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20th July 1581
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Foverrmeny Foliocy against & Fiith Terminal
at Eeathrow

Tou menticned Sir Jonrn KElng had written to vou goncern-
ing 1tislh Alrways campalign against Government poliey not $o
ha:; a FILth Terminal at Heathrow. 1 have not seen 3ir John's
lebber. It could aave flowed partly from my Question fo you
ol 2rnd July (col 1002). You kindly said you would consider my
pointe hefore replying to him.

AiTeraft nolse remzins-a m =ensiti izgue in congtlitu-
cigs under Heathrow flight paths, mow colleagues such as
Barney Hayhoe, Anthony hﬁJlE' Ud?ﬂd Mellor and Harry Groenway
will bear me out. There was much loeal hostility even to the
gonstrusticen of a Fourth Icfjinal.

eI

The Govermment's airport policy was anncunced by John
Hott, then Seoretary of Sitate for Trade in a atatement on 17th
Degember 1979, and the Airporte Zoliey Debate on 21st Febru=
ary 1980, It was & package. Stansted could be expanded.
AT Heazhrow trer w&uli be & Fourth Terminal Hut not o FIfth.
Norman Tebblit this with a Press Statementon 15th Nov=
embar 1980 wnluL 1 EHLlGE

The Gevermmant's poliey Aagaingt the Fifth Terminal is
fully 9ﬂdﬂ“Heﬂ by the Aritish Ll-lﬂvta futhority, whiech owms
Zeathrow, The Bid ig, ON opeEra tional grounds, strongly againat
a Fifth Terminal,

dut now an anca of doubt has

1. British Alrways ia openly campaigning for Fifth
Tarminal againat Goverament pelicy.

2+ EBlther the IDepariment of Tthe Envirenment or the In-—
apeetor (I am not sure which) has declded to allow

the Publie BEnquiry into the expansion of Stansted to
consider alternatives, jnclud 1ng a Tc’“h“nw Fifth

Parminal . ﬂ_ai_t:ﬁg. W W%ﬁ

In my view, 1t would have been belter if the telmns
reference of the Stansted Imspector, when enguiring 13;0 Dl an-
ning permisgion at Stansted, hzd conecentrated on Stanzted loedl
aapects, and had exeluded any specifie congideration of & Heath=
row Fifth Terminal which could arouse sround Heathrow feare which
I hope ara unfounded.




10 DOWNING STREET

Fram the Private Secretory al July 1881

I wrote to yvou on 15 July, about Siy John
King's letter of 10 July to the Prime Minister
on the subject of a Tifth termingl for Hesthrow,

¥e have pnow received the promised letter
from Mr. Toby Jessel, MP, and 1 enclose a copy.
I should be grateful 1if vou could arrange for
draft replieg to Mr. Jessel and 3ir John King
to be submitted together. I hope that it will
ke possible for this to reach us by 2 August.

Mr. Jessel bhas copied his letter to the
aecretary of State for the Environment, and I
am therefore sendlng: a copy of this letier,
together with my earliler letter to vou and the
enclosures, to David Edmbnds (DOE).

John Rhodes, Esqg. ,
Departiment of Tradé,




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

Here ig the letter which
Toby Jessel promized to write
about renewed talk of a fifth
terminal at Heathrow.

I am asking the Department
of Trade to let you hawve draft
raeplies both to Mr. Jessel
and to 5ir Jobhn King.

21 July 1881




]

Te allay any such fears rHow, I shall be grateful 1T tihe
fovermment will make it elear that sanything said to 9r by the
Stengted Imapector in his loeal planning enguiry, in no way
bindas the Government® concerning the Heaturow FLifth Terzinal on
wihich the Government iImftend to siand by its policy which has
been announced, Of zourss the procaess of handling planning
applications is an entirely different maiter from basic airport
strategy.

A3 to the position of British Alrways in this, they pro-
dused the enclesed glossy pamphlet* a year age but it was with-
drawn after the Debate here on 23rd February 18580, However,
they have since continued 1o expend giafl time and oioer 00858,
in aesking to reverse Jovermment pelicy agalngt the Fifth Termi-
nal, I gee no: differenece in principle betwesn campaligning by
gdvertising and campaigning in oiher ways, As to the ethilos
of thig, I feel I cannot do better than to guote my speeth in
the Debate on 25rd FