British
Defence Equipment Catalogue, which is specifically designed
to promote sales abroad. The Company said it had sold boats
to the Canadian Army and to Norway, Denmark and other
NATO countries. And it was learned from other sources that it
had also contracted to supply 850 army patrol boats to the
Government of Zaire.
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Contracting and Competition

Government contracting generally has been an important part
of Avon’s business. It has accounted for about half of the turn-
over at Medicals; between 8-10 per cent at AIP, Bradford; and
5-10 per cent at Inflatables, on UK contracts only. Govern-
ment contracting is less important on the tyre side — account-
ing for an estimated 2 per cent of the business — and is of
negligible importance for Motorway.

This report deals mainly with contracting at Medicals, but
general enquiries were made at other companies, in particular
about the nature of any agreements on tendering prices
between Avon and other companies. Under UK law it is not
necessarily illegal to participate in collusive tendering (depend-
ing on the nature of the agreement) but under Restrictive
Practices legislation the failure to register such agreements
invariably is illegal.

While it seemed reasonable to seek evidence of any involve-
ment by Avon in any registrable agreement, it could not be
expected that information relating to such matters would be
readily disclosed — or that this enquiry could establish for cer-
tain that Avon either had, or had not, been involved in such
agreements in the recent past. Nevertheless, some information
was obtained about an agreement between Avon Bridgend and
Dunlop, which might be considered ‘registrable’ (see p. 8).

Although it was maintained that no Avon company was
party to any registered agreement, reference should be made
to Avon’s unlawful involvement in an agreement — as a mem-
ber of the mileage Conference Group of the Tyre Manufac-
turers’ Conference Ltd.! — certainly from the late 1950s to the
mid-1960s, and very possibly for some time before.

Though this agreement was judged by the Restrictive Prac-
tices Court, in 1961, to be contrary to the public interest in all
its restrictions, Avon and the other companies effectively con-
tinued to operate it until 1965. The agreement was then ended,
and each company involved fined £10,000 for contempt of
court for failing to honour the undertaking to desist given in
1961.

This judgement is worth recalling here, because of the
emphasis it laid on the need for those with ultimate responsi-
bility to ensure that all staff were properly informed about a
company’s obligations in law:

‘We have had no evidence of any adequate instructions on behalf of
any of the companies to their employees who had the responsibi]ity of
dealing with the mileage contract business as to the necessity of ensur-
ing that the undertakings were not infringed, nor as to the duty of
1(‘pott:ng to anyone at a higher level if doubts or questions should
arise affectlng the undertakmgs We have had no sufficient evidence of
any continuing supervision, or, indeed, of any realisation that such
supervision was required. No single document has been produced by
any of the respondents to show that they ever considered at board or
higher managerial level, the obligations involved in their under-
takings. . ..’

In the course of this enquiry, requests were made for infor-
mation about any instruction or guideline provided for the
use of employees concerned with tendering. No Avon com-
pany produced evidence of any formal, standing instruction or
guideline issued to employees concerned with tendering; but
all stated that the pricing of contracts, and the fixing of mini-
mum bid levels, was done under supervision.

Contracting at Medicals

Particular attention has been paid to the arrangements made
for contracting at Avon Medicals because (i) a large volume of
business is involved (ii) Medicals has been in competition with

! The Mileage Conference Group involved Avon, Dunlop, Firestone, Good-
year, India, Michelin, Pirelli and Uniroyal — and the agreements between
them related to contracts in which the supplier offered to keep fleet vehicles
adequately tyred, in return for payment of an agreed amount for every mile
the vehicles ran. These contracts were frequently negotiated with local authori-
ties for public transport systems.
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only one other firm; and (iii) the relationship between
Medicals and their principal customer, the Department of
Health and Social Security (DHSS), has been unusual — in
that several factors other than the bid price have determined
what contracts have been placed.

Avon Medicals’ business with the DHSS has been worth in
the region of £lm. a year, so the Department’s custom has
been vital to them. On the other hand, the DHSS depends
heavily on Avon Medicals. There are only two UK suppliers of
disposable blood administration sets — equipment used
extensively throughout the National Health Service (NHS) —
and the Department has effectively to contract with both. No
doubt the DHSS would prefer to be in a position to turn to
several suppliers; but certainly it would be very anxious to
avoid having to rely on only one, as this would force it to buy
in a monopolised market, and perhaps pay heavily for doing
so. It would also mean that the DHSS had no guaranteed con-
tinuity of supply. With only one supplier, an event such as a
major industrial dispute, a withdrawal from the market, or a
fire, could leave the NHS without equipment it vitally needed.

Under these circumstances, Avon Medicals can be very confi-
dent of getting business with the Department — and its main
concern is not so much over securing contracts, but with secur-
ing bigger contracts, and a bigger share of the market. It has
done this not so much by competing on price, as by influenc-
ing demand at hospital level. The Company has seven field
representatives (some ex-nurses; others with the appropriate
training) who visit hospitals to demonstrate the equipment in
use, and to encourage doctors and senior medical staff to take
samples of it, on approval. If the representatives succeed in
persuading these staff to order Avon Medicals’ equipment (and
the difference between the equipment made by Avon and its
competitors would appear to be relatively small) then this
demand will be felt at the central supply level, and Avon will
be asked to supply more sets in the future.

The process of tendering with the DHSS does not therefore
revolve around the bid price: once a design has been agreed
between Avon and the DHSS, the Department asks Avon to
quote a price for supplying a certain number of sets. In the
past, the DHSS has reportedly not asked for detailed informa-
tion about the breakdown of the prices quoted; and, accord-
ing to the Company, its main concern has been to see that
prices do not fall right out of line.

It was suggested that the prices quoted by Avon were pro-
bably fairly close to those of the competition; and also that
there would be some incentive for the Company to keep prices
lower than the competition, because this could encourage
additional purchasing by the DHSS.

Open and negotiated contracts

In open competition, the supplier will usually put in the
highest bid he believes will be accepted, while in negotiated
contracts, special arrangements are applied. (The arrange-
ments follow an agreement between the CBI and the Treasury,
published in 1968, which provides (i) for equality of informa-
tion about costings between the purchasing department and
the supplier; and (ii) for the use of an appropriate formula for
the calculation of profit. The profit allowed in such contracts is
determined from time to time by review: the CBI/Treasury
agreement provides that it should represent a ‘fair return on
capital employed’; and this has been taken to mean a return
‘equal, on average, to the overall return earned by British
industry in recent years’.)

Avon Medicals would appear to have been involved neither
in true open competition, nor in straightforward negotiated
contract work. Its policy seems to have been to tender at the
highest prices it thought the DHSS would accept, and to set
those prices not by negotiation — in any strict sense of that
term — but after informal discussions with Department
officials.

These discussions would seem mainly to have given Avon
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the opportunity to test the DHSS’s reaction to the prices Avon
proposed to submit. The marketing manager said that, in nine
cases out of ten, no response had been given on such
occasions: ‘it’s a blank wall’. And he suggested that some
response was openly given only when the proposed price was
considered high: ‘if they taint, you know. . . .’

Few details were given either of the costing methods
employed, or of the precise significance of the discussions that
were held before prices were formally submitted. But, clearly,
Medicals has regarded these discussions not so much as a
forum for negotiation, but as opportunities for selling.
Medicals maintained that, on the basis of these discussions, it
was usually possible to know whether a price would be accept-
able or not. When asked what indications would be given, the
Marketing Manager explained: ‘... it’s a long, involved

rocess of learning how to sell. I suppose . . . you could watch
loads of films on it if you want, rather than me giving you a
lecture on how you sell something to somebody. ... I don’t
know. Well, I do know: it’s posture, it’s facial expression, it’s
movement, it’s words, it’s how people say words. It's many
things, but it all builds up a picture of whether you know what
you're saying makes sense or not.’
* At the same time, the Marketing Manager claimed that the
Company normally held its prices as low as they reasonably
could. It did so, he explained, because it needed big volume
business — even though the contracts involved were ‘at the
bottom of what we consider to be a reasonable profit margin’.
Reference has already been made (see p. 8) to the fact that the
Company has shown unusually high profits, overall — though
no information was obtained about the profitability of this,
major part of the business. It is, however, relevant to note that
the Marketing Manager said he would probably tell the DHSS
‘to stuff it’, if they complained that the Company was charging
too much. He said he would do this because, in most cases,
their profit margins on government business had been so low.
Nevertheless, this remark may also give some indication of
Avon’s bargaining strength, and of the way in which it has
used it.

Discussion

It would have taken a prolonged major investigation, with
unlimited access to all relevant information, to have estab-
lished precisely how Avon companies have conducted their
tendering business. Though this was not possible, the oppor-
tunity to make general enquiries did, at least, establish what
basic steps had been taken to ensure that all companies
operated within the requirements of the law.

No company in the Group appeared to have issued clear
instructions to employees, explaining what was acceptable
practice, and what not. The Chief Executive at Bridgend
suggested that it was the responsibility of the individual
employee to acquaint himself or herself with legal require-
ments — and the same beliefs may well prevail elsewhere. In
the light of the criticism made by the Restrictive Practices
Court, in 1965 — that Avon, among other companies, had
failed to ensure that staff involved in tendering were aware of
their legal obligations — these arrangements would not seem
at all adequate.

There appeared also to be grounds for serious criticism of
the arrangements between Avon Medicals and the Department
of Health and Social Security — not because of any impro-
priety on the part of the Company, but because of the license
the DHSS appeared to have allowed them. The present
arrangements would appear to be extremely unsatisfactory —
from the public’s point of view — in that, in tendering, the
Company is subject neither to the rigour of open competition,
nor to that of straightforward negotiation. Though no hard
information was given about the profit margins in this busi-
ness, it is alarming to suppose that control over the expendi-
ture of public money is such as to have allowed Avon, in effect,
to sell its prices to the DHSS, as well as its products.
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Air Pollution

This report examines:

® the sources of air pollution in Avon factories;

® levels of emissions and the concentrations and effects of
resulting pollutants in the surroundings;

® action taken by Avon companies to prevent nuisance or
hazard and to meet their statutory obligations.

Boilers

Emissions to the air from Avon factories come mainly from
the boilers used to raise steam for process or factory heating,
and from the extraction systems used to remove fumes and
dusts from the factory air. In addition, two incinerators are
used at Melksham for the destruction of rubber and factory
wastes; and one special process is registered with the Alkali
Inspectorate, the government air pollution agency.

However, despite a written request from the Company, the
Alkali Inspectorate was not p:‘epared to provide PIRC with an
interview or with any information, though such facilities were
provided by local authorities and other government depart-
ments. In addition, no information was obtained about instal-
lations at the Bradford factory as management was unable to
provide an interview.

Emissions from boilers contain smoke and sulphur dioxide,
potentially harmtul pollutants which can lead to respiratory
disease. Boiler emissions are controlled by local authorities
under the Clean Air Acts of 1956 and 1968. These laws require
that (i) no dark smoke is emitted, except in special, limited
circumstances; (ii) all new boilers must be capable of
operating smokelessly, and must be fitted with approved grit
and dust control equipment; and (iii) the height of the boiler
chimney used to di?ﬁerse emissions must be approved by the
local authority as sufficient to prevent hazard or nuisance.

The boiler installed by Avon Medicals in 1974 was com-
missioned without the City of Birmingham District Council
being notified (apparently in breach of the 1956 Clean Air
Act); and without the approval of the Authority for the height
of the chimney (an offence under the 1968 Clean Air Act).

All other installations at Avon factories had been approved,
although the boilers at Inflatables, and some of the boilers at
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Melksham, were installed before the present guidelines on
chimney heights came into force — and the heights of their
chimneys would probably now be considered inadequate. (No
information was obtained from Bradford, either from the
Company, or from the local authority. The newly-formed
West Wiltshire District Council said they could not comment
on the situation, as the former Bradford RDC — which was
phased-out with the reorganisation of local government in
1974 — had either not maintained, or not passed on, any files
on this factory.)

Of the several boiler installations at Avon plants, two were
found to have been the subject of complaints — though not in
the recent past. Over the period 1969-1971 the Public Health
Inspector at Bridgend complained to the Company on several
occasions about ‘the frequency of the discharge of black
smoke’ from a newly installed boiler. Various attempts were
made during this period to modify the installation and it is
believed that, since 1971, the boiler has operated without
causing undue dark smoke. In the past there were also com-
plaints about soot fallout from two of the boilers at Melk-
sham. This problem arose when the boilers were being cleaned
under high-pressure steam which removed soot and other
solid deposits. The problem was overcome by ‘soot-blowing’
on the main boiler in the middle of the night (when most
washing had been taken in off the line) and by avoiding the
process altogether on the smaller, older boiler — and using a
chemical additive in the fuel, which prevented soot formation.

It was not possible to establish how emissions from Avon
plants may have contributed to background pollution in
different communities. Local authority monitoring of smoke
and sulphur dioxide levels was begun in Melksham only in
1975: and the first results were said to show that levels of these
pollutants were ‘exceptionally low’. Some monitoring had also
been carried out near Inflatables and Medicals (where the
factory is situated in a designated smoke control area) but the
sampling sites were, in each case, at least a mile or two from
the Avon plant — and in both cases there were many other
nearby sources of pollution as well. No monitoring has been
carried out at Bridgend, where the plant is on an industrial
estate, well outside the town.
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Incinerators

There are two incinerators on the Melksham site. One burns
general factory waste (up to $-ton per hour) and the other
burns scrap tyres and rubber scrap, at the rate of about 4-ton
an hour. Both installations were commissioned in 1973.

Avon’s plan to construct the two incinerators was evaluated
by the National Industrial Fuel Efficiency Service (NIFES),
acting as consultants to the Melksham Urban District Council.
The Council’s consents, which were based largely on the
recommendations made by NIFES, were given only after Avon
had agreed to make certain changes in its plans. For example:

® Avon had proposed building a 50 ft chimney for the rubber
incinerator. This was judged insufficient to effectively disperse
pollutants, and Avon was told that a minimum height of 65 ft
would be needed. It was calculated that the higher chimney
would under normal weather conditions give maximum
concentrations of sulphur dioxide of 0.41 parts per million,
some 600 ft from the stack — a concentration which was
considerably below what are generally taken to be ‘acceptable’
levels.

® In the same way, Avon was required to build a 65 ft
chimney on the general waste incinerator — rather than the 50
ft chimney proposed.

® Consent for both incinerators was made subject to the
manufacturers giving certain assurances about the control of
grit and dust emissions; and they were also required to test the
emissions once the incinerators were in operation, and to
modify them if satisfactory results were not obtained. The
initial tests carried out on both incinerators showed that they
were — at least at the time of testing — within the required
limits:

P

Results of initial tests on emissions of solids from incinerators

Standard Test 1 Test 2
Factory Waste
Incinerator 0.2 gr./cu.ft. (s.t.p.) 0.066 0.07%
Rubber Incinerator 9.5 Ibs/hr. 1.81 not supplied

These and other requirements were made to ensure that,
among other things, both furnaces would ‘give smoke and
odour-free combustion when operated to manufacturers’
instructions’. In the event, however, there have been problems
with smoke and other emissions from both incinerators:

® The rubber scrap incinerator caused problems with smoke
emissions shortly after it was commissioned. These were attributed to
charging the furnace too rapidly, and the Company maintained that
this problem had since been overcome.

® On several occasions, the factory waste incinerator has emitted
dark smoke, because rubber scrap has been burned along with
general waste. Rubber and other wastes are collected in separate con-
tainers, but the Company has said it considers it impractical to
examine the contents of each load delivered to the incinerator.

@ Both the Company and the Council have received complaints
about both incinerators. According to the Council, under certain
weather conditions, the plume from the incinerator chimneys drifts at
ground level — semetimes in the direction of an infants’ school about
200 yards away, where it has proved to be a nuisance. The Company
has attributed this to inadequate control by new operators. The Head
of the school informed us that at times ‘the whole school is bathed in
a blue haze of fumes, which are quite pungent and appear to give a
dry feeling in the throat in addition to an obnoxious smell’. The
school has also been affected by black smoke from the incinerators
and although these emissions are said to have improved since late
1974, on one occasion since then ‘the whole school (was) deluged in a
black cloud of smoke’. She added that the school’s relationship with
Avon had ‘always been excellent’ and that their complaints ‘have
always been courteously received and given immediate attention,
whenever possible’.

74

® Avon office staff have complained about smell from the incinera-
tors. This was attributed to the burning of plastic waste at inadequate
temperatures; and it was said that plastic waste is now intro-
duced into the incinerator when the temperature is appropriately
high.

No information was obtained about other emissions from
the incinerators. The designers of the rubber incinerator have
said that apart from grit, particles, ‘zinc oxide appears to be
virtually the only other material present in the stack’. Zinc
oxide is known to be hazardous under certain conditions:
workers exposed to high concentrations of the fume have
developed fever, and direct contact with the material can lead
to skin disease. Avon have consulted the Alkali Inspectorate
about zinc oxide emissions — as did the old Melksham
Council — but it is not known whether the Inspectorate
recommended any action, nor whether these emissions could
present any hazard.

Di-isocyanates

The manufacture of polyurethane castings on the Melksham
site involves the use of di-isocyanates — highly toxic com-
pounds whose uncontrolled use can lead to serious medical
complications and can affect people outside the factory. In
particular, exposure to di-isocyanates can induce sensitisation
— after which exposure even to minute amounts (for example,
in materials such as polyurethane paints) may produce severe
respiratory irritation, with symptoms similar to those in acute
asthma.

Processes involving the use of di-isocyanates have been
under the control of the Alkali Inspectorate since 1971. How-
ever, the process at Melksham was not registered with the
Alkali Inspectorate until 1978 — possibly because of
uncertainty as to whether the process used at Melksham could
be legally classed as a registrable process.

According to the Company, the Alkali Inspector has visited
the Melksham factory fairly frequently though he has always
given notice in advance of his visits. The Inspectorate has
required Avon to vent exhaust air from the factory building
through a ten foot stack — rather than through the 3-4 foot
stack that had been installed. However, no further detailed
information was supplied. Avon said it had monitored di-
isocyanate levels inside the factory; but did not supply details
of the results. Neither did the Company supply details of the
monitoring of stack gases carried out by the Alkali Inspector,
though it had received copies of all his results and maintained
that these were all within the Inspectorate’s limits.

However, at the time of this enquiry, the Alkali Inspectorate
had not finally decided what standards or methods of emission
control would be required from di-isocyanate works — and
has stated it ‘must still depend on adequate air dilution and
dispersal from high chimneys’. (Chief Alkali Inspector’s
annual report, 1974.)

Discussion

In general, emissions from Avon factories do not appear to
have caused significant nuisance or health hazard. The one
major exception to this occurred in Melksham, where fumes
and smoke from the incinerators appear to have been very
troublesome nearby.

The absence of other serious and persistent complaints
would, in part, explain why the monitoring of emissions from
Avon factories — both by the companies and by the local
authorities — has been very limited indeed. The one exception
appears to be the Alkali Inspectorate’s monitoring of di-
isocyanate emissions at Melksham — though no details of the
frequency of sampling, or of the results, were supplied. The
availability of information about atmospheric emissions from
local authorities appeared to have been badly affected by the
reorganisation of local government in 1974. It has already
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been stated that the new West Wiltshire District Council had
no information about Bradford, because it had received none
from the old Bradford RDC. In addition, the West Wiltshire
DC was found to be unaware of the fact that the Melksham
plant operated a potentially hazardous process which was
controlled under the Alkali Act. (The Council said the Alkali
Inspectorate had been asked for a list of registered works in
the area, but had told them only about one cement works.)

The importance and relevance of close control by local
authorities has been illustrated in two different ways, at the
Melksham and Medicals sites. At Melksham, the former Urban
District Council — acting on the advice of consultants — gave
its consent to the operation of the two incinerators, subject to
a number of important conditions. In particular, the Council
required that Avon increase the height of the incinerator
chimneys from the proposed level of 50 ft to 65 ft — and this,

no doubt, saved the Company and the community from what
might otherwise have been serious pollution problems.

In Birmingham, Avon Medicals installed its boiler without
first getting approval from the local authority, as the Clean Air
Acts require. The upshot of this has been, first, that the
installation has been built to an inadequate standard and,
secondly, that it is now considered too late to take remedial
action. Having learned of the situation (after visiting the
Medicals plant in response to enquiries from PIRC) the
Council conciuded: ‘The chimney height for the new boiler is
28 ft, whereas the height required for satisfactory dispersal of
the products of combustion is in the order of 40 ft. This matter
will be taken up with the company, but it is doubtful if any
formal action can be taken at this late stage’. The implications
of this require no further comment.

River Pollution

Introduction
People sometimes fish from the banks of the River Avon,
across from Avon’s Melksham factory. Their presence suggests
there is no gross water pollution — but it also disguises the
fact that the problems caused by industrial effluent may be
serious, vet subtle in both their cause and effect. Thus, most
effluent from the Melksham plant is discharged not into the
river, but into the sewers, where it accounts for about 10 per
cent of the load treated at the local sewage works. In 1973, the
overloading of the Melksham sewage works led to such a
deterioration in the quality of their treated effluent returned to
the river, that the local authority was obliged to refuse
planning permission for any new developments in the area.

The situation at Melksham is not untypical in that most
industrial effluent (about 70 per cent) is discharged into
sewers; and that overloading of sewage works is the main
reason why 60 per cent of their treated effluent fails to meet
desirable quality standards. Some industrial effluent is also dis-
charged directly into rivers and estuaries; and about one-half
of these discharges fail to meet the requir ed quality standards.

Until the reorganisation of local government in 1974,
responsibility for the control of industrial discharges was
shared by local authorities and river authorities. Local authori-
ties were responsible for discharges to sewers; while river
authorities controlled the quality of discharges into rivers,
whether from sewage works or direct from industry. However,
since 1 April 1974, both duties have been taken over by the
new regional water authorities, who control industrial dis-
charges by issuing ‘consents’, to which conditions regulating
the quality and quantity of effluent may be attached.

Water authori ity consents may impose maximum per-
missible concentrations on the levels of any discharge,
including:

® Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) or Chemical Oxygen
Demand (COD) — both are measures of the amount of oxygen
needed to break down the degradable material in a discharge.

® Suspended solids — a measure of the solids in a discharge which, if
not removed, may be deposited in a river, forming banks of sludge.

® pH — a measure of the acidity or alkalinity of a discharge. pH is
measured on a scale from 0-14: a pH of 7 is neutral, while levels
below 7 indicate acidity, and above 7 alkalinity.

¢ Chemicals and heavy metals — such as cyanide or chromium and
zinc, which are directly toxic to living organisms.

This report identifies the major sources of river pollution _

within the Avon Group; and it examines the various attempts
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the different companies have made to avoid pollution, and the
successes and failures they have had.

Melksham — discharges to sewers
Under a 1955 agreement with the old Melksham Urban Dis-
trict Council, Avon has been permitted to discharge up to
130,000 gallons of effluent into the sewers each day. The
efluent from the Melksham site has contained acids from
chlorination and metal cleaning processes, as well as
contaminated water used to remove polluting gases produced
by the Company’s two incinerators.

The Wessex Water Authority — which took over responsi-
bility for the sewers from the old council — has stated that this
agreement is unsatisfactory, in that:

® The Authority has only limited control over discharges. The
agreement, for example, contains no limit on the concentra-
tion of heavy metals discharged, though these may destroy the
organisms used to break down sewage.

® These arrangements apparently cannot be varied or ter-
minated by the Authority. Unlike normal consents, this
document requires the Company’s agreement before stan-
dards can be improved. The Authority is empowered only to
change the charge made for treatment. This was last done in
1970, and has since stood at £650 per year — which is less than
the actual cost of treatment. However, the character of the
effluent has changed since 1955 and grounds may now exist
for changing the agreement.

The Wessex Water Authority has nevertheless indicated it is
‘fairly satisfied’ with the quality of effluent from the Melksham
site. The concentration of suspended solids and the level of the
pH have both been within the limits — and, although the
BOD level has been above the agreed limit, the limit itself is on
the low side and well below the levels the Authority would
normally accept in an industrial discharge. In addition, the
concentrations of substances for which no limits have been set
have also been acceptably low — though heavy metal concen-
trations, taken together, have been very close to the upper
limits that would normally be imposed in a consent, mainly
because of concentrations of zinc, which have been recorded at
levels twice as high as would normally be allowed. See Table 1.

Early in 1975, Avon applied to the Water Authority for
consent for two new discharges from processes transferred to
Melksham from the old AIP factory in Birmingham, which
had been closed down the year before. The effluent discharged
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Table 1. Results of sampling of trade effluent discharged into sewers
from the Melksham factory, February-August 1975

Parameter Limit imposed Range of samples
(parts per million, unless indicated)
Volume 130,000 galls/day Not metered
pH 6-10pH 7.9-8.5pH
BOD 120 9-192
CcOoD 20-444
Phenols 1.5- 29
PO, <0.05- 80
NH, 0.9- 25
Suspended solids 200 0-156
Total wace metals 1.3- 21
Zinc 0.2- 20

from one of these processes, in particular, had been found in
Birmingham to be extremely polluting and on one occasion
had been twelve times above the permitted solids level. The
Wessex Water Authority informed the Company that ‘such dis-
charges from the plant at Melksham will not be acceptable’. At
the time of this enquiry, no consent levels had been fixed for
the new discharges, and it was not known whether the new pro-
cesses were operating at the time that the samples shown in
Table 1 were taken.

Melksham — discharges to rivers

The stretch of the River Avon which runs past the plant at
Melksham was described by the River Authority in 1973 as ‘the
most heavily effluent loaded reach of the whole fresh water
length’; and it is classified on the national scale as ‘Class 2’,
that is, of ‘doubtful quality and needing improvement'.

The Melksham factory extracts 8 million gallons of water
from the river each day. This water, used for cooling, is
returned to the river — slightly warmer than it was — a little
further downstream. In addition, the Company has dis-

Anglers observing fish
indistress or water
in a polluted condition
?hrg asked to notify

RIVER AUTHORITY

IMMEDIATELY

DAY OR NIGHT

BATH 27730
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charged effluent from the periodic clean-out of the water
softening plant, as well as from the boilers, and also some
process waste.

The consent controlling this discharge regulates only the
volume, temperature and chlorine content of the effluent —
and otherwise stipulates only that it ‘shall not contain any . . .
chemical reagent lik.-a-ljfr to be poisonous to fish, fish spawn or
fish food’. The River Authority sampled the factory effluent on
only two occasions in 1973 and 1974; and these results
suggested that Avon’s discharge into the river was effectively
non-polluting at that time.

However, the Melksham factory has polluted the River
Avon with oil. A major spillage occurred in May 1969, when
an underground oil pipe burst, releasing 500 gallons of heavy
fuel oil. Much of the oil was kept out of the river by Avon-
improvised booms — but, although the Company organised a
day-and-night cleaning-up operation, the oil affected a four-
mile stretch of the river, causing damage to wildlife, vegetation
and boats.

Avon accepted full responsibility for the incident and
invited claims for compensation for damage; in addition, they
paid the River Authority’s cleaning-up bill, as is customary in
such cases.

To avoid any recurrence, Avon transferred the underground
oil pipes to the surface, so that any future leakage would
immediately be obvious. They also installed a number of oil-
imercepriori chambers, in order to prevent the escape of any
oil which might leak. Nevertheless, leaks from other sources
have since occurred:

® In January 1973, kerosene leaked into a stream after a spillage at
Avon’s Bower Hill depot, near Melksham. The depot manager was
reported to have taken immediate action as soon as he was notified;
and the River Authority subsequently installed a fixed barrier at the
Company’s expense.

® [n September 1973, heavy fuel oil leaked into the River Avon,
shortly after a tanker delivery of this fuel to the Melksham site. The
oil was cleared by the River Authority’s emergency team, again at the
Company’s expense.

@ In November 1973, oil again reached the river, after an oil-spill
inside the factory was pumped down the nearest drain, instead of into
a storage drum. This drain was found to have no interceptor
chamber, and the Company agreed to instal one. No subsequent oil
spills had been recorded by the Water Authority at the time of this
enquiry.

Despite the several preventive measures the Company has
taken, a large and sudden leak of oil could, in theory, still
reach the river before being detected. In order to be able to
cope, should this happen, Avon has bought its own oil booms
which can be placed across the river to trap any spillage. The
Water Authority’s District Pollution Officer stated that Avon at
Melksham was probably the only company in the area to have
equipped itself with booms to contain a spillage of oil into the
river should it ever occur.

Bradford — discharges to sewers

Trade effluent from the Bradford factory was discharged into
the River Avon until 1967 when the River Authority said it
would no longer accept it. Though the Bradford Council
agreed to take the Company’s effluents into the sewers, accor-
ding to the Wessex Water Authority it appeared neither to
have imposed any limits on the concentrations of effluent, nor
to have charged the Company for treating it. The Water
Authority’s own consent was issued in March 1975, at which
time the Authority was also assessing what charge to make for
handling and treating the effluent.

Before issuing its consent, the Water Authority carried out a
series of analyses on the effluent produced in the Company’s
metal phosphating and rubber chlorination processes. These
analyses revealed that on one occasion zinc levels had been
high and on another the discharge was more acid (i.e. lower
pH) than permitted. To judge from the recorded levels of SOy,
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the acid in question would probably have been sulphuric acid
— a reagent used in the Bradford factory, and which, in a
concentrated form, could badly attack cement and concrete
installations in the sewage works and elsewhere. The result of
the Water Authority’s analyses, together with details of the
consent conditions thew‘,r subsequently imposed, are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2. Results of sampling of trade effluent discharged into sewers
from the Bradford-on-Avon factory
(Results of 9 analyses between November 1974 and August 1975
together with conditions of consent issued in March 1975.)

Parameter Limit imposed Range of samples
(parts per million, unless indicated)
pH 6-10pH 3.2-9.5pH
Temperature 43.3°C -
Volume 100 cu.m/day —
BOD — 4-70
COD — 28-432
Phenols — 3-8
NH, 200 1.5-224
Suspended solids 400 49-220
50, 500 21-970
cl — 8.4-294
Total Heavy metals 20 <1.5-12.1
Zinc 10 0.4-10.5

also to ‘a constant discharge containing detergent’; this was
subsequently routed to the sewer.)

The Water Authority said, at the time of this enquiry, that
there had been no complaints about oil on the river for some
time. They suggested that the measures the Company had
taken would be adequate to deal with the oil problem —
except perhaps when the river was high, when it might flood
the waste tank area and carry out any oil trapped behind the

retaining walls.

Medicals
All effluent from Medicals is discharged into the sewers. The
effluent consists of cooling water, waste from the Company’s
laboratory and animal house, and a weak solution of ethylene
glycol from the equipment used to sterilise medical pmducts
Limits on the concentration of the effluent are contained in
a consent issued by Birmingham Corporation in 1970,
amended in 1972 and 1974. The discharge is monitored at
monthly intervals by the Severn Trent Water Authority. See
Table 3.

Bradford — discharges to rivers

Outlets from the Bradford factory discharge into the River
Avon, carrying rain and surface water, cooling water — some
of it probably contaminated after contact with hot rubber —
and effluent produced after the periodic ‘blow-down’ of the
boilers.

These discharges are made under a consent issued by the
River Authority in 1967. This consent defined the minimum
permitted effluent quality, by reference to several different
parameters. However, the Water Authority has not monitored
the quality of the discharges from the Bradford plant.

Monitoring has been carried out both up and downstream
of the Bradford plant, where the river is described as being of
Class 2 quality, as at Melksham. The results of this monitoring
suggested that there was little change in the quality of the river
after the Avon factory, and this was confirmed by the Water
Authority’s District Pollution Officer who stated that the
effluent from the Bradford and Melksham factories ‘does not
greatly affect river quality’.

It has been a condition of the 1967 consent that effluent
from the Bradford factory discharged into the river ‘shall
contain no visible oil or grease’. Nevertheless, oil leaks from
the Bradford factory have until fairly recently given cause for
some concern. Some 6 months before issuing this consent, the
River Authority had requested the Company to take ‘energetic
action’ to deal with the problem of oil leaks. In September
1970, the Authority’s Divisional Inspector wrote to Avon,
saying: ‘Your factory is undoubtedly the source of most if not
all of the oil. . . . It so happened that I was in Bradford-on-
Avon on several occasions during the works annual holiday,
and it was most noticeable that there was virtually complete
absence of oil. Within a few days of the resumption of work,
the river again had oil visible sometimes from bank to bank.’

Following this, oil leakage was traced to several sources —
including the open barrels in which waste oil was stored, and
an area used earlier as a dumping ground, which had become
saturated with oil which then leaked out into the river. Avon
took action to deal with the problem; in particular, by instal-
ling a new waste oil tank which had a retaining wall to prevent
any oil escapes. However, this did not appear to have solved
the problem altogether, for the River Authority wrote to the
Company again in 1972, advising further modifications — and
noting that it would ‘not be as lenient with any further oil
pollution this year, should it occur’. (The Authority objected
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Table 3. Results of sampling of Avon Medicals’ discharges to sewer,
March 1972 to February 1975

Parameter Limit imposed Range Mean
pH 6-12 6-9.2 7.2
Suspended solids 400 ppm 2-80 29.3
COD 600 ppm 0-5,785 507.2

Over the past three years, the discharge from Medicals has
consistently been within the limits set for pH and suspended
solids; however, over the same period, the COD levels have
been found to exceed the consent limits on three occasions.
On the most recent occasion, in August 1974, the COD level
was nearly ten times the permitted level. Accordmg to the
Water Authomy, the Company had been notified about these
unsatisfactory results, and had investigated their cause — but
had ‘not acted upon (the findings) to any great degree’.

The Water Authority has also stated it considered the
volume of the discharge to be excessive. The Company’s
consent allows a discharge of up to 10,000 gallonsida\« — but,
between March 1973 and March 1975, the Company’s actual
discharges varied between an average 26,000 and 48,000
gallons/day. (This volume has contained a certain amount of
domestic water, not limited by the terms of the consent.)

Excessive volumes of discharge are an important cause of
sewage works overloading. In 1975 the Severn-Trent Water
Authority reported that nearly 300 of the 700 sewage works in
its area were discharging unsatisfactory effluents, largely
because of overloading.

Although Medicals has paid the full handling and treatment
charges for this excess volume, it has not applied for an
increase in the consent limit, and is therefore regarded by the
Authority as ‘acting illegally’. The Authorlty said the company
had been made ‘aware of the legal aspects’. (See Discussion.)

The Water Authority has also asked Medicals to examine the
possibility of re-circulating its cooling water, in order to
conserve water and reduce the load on the sewage works. The
Company said that it had been inhibited from acting on this
suggestion, because of the possibility of a build-up of bacteria
in recirculated water — and the effect this would have on its
high quality and hygiene standards.

Inflatables and Bridgend

There has been no discharge of trade effluent from the
Inflatables factory, as neither process nor cooling water has
been used.

At Bridgend, the Company stated that no trade effluent was
discharged from the factory, other than that produced after
the periodic cleaning (‘blow down’) of the boiler. No cooling
water has been discharged from the factory, as the Company
has refrigerated and recirculated the water it needs.
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Discussion

The performance of the Bradford and Melksham factories has
been evaluated in the light of relatively very limited infor-
mation about the effluents they have discharged. The Wessex
Water Authority had no information about the quality of the
effluent discharged into the River Avon at Bradford; and
sampling of the efluent discharged into the river at Melksham
had until recently been carried out only once per year. At the
same time, sampling of these companies’ discharges to the
sewers dated only from late 1974 (Bradford) and early 1975
(Melksham) after the new Water Authority had taken over.

This low frequency of sampling would make any compre-
hensive assessment impossible. Thus, the levels of zinc in the
effluent both companies have discharged to the sewers have on
occasions been close to or slightly above the permitted limits;
while the discharge from Bradford on one occasion contained
concentrated acid. However, in the absence of data derived
from frequent and continuous monitoring, it would be
impossible to say whether these discharges were typical — in
which case they could present serious problems — or not.

More detailed results were available from the monitoring of

the discharge to sewers by Avon Medicals; and these revealed a
number of unacceptably high levels of certain effluents. The
discharges from Medicals have been monitored by the Severn-
Trent Water Authority on a monthly basis; but significantly,
the Authority has acknowledged that even this frequency has
not been sufficient, and may have allowed other excessive dis-
charges to have gone unnoticed.

The Water Authority’s response to Avon Medicals’ occa-
sionally very high COD discharges — and also to the
Company’s long-standing practice of discharging excessive
volumes of efluent — was summed up by the Authority’s Divi-
sional Controller, who said: “We are permitting them to go on
discharging illegally.” The new Water Authority has notified
the Company that such discharges are unsatisfactory; and has
told PIRC that if they continue ‘we shall take a strong line’.

The situation faced by the Wessex Water Authority, in
dealing with the spillage of oil from the Avon factories at Brad-
ford and Melksham, was rather different. For, although these

spillages were technical breaches of consent — for which both
companies might have been prosecuted — prosecution was
probably not contemplated, since both companies (sooner or
later) took action to prevent recurrence, and accepted
responsibility for the damage they had caused. (Melksham,
notably, took extensive action to minimise the possibility of oil
spillage; and to contain any damage should a spill accidently
occur.)

Both the old Avon Rubber factory in Birmingham (closed in
1974) and Avon Medicals have, in effect, passed their discharge
problems on to the Water Authority rather than pay the
proper cost of meeting the required standard. The effluent
discharged by the Birmingham rubber factory into the sewers
was found to be consistently far above the permltted COD
level. In 1972, at the instigation of Birmingham Corporation
(then the sewage authority) the Company engaged a consultant
to examine the problem. He reported that the cost of treating
the effluent so as to comply with the conditions of the consent,
would have been £300 per week — far more than the Com-
pany had paid to discharge their effluent to the sewers which,
‘with relaxation of standards’ amounted to only £100-£200 per
year.

The difference between these treatment costs may be largely
explained by the fact that sewage treatment plants can benefit
from ‘economies of scale’. But it no doubt also reflects the fact
that the treatment of many companies’ effluents in the sewage
works has been eﬂ"ecrwel\« subsidised from the rates. (In the
past, at least, some local authorities have waived charges for
handling industrial efluents, in order to encourage industry
to settle in their area.)

On the evidence of this enquiry, Avon companies appeared
to have benefited considerably from such arrangements. For
several years, for example, the local authority at Bradford
accep[ed the Company’s effluent without charge; and a similar
situation existed in the past at Bridgend. In addition, the
Wessex Water Authority stated that the Melksham factory —
like many other companies — was paying less than the real
cost of treatment.

A boom laid by the Wessex Water Authority to contain oil and other pollutants
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Waste Disposal

Introduction

This report deals mainly with the way in which Avon com-
panies have disposed of their solid wastes; but reference is also
made to the measures taken to prevent the production of
waste.

The report also describes steps taken by Avon companies to
reuse or dispose of old tyres. But questions relating to other
disposable (i.e. non-reusable) Avon products such as the one-
use blood transfusion kits made by Avon Medicals or the
aerosol washers made by Bradford were felt to lie outside the
scope of the report.

Waste has been extremely expensive to Avon. Some idea of
the size of the problem may be gathered from the fact that
waste costs the Avon Group considerably more than the cost
of its total energy requirement. These costs have been
increased by the effect of the energy crisis on raw materials: for
example, natural rubber, a vital material for a tyre manu-
facturer, doubled in price during 1978. Certainly, Avon have
had every incentive to reduce waste — not only to reduce the
quantities of raw materials they import, but also to save on the
labour and overhead costs of producing unsaleable work, and
to avoid the expense associated with the disposal of waste and
the control of environmental hazard. The principal measures
taken by Avon companies to control waste have included:

® Monitoring levels of waste. All Avon companies have
monitored the quantity of waste produced in each depart-
ment, usually on either a daily or weekly basis. As a result, (i)
the real costs of producing and disposing of waste (or the
income derived from its sale) have been debited (credited) to
the department concerned; (ii) targets for reducing the
amount of waste produced have been built into the produc-
tion forecasts set for each department; and (iii) action has been
taken to reduce high levels of wastage where these have been
traced to particular sources, and shown to be economically
avoidable.

None of the companies appeared to have run specific waste-
saving campaigns aimed at employees, although Bradford’s
1972/3 training survey recommended ‘the display of rejects
within the workshop (“‘a black museum™) with relevant cost
information’.  Bradford has also invited employees’
suggestions on ways of reusing large amounts of waste pro-
duced in one department; indeed, all Avon companies operate
suggestion schemes which invite and reward useful suggestions
from employees, including those on waste-saving. Also, the
two issues of the Group publication, ‘Crisis News’, distributed
to all Avon employees in 1974, did emphasise the savings that
could be made by avoiding waste.
® Process or product modifications. At Bridgend, for
example, the Company recently began to recycle all its cooling
water; and similar measures were under consideration at
Medicals, at the time of this enquiry. Considerable savings
may be made by recycling water instead of buying town water
— and then paying (by volume) to discharge it into the sewers.

At the time of this enquiry, Inflatables was the only com-
pany in the Group which had not included targets for
reducing waste in its future production forecasts: it said that it
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had cut the boat fabric in such a way as to give optimum tech-
nical use, rather than to make savings on waste.

® Re-using waste. Avon’s principal waste material — rubber
— can usually be re-used, provided it has not been ‘cured’.
On the other hand, ‘cured’ rubber waste (rubber which has
been hardened by vulcanisation, an irreversible chemical treat-
ment) cannot easily, and economically, be re-used.

Cured rubber waste can be reclaimed, after extensive pro-
cessing; but ‘reclaim’ does not have the same properties as
virgin rubber and, with the relatively recent development of
synthetic (oil-based) rubbers, the once valuable market for
‘reclaim’ has steadily declined.

Clean, cured rubber waste can also be finely ground into
‘crumb’, and used as a filler in various rubber products.
Similarly, ‘buffings’ — the fine rubber dust produced when
old tyre-treads are ground down before retreading — can be
used as a filler in rubber mixes, or used extensively in such
products as carpet underlay. Bridgend has been attempting to
develop ‘crumb’ for use on a far greater scale than has been
possible up till now. The Company has also developed new
forms of artificial sports surfaces made from ‘buffings” which it
is marketing as ‘all weather’ surfaces suitable for tennis, soccer
or athletics.

i that really worn out ?
avoid waste
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Di5posal of scrap tyres

Melksham, Bridgend and Motorway have faced particular
problems with the disposal of scrap tyres.

Until 1973, the scrap tyres which accumulated at Melksham
were removed by an outside contractor and — at a con-
siderable cost — taken to a dump near Liverpool. Since 1973,
however, almost all of Melksham’s scrap tyres (and rubber
waste) have been burned on-site in the newly-commissioned
tyre incinerator. This has resulted in savings not only in
disposal costs, but also on fuel bills. By burning rubber (which
has the same heat value as coal) Melksham has been able to cut
its oil fuel bill by 10 per cent — a saving of £2,400 a month at
February 1974 prices. Bridgend has also used scrap tyre
rubber as fuel and has replaced up to ten per cent of the coal
fed into its boiler with ground rubber.

In the recent past, some of Bridgend’s scrap tyres have been
taken (the 100 miles or so) to Melksham, to supplement the
incinerator’s diet of local tyres. However, Bridgend did more
to reduce its scrap tyre problem by discontinuing the ‘casing
bank’ system it operated until 1974.

Under the ‘casing bank’ system, Bridgend collected one old
tyre (‘casing’) in exchange for each new tyre sold to a depot.
About 20 per cent of the tyres collected in this way could be
used for remoulding — but the remainder were useless (partly
because many depots had sold off the best casings to dealers)
and the Company had to pay for these to be dumped in a
quarry nearby.

By dumping tyres in Tythegston quarry — which has also
been used for the disposal of household waste — a significant
environmental hazard was created: (i) because the site has been
classified by the Institute of Geological Sciences as presenting
‘a theoretically serious risk’ to underground water courses; (ii)

because toxic products would ‘probably’ be formed after a
pcriod of 10-15 years, as a result of microbial action on tyre
rubber in contact with water — according to a report prepared
for the Welsh National Water Development Authority; and
(iii) because toxic products could be formed overnight, if the
tyres were to catch fire.

In April 1972, tyres at the quarry did catch fire, and burned
for several days creating a considerable nuisance and a thick
smoke which was visible 20 miles away. (The cause of the fire
was never established, but the Company claimed it could not
have happened if the Council had properly covered over the
tyres, after they had been dumped.) After the fire, increased
levels of several toxic substances were found in the quarry
water, but no contamination of local water supplies took place.

Bridgend stopped accepting tyres from depots in October
1974 and, since then, has brought in higher quality casings
from dealers. The large majority of these casings have been
found suitable for remoulding, and the quantity disposed of
by dumping has been estimated at under one-tenth of what it
had been under the old ‘casing bank’ system.

But, by buying from casing dealers, Bridgend has effectively
passed back the problem of scrap tyre disposal to the depots
— and, in doing so, the Company may have created another
problem for itself. In interviews at Motorway — Avon's own
tyre distribution chain — it was said that one reason (though
probably a minor one) for no longer stocking Avon remoulds
was that Bridgend no longer removed old casings.

Motorway considered that the accumulation of scrap tyres
at their depots was a serious problem — particularly in
London and the South-East, where tyre manufacturers
generally will not remove old casings. Motorway estimated
that they paid about £3,000 a year to have old casings
removed, and dumped.

Fire consumes half a million tyres dumped by Avon in Tythegston quarry
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Toxic waste

Under the Deposit of Poisonous Waste Act 1972, all waste is
classified either as toxic (non-exempt) or as non-toxic
(exempt); and the Act requires that a company serve notice
on the appropriate local authority and water authority before
any toxic waste is removed for disposal on land. More
recently, local authorities have become responsible for over-
seeing the arrangements made for the disposal of waste, and
for licensing all waste tips in their area, under the provisions
of the Control of Pollution Act 1974.

With the passing of the 1972 Act, the Avon Group’s
Supplies Control Department (SCD) circulated all companies
with details of the classification of their wastes. Local
managers were also given advice on compliance with the law
— a local responsibility — and were asked ‘to satisfy them-
selves that their own arrangements (were) adequate’.

Melksham did not provide PIRC with notices they had issued
under the provisions of the 1972 Act; but the county council
had received notifications for the disposal of various process
and lubricating oils, as well as of rubber solutions and paints.
However, according to a (1972) memorandum, a number
of other notifiable (non-exempt) materials have been used
at  Melksham — including adhesive and iso-cyanate-
contaminated containers — but no information was obtained
about the means of their disposal, and no notices appear to
have been issued.

Bradford supplied copies of notifications made for the
disposal of various oils, acids and cyanide waste. In the past,
most of the acid and oil waste has been collected and dumped
by a waste-disposal contractor, though some hydraulic oil
waste has been sold for reclaiming. Some years earlier, how-
ever, waste oil from one part of the factory had simply been
dumped on to waste ground, from which it seeped gradually
into the River Avon, causing considerable nuisance. (See p. 77.)

Special arrangements have been made for the use of cyanide

(the supply is kept locked, and only one trained operator is
permitted to handle it) and for the disposal of cyanide waste.
The ten gallons of waste produced each year have been
disposed of by a contractor on a special tip; and the Company
said it had thoroughly investigated the circumstances in which
this was done.
Bridgend’s ‘non-exempt’ wastes have consisted mainly of the
residues of various solvents and chemicals (including iso-
cyanates) left in their original containers. The Company pro-
vided the local authority with a detailed list of the nature and
quantities of chemical residues likely to be involved and was
told that these could be deposited without special notification.

In addition, the Company has occasionally produced small
quantities of highly toxic wastes. Only one notification of the
disposal of such waste appeared to have been made (in
February 1978). On this occasion, 11 ounces of waste,
including cyanide and arsenic compounds, were taken by a
contractor to a special tip; the Company’s Production Control
Manager said he had visited this tip, and satisfied himself that
proper treatment methods were used.

Inflatables had not notified the local council of any disposal of
toxic waste; nor was any information about such wastes
supplied to PIRC. According to a memorandum produced by
the Avon Group's SCD in 1972, Inflatables has used certain
‘non-exempt’ materials, though these were not specifically
identified, and it was not possible to establish for certain that
these were still in use at the time of this enquiry.

Medicals stated that no notifiable wastes were removed from
their premises.

Non-toxic waste

Most of the solid, non-toxic waste produced by Avon
companies has been either incinerated on-site, or removed by
outside contractors and dumped. However, most of the
companies had also made some effort to segregate their
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wastes, and to sell such materials as rubber trimmings, plastic,
PVC, nylon and scrap metal — and anything else they couldn’t
themselves use. The extent to which this was done depended
not on the potential usefulness of the waste, so much as on the
economics of segregation and on market demand. For
example, Bridgend used to segregate and sell plastic waste at
the time of the energy crisis (when prices were high), but had
not done so since then. Similarly, Bradford also once found it
economical to segregate and sort paper and polythene waste.

At Melksham, non-toxic waste used to be removed for
dumping several hundred miles away, on a tip near Liverpool,
or else disposed of by the Company on a tip at Semmington,
nearby.

Dumping at Semmington began in 1955. According to the
Council, the Company began dumping before permission had
been obtained — but permission was later given, on condition
that (i) no rubbish was burned on the tip; (ii) no nuisance was
caused; and (iii) Avon restored the land for agricultural use,
once tipping had ceased. In the event, there were numerous
complaints, including one of water pollution caused when a
substance was washed out of the tip by rainfall; and a com-
plaint from a local farmer, whose cows had allegedly suffered
indigestion after eating plastic blown off the tip. The Council
told PIRC: ‘there is a long history of . . . complaints of fires at
the tip together with some fly and rodent infestations . . . the
nuisance from burning continued intermittently until
1978,

The Company, in turn, admitted there had been frequent
fires. But they said that in recent years, at least, the tip had
been completely fenced-in and constantly supervised, and that
all rubbish had been covered over with soil and compacted.
Avon also said that, now that the tip had been filled, they had
begun to cover it with sand and soil, and to seed it, and had
allocated £100,000 to do this.

Since 1973, Melksham’s rubber and non-rubber wastes have
been segregated, and burned in the Company’s two incinera-
tors. (See report on Air Pollution, p. 74.)

The rubber incinerator at Melksham was originally
expected to handle Bradford’s rubber waste. However,
Bradford said it had found it neither practicable (because of
limited space), nor economical, to segregate its rubber wastes
either for re-use or for disposal at Melksham. Instead, all
factory waste (other than scrap metal) has been compacted and
taken off-site for dumping by contractors.

Bradford’s general waste has included various chemicals
swept from the factory floor, and at least one of these —
sulphur — is classed as ‘non-exempt’ within the meaning of
the Deposit of Poisonous Waste Act 1972, However, the
Company had not notified the Council about this disposal;
nor had it informed the contractor about the nature of this
and other chemicals included in the general factory waste.

The general waste from Bridgend, Inflatables and Medicals
has been removed and dumped by outside contractors — in
each case, after some segregation of re-useable or saleable
materials.

Costs
Three companies provided specific information about the cost
of waste in relation to overall works cost:

® At Melksham, the tyre company was said to produce in the
region of £80,000-worth of unsaleable scrap, each month. The
amount of scrap was said to have been cut by a total of 15 per
cent over the last three years; and in early 1975, the cost of
waste represented just over 4 per cent of total works cost (cost
of raw materials + labour + energy).

® Bridgend’s scrap rate stood at approximately 7 per cent of
total works cost. It is not known whether this higher figure
reflected the fact that there was inherently less control over the
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quality of materials used in remoulding tyres — or whether
the difference could be accounted for by less stringent waste
control at Bridgend.
® Medicals’ scrap rate — at 11 to 12 per cent — was higher
than for either of the tyre factories. The Company said that the
major cause of waste was the poor quality of materials received
from suppliers. It was also pointed out that the products were
governed by strict quality standards, requiring an unusually
high sampling rate. In addition, machines had to be cleaned
down each day (rather than weekly) using a cleaning charge of
plastic which then had to be sc:apped Under the terms of the
Company’s agreement with its major customer, the
Department of Health, Medicals said it was largely prevented
trom re-wor kmg 1ts own waste,

Avon Inflatables did not supply information on the amount

Discussion

There can be no doubt that the Avon companies have taken
many positive and constructive steps to limit the amount of
waste they produce and to sell or use — rather than dump —
the wastes that have been left. Perhaps the most positive of the
measures taken has been the installation of the tyre incinerator
at Melksham: this solved a costly and troublesome problem,
and made possible substantial savings on fuel as an added
bonus.

However, Avon’s handling of tyre disposal has had less posi-
tive environmental results. Bridgend’s decision to suspend the
collection of used tyres from depots has relieved the Company
of a problem by passmg it on. As the Company’s Managing
Director observed, ‘we leave the scrap problem with other
people’. It other tyre manufacturers were to follow this
example and refuse to collect tyres from depots, the retailers
may well decide to pass the problem on to the motorist. In the
US some tyre retailers have required motorists to take their
old tvres away alter buying their new ones — and the UK
retailers are lepmtedh now C0n51dermg introducing this
system here. It this were to happen it would inevitably lead to
the widespread dumping of old tyres throughout the
countryside.

The tipping of wastes at Melksham, Bradford and Bridgend
— much of it now discontinued — had in the past created
significant nuisance. Most of the companies now have waste

of its fabric waste, on the grounds that competitors might
benefit from information relating to its fabric efficiency.

All of the companies gave some indication of the cost of
(and income from) the disposal of waste — though to judge
from experience at Bradford, the cost of wasted materials and
labour was very much higher than the cost of disposal.
For example, the cost each week of producing waste in the
department which made gaskets for aerosol cans was estimated
at £10,000 — which is the amount the Company has paid each
year for the removal of all its factory waste. In the hose depart-
ment, the cost of waste was put at up to £18,000 a week. The
Company attributed much of this loss to the poor quallty of
the batch rubber supplied — but its ‘Survey of Training
Needs’ suggested that much of the waste could be re-used if
additional manpower were available.

removed by outside contractors — and said they had checked
on the methods they used to dispose of waste. However, the
management at Medicals had not checked on the contractor in
this way; and suggested it should be no concern of the Com-
pany to do so (though it had checked to see that the con-
tractors had not been prosecuted for waste disposal offences).

The Group Supplies Control Department, and Bridgend,
appeared to have been conscientious in ensuring that they
fully met their legal obligations in dealing with toxic waste.
Other Avon companies appeared to have removed some toxic
wastes (though only in small quantities) from their factories
without issuing the notices required by law. This may, in part,
be a consequence of the fragmented way in which manage-
ment responsibility for waste has been organised at Avon com-
panies. Typically, no one person had a complete picture of the
waste cycle: production management was responsible for
reducing the amount of waste produced, supplies department
disposed of the waste, while liaison with local authorities and
water authorities on waste disposal was left to the engineering
or works manager.

Indeed, a representative of the West Midlands County
Council Waste Disposal Department commented that the
Avon Medicals and the old Avon Rubber factory in Bir-
mingham — amongst many other companies — ‘have not
done their homework and do not know whether they are
within the law or outside it’.

2
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Energy Use and
Conservation

Introduction

Energy cost Avon nearly £1 million in 1978/4 — substantially
more 1han it had cost the year before, despite the fact that the
Group’s use of fuels had decreased. The cost of the ‘energy
crisis’ for Avon may be partly judged by the fact that, between
1972/8 and 1978/4, the net use of fuels at Melksham decreased
by 10 per cent, while its fuel bills increased by 11 per cent.
Similarly, at Medicals, the fuel bill increased by over 50 per
cent, desp1tea 13 per cent drop in fuel usage.

Most of Avon’s energy is used at Melksham, Bradford and
Bridgend, in the milling and mixing of rubber and in the
curing of tyres. Relatively little energy is used at Medicals or
Inflatables, other than for heating. See Table 1.

Table 1. Avon energy costs, 1973/74 (£°000)

Electricity Oil Coal Gas Total costs
(1973/74) (1972/73)

Melksham 368 276 644 580
AIP Bradtord

& Birmingham 94 48 280! 206
Bridgend 75 4 32 1 111 87
Medicals 15 8 1 25 16
Inflatables 6 6 1 13 10

1. Projected.

Insufhicient information was obtained to perm:t energy use
to be related to ‘value added’ at the different sites; and only
AIP at Bradford was able to supply information about the cost
of energy in relation to total works cost (cost of raw materials +
labour + energy). However, for the whole Group, energy
costs would seem to represent very roughly 4 per cent of total
works cost.

Some information was provided about the efficiency of
energy use in two major processes, the mixing of rubber and
the curing of tyres. Avon’s ‘energy efficiency’ in these
operations (1973) has not, according to information compiled
by Avon, generally compared favourably with some
companies overseas. See Table 2.

Table 2. Energy efficiencies of 5 tyre manufacturers

Company Amount of electricity Pounds of steam
(country) used (Kilowatt Hours) used per pound
to produce 11b of of tyres m .nufactured

mixed rubber (1973) (1973)

Avon (UK) 0.58 1.3and 4.7

Armstrong (US) 0.51-0.62 3.5-5.7

Cooper (US) 0.40-0.45 4.0-5.4

Semperit

(Belgium) 0.73-0.86 3.9-8.4

Trelleborg

(Sweden) 0.18 4.0

Notes. The figures for Avon in the right-hand column were described as two
typical samples for steam used only in the curing of tyres.

The range of values for Cooper and Armstrong reflect the performance of
different factories. For Semperit, the range reflects winter and summer
conditions.

Source: Avon Tyre Division.

Group and company initiatives

The ‘energy crisis’ focused the Group’s attention on the need
for energy conservation. After a meeting of Avon technical
managers in December 1978, a memorandum on ‘Use of
Energy’ was prepared by what is now Avon (Group) Technical
Services, and circulated throughout the Group. The memoran-
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dum stated: ‘up till now the cost of energy has been a minor
tactor in the economics of our processes. In the near future it
is likely to be the crucial factor in determining how much we
produce and in the long term it will always be a significant
factor.’

Avon Technical Services (ATS) followed up this memoran-
dum, announcing it would examine the actual and potential
efficiency of Avon processes, and by soliciting information
from the companies on energy savings actually achieved. ATS
went on to carry out two studies of steam usage; it later con-
cluded that the Group could reduce steam consumption by 10
per cent a year over each of the following three years, but
suggested the Group was ‘unlikely to make more than a few
per cent saving’ in electricity use.

The Group technical manager also assumed responsibility
for co-ordinating action at company level, and for publishing
quarterly progress reports. No reports were in fact produced,
though a Group energy conference was held in September
1974, when technical representatives from each factory
reported on their energy savings and discussed further action.

In addition, ATS was to assist each site in the preparation of
‘energy objectives’. In the event, no energy-saving plans
appear to have been produced by either Medicals or
Inflatables; though the three major sites produced proposals:
® Melksham. Plans were drawn up by three energy sub-committees
for estimated annual savings of £65,000-£95,000. (These sub-
committees have since become inactive, and a single committee now
deals with energy saving on the whole site.) The greatest savings
(£25,000-£50,000) were expected from modifications which would
eliminate the need to cool down tyre presses (moulds) between curing
cycles. In addition, savings of around £80,000 were expected from
rationalising the use of presses, and from insulating them against heat
loss; and savings of another £10,000 were predicted as a result of
insulating steam pipes.
® AIP set up a technical committee to plan energy savings both at
Bradford and at the Birmingham plant (which has since been closed).
The committee’s programme, based on its measurements of the
energy use and efficiency of all equipment in use, was expected to cost
£10,000 at Bradford and to give an annual saving of over £11,000 at
that site.

Specifically, the use of additives in the boiler fuel was expected to
bring a net annual saving of over £2,000; and other major savings
were planned as a result of metering, the insulation of steam pipes
and the return of condensate to the boilers.
® Bridgend. A programme costing £5,100 — to give an estimated
annual saving of £6,500 — was designed by the Company's works
engineer, who had been studying possible energy-saving modifica-
tions for some time before action was taken by the Group. Annual
savings of £3,950 were expected by avoiding the use of high-tariff
electricity, through the installation of metering and alarm equipment
thought to cost around £4,000. In addition, savings were expected by
burning around 10 per cent of ground rubber with the coal in its
boiler; by insulating steam pipes and tyre moulds; by installing steam
metering equipment; and by overhauling the steam traps which
return condensate to the boilers.

Though all three companies introduced detailed
monitoring of steam and electricity consumption, in order to
relate energy use to production output, only Bradford
attempted to deal with the problem of energy wastage by
systematically collecting information about the energy
consumed in every different process in the plant. Thus,
Bradford found that ‘storage of raw materials is totally
inadequate’ and proposed that savings on electricity could be
made by heating up materials before they were mixed,
especially in winter. Elsewhere in Avon, attention was paid to
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those processes known to be inefficient in their use of energy.
For example, the investigations made by ATS established that
only 5 per cent of the energy used to raise steam at Melksham
for the curing of tyres actually went into the tyres. (With solid
tyres the figure was only 1 per cent.) Around 20 per cent of this
loss was thought to be unavoidable — but the rest was lost
largel)- when hot presses were left open when not in use, and as
aresult of leaks and poor insulation.

All the companies, however, proposed savings through
better housekeeping; all had tried to increase employees’
awareness to the need for such things as turning off lights
when not needed, and shutting off idling equipment. During
the three-day week, this had been done through ‘briefing
groups’, announcements, and by means of a leaflet ‘Crisis
News' — two issues of which were produced by the Group’s
publicity service. There appeared to have been little publicity
since the three-day week, though Bradford said it had plans to
produce its own fact sheet.

AV@N
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Future initiatives

The possibility of longer-term energy savings depend mainly
on (i) the rationalising of energy use; and (ii) putting a higher
priority on energy conservation when designing or intro-
ducing new equipment or buildings.

In the recent past, both Bridgend and Medicals have
installed new boilers which have allowed them to shut down a
number of small and relatively inefficient factory heating/
cooling units. In addition, Melksham commissioned its tyre
incinerator in 1973: this was done principally to solve the
problem of disposing of scrap tyres, but has also allowed the
site to become more self-sufficient tor its energy needs (see
p- 80). However, Bridgend — which, until 1974, taced serious
problems with the disposal of scrap tyres — decided against
the building of an incinerator, and solved its scrap problem by
other means.

Avon has also acknowledged the energy saving that may be
achieved by reducing heat loss through poorly-insulated
buildings — for the Group’s energy conservation committee
recommended in October 1974 that buildings should in the
future ‘be designed more functionally’, and that consideration
be given to requiring more stringent standards of insulation.

Between October 1972 and October 1975, Avon either
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commissioned or started work on the building of over 170,000
square feet of new buildings on several different sites. Both
Medicals and Inflatables said they had considered the possi-
bility of greater energy-saving, by making modifications to the
originally proposed design — but according to the head of
Avon Technical Services the Group has not proposed other
modifications as ‘any suggestions we could make would only
delay the building and increase its costs’.

Discussion

Before the energy crisis Avon had, on its own admission, paid
litle attention to conserving energy. For example, in
currcspondence with an American tyre company, Avon Tyres
(which is responsible for most of the Group’s energy use)
admitted that its steam consumption figures were ‘very high’
because it had been ‘very lax over the insulation of steam pipes
... and our maintenance to minimise leaks has left a lot to be
desired’. It is significant that, before sending its figures to
Avon for comparison, the American company had to double
check figures, suspecting that they had been miscalculated
because they were so much lower than Avon's.

The Group responded to the energy crisis — through Avon
Technical Services — by encouraging energy-saving at
company level, by setting conservation targets for the Group,
and by carrying out a number of technical studies in order to
identify some of the areas in which savings might be made.

Nevertheless, this response did not seem to be as thorough
as it might have been, in that:

® Two companies, Medicals and Inflatables, appeared to have pro-
duced no formal proposals for energy conservation — while only one
company, Bradford, systematically surveyed the energy-efficiency of
each piece of equipment in use, in drawing up a conservation
programme.

® The technical studies carried out by ATS itself were limited in
scope and, in the absence of adequate data from the other companies,
the Group policy on conservation which emerged dealt effectively
with only one area — steam usage — and appeared otherwise very
vague. Had the necessary information been collected, far higher
Group and company targets for energy savings might have been
shown to be feasible.

e In addition, little attention appeared to have been paid to the
question of design for energy conservation in new buildings; and
conservation publicity, aimed at employees, appeared to have been
largely limited to the time of the three-day week.

The energy conservation programmes designed by the three
major manufacturing companies cannot be judged solely in
terms of the savings they were expected to bring. Thus, while it
appeared that the AIP technical committee had been more
active and more thorough in their work than their counter-
parts in the tyre company at Melksham, the proposed energy
saving at Melksham was far higher than the savings expected
by either Bradford or Bridgend. However, this might simply
indicate that, in the past, energy-wastage at Melksham had
been higher than elsewhere. Similarly, the reiatively small
savings expected at Bridgend would seem to be due, in part, to
the fact that this was the only company to have seriously
attempted to reduce energy wastage before the energy crisis. It
should be noted that much of the saving proposed by
Bridgend did not involve cuts in energy consumption. Instead,
the Company was hoping to save money by balancing its elec-
tricity demand and avoiding payment for high-tariff supply.

It should be pointed out, in conclusion, that it proved
impossible to relate Avon’s internal energy use to the external
energy costs/benefits associated with their major products.
Thus, more energy is used in the manufacture of radial-ply
tyres than cross-plies — on the other hand, radials give greater
mileage and the use of radials may be associated with
improved vehicle fuel consumption. However, in the absence
of information about the use-life of Avon’s products, this
approach to the question of energy saving could not be
developed.
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External Noise

Introduction

Factory noise, whether from machinery, transport or other
sources, can cause considerable nuisance to people living
nearby. The best time to prevent such noise is at the design
stage — by designing quiet machines or by siting noisy
machinery away from factory boundaries. Noise from existing
equipment can also be reduced, by fitting suppressors or by
enclosing or screening sources of noise. Even when noise is
not a nuisance to people outside the factory these kinds of
measures will often be needed to prevent hearing damage to
emplmccs (see report on Health and Safety, p. 32).

The noise appreciated by the human ear is commonly
measured in decibels on the so-called ‘A scale’. On this scale
any increase of 10 decibels (dBA) means that noise levels have
increased 10-fold; so, an increase of 20 dBA means that noise
levels are 100 times louder. A soft whisper at 5 feet would
register around 32 dBA, while a ringing alarm clock at 2 feet
would be 80 dBA.

As a rough guide to the significance of the levels of noise
described in this report, reference can be made to the recom-
mendations of the Committee on the Problem of Noise
(HMSO, 1963). The Committee recommended that the
following noise levels inside living rooms and bedrooms
should not be exceeded for more than 10 per cent of the time:

Situation Day Night
Country areas 40 dBA 30 dBA
Suburban areas away from main trafficroutes 45 dBA 35 dBA
Busy urban areas 50 dBA 35 dBA

The likelihood of noise from a factory causing nuisance can
also be estimated by examining how much factory noise
increases the background levels of noise near homes.

Melksham
The location of the Melksham factory means that nuisance to
the local community from noise is always likely to occur.
According to management: ‘The fact that we work through the
night and that we've got houses adjacent means that even
someone dtopping a sheet of corrugated iron can wake up
everybody in the street.’

Nuisance from machinery and equzpment is another
problem. The headmistress of a near by infants” school stated
that:

‘The incinerators do give a persistent whining noise which is
particularly disturbing to our caretaker, who lives in a bungalow on
the site, during the evening and night. Often the incinerator starts up
in the middle of the night waking the whole family. This noise has
also disturbed members of my staff, during the night, who live within
approximately a quarter of a mile radius from the plant. This
depends on the direction of the wind. It is the pitch of the noise which
is so penetrating.’

Complaints of disturbance from noise have been received
both by the Company and the local authority. In response,
Avon has engaged consultants to monitor noise levels outside
its factory. (Avon does, in fact, have its own Noise Control
Unit, but preferred to use outside consultants who would be
seen to be independent.)

In January 1974, the consultants took noise measurements
during the night at five points outside homes near the Avon
site; for some of these readings the factory’s public address
system was switched on and music broadcast at a high volume.
The ‘background’ level of noise was found to be equivalent to
45 dBA and readings more than 5 dBA above this level were
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considered to give ‘marginal cause for complaint’ — while
those above 55 dBA were treated as ‘justified cause for
complaint’. See Table 1.

Table 1. Results of noise monitoring outside Avon’s

Melksham factory
Tests in January 1974 Tests in July 1974
Music on Music off Music on Music off
(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA)

7 Beanacre Rd 51-52 47-48 50-54 51-55
16 Beanacre Rd 54-56 54-55 53-56 53-56
28 Beanacre Rd 51-55 51-54 48-55 51-53
25 Scotland Rd 61-63 61-64 60-62 60-62

1 Scotland Rd - 57-59 — 56-58

The report concluded that ‘it would appear doubtful’
whether there was justifiable cause for complaint from houses
in Beanacre Rd., although intermittent sources of noise such
as the public address system, pneumatic exhausts and vehicles
‘will serve to draw attention to themselves’. The report
continued: ‘There is no doubt that there is justifiable cause for
complaint from properties in Scotland Road affected by the
cooling towers and pump house in one location and the tyre
test machines and power house in another location.” Further-
more, the consultants noted that the use of the factory’s
loading bay in Scotland Road, by up to 12 articulated lorries a
night, mlghl pr ovide complamants with grounds for obtaining
da restr alnmg II]_}UnCthn

The report suggested that some of the noise could be
reduced — for example, by controlling use of the pubiic
address system, by rectifying steam leaks duri ing routine main-
tenance and by fitting silencers to reduce the noise from
pneumatic exhausts. However, there appeared to be ‘no ready
solution’ to noise from coolmg towers, pump house, tyre

testing machines and the power house; it was suggested only
that ‘these sources of noise warrant further investigation’.

Following renewed public complaints, a second series of
tests was carried out six months later, in July 1974, by the same
consultants. They found that ‘noise levels have not signifi-
cantly changed since the first survey’ although noise levels
from the public address system were actually thought to be
more noticeable, probably because windows in the factory had
been opened for ventilation. In addition, because of the
summer heat, people were more likely to have been sleeping
with their bedroom windows open — and this would have
made the noise even more objectionable.

The Company has stated that further noise surveys will be
carried out in the future, and that it has begun to study the
problem of the noise from its cooling towers. However, the
Company does not appear to have investigated the other
major sources of noise, as recommended by its consultants.
Nor is it known whether the specific modifications suggested
by the consultants have been implemented.

Bradford

No separate interview on external noise was held at Bradford
and only limited information is therefore available. However,
the factory is situated in the centre of the town, close to
residential property, and the Company has stated that it has, at
times, received frequent complaints about noise.

Complaints about noise and other nuisance have come
from the former owner of the Avon site, Mr. Alex Moulton,
whose house and estate adjoin the factory. Mr. Moulton had
objected to the company’s proposals to construct a new
building which he felt would cause nuisance to his property.
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The local authority is reported to have allowed the develop-
ment only on condition that the levels of noise resulting from
the building did not exceed 52 dBA. Mr. Moulton has himself
carried out daily noise readings from his property and he
reported that this level was exceeded only during the con-
struction of the building. Since that time, the normal noise
reading has been around 48 dBA.

Mr. Moulton, who is himself an inventor and design
engineer, has in some cases identified the causes of nuisance
from the factory and suggested remedies to the Company. He
stated that on one occasion he himself paid for the fitting of a
silencer to one of the Company’s ventilation units.

The Company described one other complaint, originating
from the town. Householders had complained that they were
being woken early in the morning by the vehicles of Avon’s
waste disposal contractors. To avoid this, collections were re-
scheduled a little later in the day and according to the Com-
pany this had removed the cause of the complaints.

Medicals

The Company said that no complaints about external noise
had been received, but Birmingham Council stated that it had
investigated a complaint in 1970. A fan installation at the
factory was the source of the noise, but the public health
inspector did not feel that a genuine nuisance was being
caused. He reported that the ‘general noise from the factory is
very low’.

Birmingham District Council has begun a programme of
measuring levels of background noise in its district. In
response to enquiries from PIRC the council carried out some
monitoring outside the Avon Medicals factory in May 1975.

Readings were taken on Dell Rd. at a distance of 80 metres
from the Medicals’ factory. The inspector described the street
as ‘a fairly quiet area’. Readings were also taken in an alleyway
about 40 metres from the factory. The results, shown in Table

2, indicated that background levels of noise — which would
include any noise from the factory — were low in relation to
other normal sources of noise,

Table 2. Results of noise monitoring (in dBA) outside Avon Medicals’
factory (Pershore Road)

SITE 1 Background Effect of lorry Effect of
(Dell Rd) noise on Pershore Rd  train passing
45-47 54 64
SITE 2 Background Effect of bird
(alleyway) noise singing
42-44 58

Bridgend and Inflatables

The nearest residential area to the Bridgend factory is about
one mile away and the Company stated that complaints of
noise had never been received. No noise monitoring has been
carried out either by the Company or by the council.

At Avon Inflatables, it was said there were no sources of
external noise in the factory and that although there were
houses nearby no complaints had been received from them.
No noise monitoring had been carried out by the Company or
by the council.

Discussion

Not surprisingly, complaints about noise have centred round
those factories built close to residential homes. Avon’s Melk-
sham factory has, in particular, caused a noise nuisance to
residents. Although detailed information about measures
taken to deal with noise were not obtained, it was clear that the
noise nuisance had continued even after consultants had
reported on the problem, and it appeared that the Company
had not, at the time of this enquiry, followed all the recom-
mendations on noise control made in the consultants’ report.

Community Involvement
and Donations

Avon is the dominant employer in two fairly small com-
munities in rural Wiltshire; Bradford-on-Avon is a ‘company
town’, and Melksham very nearly so. In addition, Avon is the
largest of several major employers in Bridgend — a develop-
ment area in South Wales, where unemployment rates have
wraditionally been high. By contrast, Avon’s Motorway,
Medicals and Inflatables subsidiaries would have relatively
very little influence in the communities in which they work.

It was clearly impossible to quantify precisely the influence
Avon has had in the two Wiltshire communities, and at
Bridgend; though enquiries were made at each site, in an
attempt to establish generally what relationship there was
between Company and town. Many local organisations in
these areas were approached directly; and a general appeal for
information was also made in the publicity statements issued
at the start of this enquiry. In addition, some local residents
were interviewed, and cuttings files and other references were
examined in local newspaper offices and in libraries. And,
ﬁnaily, interviews were held with Avon managers; and all
employees at the three sites were sent a circular (distributed
mainly through union representatives) which explained the
purpose of the enquiry, and invited comments on this and any
other aspect of the companies’ work.
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The ‘outside’ enquiries p:‘oduced very little response, but
such as there was indicated that Avon’s presence in these com-
munities was readily accepted. Most of the information
obtained came from Bradford, where the Avon plant is
situated on the river, right in the middle of a small, old and
attractive town. The Avon plant has received a number of
complaints from local residents: not only about air pollution
and dust (see p. 74), but also complaints about noise at night,
delivery lorries causing traffic jams, and the delivery yard —
an eyesore. Not all complaints had been resolved but, so far as
could be established, the Company was thought to have res-
ponded promptly, courteously — and usually effectively —
when complaints had been made.

The main manufacturing area at Bradford adjoins property
owned by Mr. Alex Moulton, whose family had owned the
Bradford plant until it was sold to Avon in 1956. Mr. Moulton
had systematically monitored, and recorded in detail, all
nuisance from the plant. He said there had been many
different nuisances, over the years, but they had mostly been
put right; and, overall, he considered Avon had been ‘most
collaborative’ throughout.

Interviews with the Bradford management, and also with
the management at Bridgend, suggested that they were more
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concerned to ‘blend’ into the local community, than to partici-
pate actively in community affairs. In Melksham, by contrast,
Avon is ‘represented’ by employees, in virtually every aspect of
community life. The management at Melksham said they
believed that this policy worked ‘to everyone’s advantage: to
the benefit of the community, to the benefit of the individual
concerned . . . and . . . it is good for the Company.’ Indeed, it
has been the specific duty of a member of the Melksham
personnel department to act as a ‘clearing house’ for
employees who want to take time off (within reason) for work
in the community.

The extensiveness of Avon’s involvement in Melksham’s
affairs has created possible conflicts of interest. (However, no
evidence of any kind was found to suggest that the Company
had wanted or tried to press its own advantage, by means of
the ‘representation’ it enjoyed.) For example, when Avon
applied to the Council in 1971 for permission to install its new
incinerators, eight of the fifteen councillors on the Melksham
UDC were reportedly employed by or connected with the
Company. In this instance, the Council appealed to the
Department of the Environment for guidance.

Donations

Since 1967, companies have been required to disclose in their
annual reports the amounts given to charity. Most companies
make such donations — but very little is known either about
the amounts they give to different causes, or why or how they
chose to support some causes and not others. Information of
this kind is rarely, if ever, given in annual reports; and the
literature on the subject is thin. Over the past five years, Avon
have reported donations of between £4,011 (in 1970) and
£7,894 (in 1974). The amounts given, expressed as a per-
centage of pre-tax profits, have been significantly higher than
for other companies. See below.

Donations to charity, expressed as a percentage of pre-tax profit, by:

1972 1973
Avon Group 0.39 0.87
Quoted manufacturing companies 0.14 0.17
Companies the same size as Avon' 0.10 0.07
Major companies in the rubber
industry? 0.13 0.16
Notes. (11 i.c. companies having the same net assets (+ 3 per cent) as Avon.

(2) i.c. companies listed in the Times 1000 (ranked by turnover) which belong
to the British Rubber Manufacturers’ Association. However, no data were

available from Firestone or Uniroyal. Firestone had not filed accounts at
Companies House since 1972, and nevertheless refused to give the information
requested. Uniroval's accounts were filed in Edinburgh, so the Company was

approached divectly—but they also refused to cooperate.

The Group Managing Director said that Avon’s policy had
basically been to give to local causes; though he acknowledged
that ‘certain influential people do tend to make a dent in that
policy from time to time’. Indeed, it was found that approxl-
mately two-thirds of the total sum donated by Avon in 1974
had gone to non-local causes — usually at the behest of a
director with a personal interest in the cause, and with
approval from the Avon main board.

While the Managing Director made it clear that he did not
favour such departures from policy, he also said he did not
think companies should be expected to make donations at all:

Avon: ‘I think it is true to say that we do not see ourselves as
charitable givers at all. There are certain local causes that we think,
because of our involvement in the community and so on, we should

support ... .|
PIRC: ‘Why?'
Avon:'.. . quite honestly, because it would seem so mean not to do it

— and maybe we would like to do it anyway.’
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The Managing Director went on to say that, basically, Avon
had given money only when, and because, it would have been
embarrassing to refuse an appeal. He suggested this point had
not been lost on many charities, who ‘very unfairly’ put
pressure on companies to give.

So far as could be established, about 80 per cent of all
donations (by value) have originated from Melksham — but
for the most part it was not possible to establish why some
donations had been made and others not, and by whom such
decisions were taken. A brief account was, however, given of
the reasons why most of the large donations had been made.
For example, in 1974, Avon gave £1,200 to the Foundation for
Management Education, a cause in which one of the directors
was said to have been particularly interested; £1,000 was given
to the Bristol Diocesan Board of Finance, a cause with which
Avon’s Chairman has been concerned; in addition, the Melk-
sham Town Football Club received £1,000, after a request had
been made to the Group’s Managing Director by a former
employee of the Company. Only two other bodies received
donations of more than £250 — these were the Institution of
the Rubber Industry (£714) and The Industrial Society (£525)
— and a turther twelve received more than £100.

The remainder of the donations budget was accounted for
by numerous small donations made both from Melksham, by
the site manager and the former head of publicity, and by the
individual companies in the Group. Each company had a
small budget of between about £25 (Medicals) and £200
(Motorway and Bridgend). These had been used to support a
wide variety of causes — mainly traditional local causes,
relating to general social welfare or recreation — with
donations usually of up to £10.

No one explicitly suggested in interviews at company level
that donations were made because their companies were put
under pressure to do so. Some managers suggested that their
companies had a positive moral obligation to support local
causes; while most placed more or less emphasis on the
question of ‘goodwill’. Most companies also said that they
gave considerable support in kind in the local community, by
donating samples of the products they made; or, in the case of
Motorway, by buying advertising space for essentially non-
commercial reasons, for example, in local church magazines.

There were two notable exceptions to these general rules. At
Inflatables, the MD said he had, on his own initiative, made a
donation of £500 to a local school, to replace musical instru-
ments lost in a fire. While at Avon Medicals, no distinction had
been made between local and national causes: the Company’s
policy had been to make small donations to hospitals where
the Company’s equipment had been supplied.

Discussion
At Bradford and Bridgend, where Avon is the major employer
in the area, the companies kept a fairly ‘low profile’ — while

employees at Melksham were extensively involved in com-
munity affairs, and encouraged by the Company to be so. In
this case, no evidence was found to suggest that Avon had
attempted to dominate, rather than participate in, the com-
munity’s affairs.

The Group Managing Director said in interviews that he
supposed Avon would appear relatively ‘mean’ in its
charitable giving. In fact, the Group has given considerably
more in donations than other companies. (The Group
Managing Director later explained this discrepancy, saying he
thought that donations to bodies such as the Foundation for
Management Education were not strictly charitable.)
Nevertheless, it was suggested that Avon gave money to charity
mainly because it could be embarrassed if it didn’t. Most
major donations were made not to local causes — in accor-
dance with Group policy — but to ‘pet’ causes of influential
members of the main board. Company policy has been to
make no donations to political causes.
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Response from Avon

Copies of the draft of this report were delivered to the Avon management, and to the branch secretaries or principal
representatives of the Avon unions, early in November 1975. By this time, several people who 'had been particularly involved
both in promoting the study and in explaining the Company’s work had left Avon. John Swanborough, who had been
Group Managing Director at the time of this enquiry, had left in the late Summer of 1975. The Finance Director, the Head

of Publicity and one or two union officers had gone as well.

On dclivery of the dralt, the attention of the Avon management was drawn in particular to the preface — which explained
that the dralt report inevitably contained many errors, because PIRC had agreed to the Company’s request to abandon the
‘second round’ of interviews, in which it had originally been planned to verify information obtained in the first. It was
stressed in this preface, and elsewhere, that PIRC was very anxious to receive comments from all concerned, and to correct
those errors the draft contained. The relevant (opening) section in the preface in the draft read as follows:

IMPORTANT

NOTE TO ALL READERS OF THIS ‘SOCIAL AUDIT ON AVON'
DRAFT REPORT

About this report
1. It was agreed at the beginning of this study to offer a right of reply

to both unions and management at Avon. PIRC is glad to do this, if

only to express its gratitude to all concerned for the help and co-
operation provided in this enquiry. We have no doubt that this draft
report can, and will, be greatly improved as a result of the comments
we are now inviting vou to make.

2. Please take into account thar this draft will contain many un-
avoidable errors. At the Company’s request, we cancelled the second
round of interviews that had been arranged — and which would have
allowed us to \'crif}' the information in this draft. Because of this, we
have had to leave the verification process until now.

3. Please note that the report relates only to the study period — the
end of 1974 to the beginning of 1975 — and that we do not intend to
refer to events which may have taken place since then. This report is
simply about the Cnmpan‘\ s work, as we saw it and as it was
explained to us, ata particular point in time. . . £

PIRC responded to this by suggesting that the Company might
make known its reservations about the draft — so that appro-
priate changes might be made in the final report — and that
the Company might continue to disassociate itself, at the same
time, if it wished to do so. The following letter was sent:

PIRC understands that managers in the Avon subsidiaries sent
Group their detailed comments on the draft by the agreed
deadline. However, the Avon management board did not pass
on these comments to PIRC; the board decided instead to
disassociate the Company from the report. The new Group
Managing Director, Peter Fisher, wrote as follows:

Having read the draft copy of the Social Audit of Avon Rubber
Company Limited, the reaction of the Management and most of the
Trade Union Representatives in the Avon Companies involved in the
Audit, is one of acute disappointment and concern at the enormous
number of inaccuracies and misimerpietations that it contains. This,
in spite of the very considerable assistance given to the Social Audit
researchers and the many hundreds of hours of interview time and
volumes of umup(mdence

A detailed correction of the report would in our opinion result in a
document as voluminous as the draft report itself.

In these circumstances, and whilst appropriate action has and will
be taken on any criticisms which we believe are Jusuﬁed both
Management and most Union Representatives in the Avon
Companies concerned, feel they must disassociate themselves from
the general contents of the report and do not wish to have any further
discussions or correspondence on it.

Having rveceived and considered these reactions from our
Subsidiary Companies, the Board of Avon Rubber Company Ltd.
endorses their viewpoint.

We were naturally very sorry that you should be disappointed with
the draft report. We in turn were disappointed that you should decide
to make no attempt to correct what you believe to be inaccuracies and
misinterpretations in this draft.

We have stressed both in the preface to the report, and in several
teplesentations made to the Gmup's head of public relations, that we
are very anxious to correct inaccuracies in the draft. We explain in the
p1eiatc that the draft does include inaccuracies — and that these were
bound to exist because earlier in the vear we acceded to the
Compam s request to abandon the second round of interviews, in
which it was originally agreed that we should verify material obtained
in the first. Over the past few weeks, we have been verifying the draft
report ourselves, and have already eliminated a number of
inaccuracies.

We understand that vou have received from the managements in
the Avon subsidiaries their detailed comments on the draft, but that a
decision was taken by the Avon management board not to refer these
to us. We hope that this decision did not relate in any way to your
concern that ‘a detailed correction of the report would . . . result in a
document as voluminous as the draft report itself’. As we said in the
preface of the draft, we would wish to correct inaccuracies by
amending the draft text, not by adding to it.

Thank you for telling us that the Company is to take action to
correct matters in those cases in which criticism made in the draft was
felt to be justified.

We note that the management feels unable to associate themselves
with the ‘general content’ of the draft report. You also say that most
of the trade union representatives in the Group similarly felt unable
to associate themselves with the draft. At the time of writing, we have
heard from 11 of the 12 trade union branch representatives involved
in this enquiry, but it appears that only three have felt able to
subscribe to the representations you have made on their behalf.

In the circumstances, we are writing to ask if you might reconsider
the Compan\‘s position. In par ticular, may we suggest that you tell us
of the inaccuracies and misinterpretations you believe to exist, so that
we can take appropriate action to correct them? Would it not be
possible to do this and — if you still feel it to be necessary — to
continue to disassociate the Company from the report?
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About a week later, this proposal was put before the Avon
management board. It was, however, rejected.
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Other comments

The draft report was seen also by a number of independent
readers, by the former Group MD, by the former Head of
Publicity, and by some 15 trade union officials.

The former MD of Avon declined an invitation to submit
comments on the draft for publication. But he did kindly
agree to discuss the draft, at some length, with the research
team and with the PIRC board.

The former Avon Head of Publicity felt it would be inappro-
priate to comment on the draft, pubiicly, in the light of the
Company’s response.

Of the three union officials known to have endorsed the
Company’s original response to the draft, one had written to
comment earlier. She denied that the meetings of the Liaison
Committee at Avon Medicals in Birmingham had ever
developed as a ‘rip-roaring and yelling session’ — as one of
the managers at Medicals had claimed — and she asked that
this reference be deleted. (See p. 24.)

The TGWU Branch Secretary at Melksham expressed sub-
stantial reservations about the draft report — and, in
particular, about a passage (since modified) which he said
implied that the Tyre Company built products with a short life
in order to keep the Melksham workforce employed. It was felt
appropriate to make changes in the draft text, partly as a result
of the comments he made.

Of the remaining union officials, none commented
formally. Most indicated they thought the report a fair and
useful record.

Postscript

It remains only to say that a number of changes were made to
the draft text — and that this report on Avon represents what
we believe to be an accurate and fair record of some of the
Group’s principal activities, as they were observed over the
Winter of 1974 and 1975.

both in and beyond the UK.

Future Project

Public Interest Research Centre Ltd. is now preparing a ‘Social Audit Handbook” — in order to assist and encourage
serious practical initiatives in assessing and reporting on the social performance of major manufacturing corporations.

This Handbook will (i) identify the major areas of corporate social impact; (ii) identify standards and other measures
against which corporate performance might be assessed; (iii) outline how information relating to companies’
performance may be obtained; and (iv) suggest how this information might be interpreted and presented publicly.

The Handbook will be designed for use by corporate managements, by staff and works employees and trade unions; by
consumer and community associations; and by others concerned with, or affected by, corporate social behaviour —
In this connection, we would welcome comments from readers on what they consider to be the major strengths and

weaknesses of this report. Any information which might help us to improve the Handbook will be gratefully received.

If you have any comments, please write to the Head of Research at PIRC Ltd., 9 Poland Street, London W1V 3DG.

Social Audit Spring 1976
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Social Audit

Contents of
RepOﬂB

1973-1975

Social Audit No.1 £2.00 plus p&p

The Case for a Social Audit argues for the systematic, indepen-
dent monitoring of corporate social performance. The report
makes a case for direct public and consumer involvement in
corporate affairs, and it looks critically at the role of share-
holders who — when it comes to social issues — have taken an
unearned income tor unassumed responsibilities.

The Social Cost of Advertising examines advertisers’ pre-
occupation with human motivation in buying — rather than
with the qualities in a pmduct worth selling. The report
scrutinises the voluntary adver tising control system and finds
serious and widespread weaknesses in it. It argues for a drastic
revision of standards and for complete overhaul of the control
systemn.

The Politics of Secrecy is by James Michael, an American
lawyer (ex-Nader) and an expert in freedom of information
issues. Michael describes his work in Britain in trying to
uncover the ultimate secret — the extent of secrecy in
government. His report explains how secrecy is calculated to
secure political advantage to the consistent disadvantage of
Parliament, Press and the public — and it puts the case for a
‘public right to know’.

Social Audit No. 2 £2.00 plus p&p

Company Law Reform examines the existing, proposed and
desirable minimum requirements for the disclosure of infor-
mation by companies. The report evaluates government
proposals for requiring companies to disclose more infor-
mation, in the light of the government’s own record on secrecy
— and it identifies some 60 areas in which companies should
be required to make public more information about their
work.,
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The reports published in Social Audit deal with the work
of business and government in areas which range from
the hiring of disabled workers to disclosure of infor-
mation; and from advertising standards to arms
contracting.

Each issue of Social Audit contains three reports — or
their equivalent — and each report runs from about
5,000-10,000 words in length.

For copies of the reports please place orders with:
Research Publications Services Ltd., Victoria Hall,
London SE10 ORF, UK. (Telephone: 01-858 1717)

Arms, Exports and Industry outlines the involvement of some
50 British companies in mlluan contracting, and examines
their relationship with the Government Defence Sales
Organisation. The report also describes how secrecy has been
used to obstruct Parliamentary control over British arms
export policies; it concludes that the case for public scrutiny of
the ‘defence’ business, and its effect on the progress of dis-
armament, is overwhelming.

Something on the Press looks at the way in which several
major newspapers recently handled a front-page story. The
report describes some of the difficulties reporters face when
trving to produce copy to tight deadlines. It describes how, in
trying to get round these difficulties, many papers seem to
create ‘fact’ from fiction; make sweeping and unwarranted
assumptions about the course of events; mould the story and
angle it to what are presumed to be reade:‘s' tastes; and then
let the news perish, uncorrected and unfinished.

Social Audit No.3 £2.00 plus p&p

This issue is devoted entirely to a 30,000 word report on the
major UK engineering group, Tube Investments Ltd. The report
describes the performance of this company under 12 main
headings: business operation; company ‘philosophy’;
disclosure of information: emplovee relations and conditions
of work; minority hiring ptacuces, race relations; health and
safety at work; overseas operations; safety, qualm and relia-
bility of consumer p:oducts, military contracting; environ-
mental vesponsibilities; and donations to charitable causes.

The report examines the Company’s work in each of these
areas — so far as was possiblc without co-operation from the
management — and describes what was good, bad or in-
different in each case. The report also discusses some of the
general problems and possibilities that might be involved in
the assessment of corporate social impact, by means of ‘social
audits’.
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Social Audit No. 4 £1.50 plus p&p

Shareholders put to the Test looks at the theory and practice
of ‘shareholder democracy’. It also describes the response
Social Audit got from a caretully selected sample of 1,000 share-
holders in Tube Investments Ltd., when trying to table two
simple resolutions on social issues, for consideration at the
Compan}"s 1974 AGM.

The Unknown Lowson Empire examines a part of the financial
empire of Sir Denys Lowson and its impact on a small mining
community on the Kentucky/Tennessee border in the U.S.A.

The Alkali Inspectorate £1.50 plus p&p

The Alkali Inspectorate is the government agency responsible
for the control of most industrial air pollution. The report on
the work of this bod\, examines the way in which it sets and
enforces standards and describes the Inspectorate’s relation-
ship with local authorities and the public. The 48-page report
also examines the confidential relationship between the
Inspectorate and industry, and perhaps says as much about
the style of government in Britain as it does about the
Inspectorate itself.

Social Audit No.5 £2.00 plus p&p

The report on Cable & Wireless Ltd. — a publicly-owned cor-
poration — describes the disastrous consequences for the
Company of an irregular and unwise involvement in new and
unfamiliar business. It explains how, in extricating itself, the
Company succeeded in covering up losses amounting to over
£2 million. The report also demonstrates how such conceal-
ments are facilitated by present auditing and accounting
standards.
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Advertising the Art of the Permissible evaluates advertising
standards and practice in the light of the attempts made by the
industry to strengthen its voluntary control system. The report
suggests that the changes that have taken place — though
sweeping — remain inadequate to the needs of the present,
and certainly to those of the future.

Notes in this issue briefly review seven topics relating to
business and government responsibilities.

Social Audit No. 6 £2.00 plus pé&p

The Notes feature reviews at some length industry and govern-
ment action and inaction on the question of smoking and
health. It also follows up with more information on the affairs
of the Cable & Wireless group, and calls for a public examina-
tion of the Company’s affairs by the Parliamentary Select
Committee on Nationalised Industries. (This Committee sub-
sequently announced an enquiry into the Company’s work.)

Coalite & Chemical Products Ltd. is the UK’s major producer
of domestic solid smokeless fuels. The Company was chosen as
the subject of a tull Social Audit enquiry both because it plays
a key role in the implementation of national clean air policy,
and because it carries on operations which are potentially
harmtul to employees, and which cause serious environmental
pollution in the neighbouring communities.

Social Audit’s report on Coalite runs to some 20,000 words in
length and concentrates on an examination of the Company’s
record in employee relations, health and safety at work,
environmental pollution and community and consumer
relations.

The report describes how the Company brought badly-
needed jobs to small mining communities, but at considerable
cost to the local environment. It examines in detail the ironical
situation whereby households near the plants that manu-
facture smokeless fuels should be among the last to enjoy the
benefits they can bring.
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Social Audit

SOCIAL AUDIT LTD. is an independent, non
profit making body concerned with improving
government and corporate responsiveness to the
public generally. SOCIAL AUDIT LTD. is also
the publishing arm of PUBLIC INTEREST
RESEARCH CENTRE LTD., a registered
charity which conducts research into government
and corporate activities.

These two organisations are funded primarily by
grants and donations and through the sale of
publications.

PIRC’s report on the Avon Rubber Company
Ltd., published in this issue, is the last in SOCIAL
AUDIT’s ‘journal’ series of reports. Details of
past publications (1973-75) and future work are
shown inside.



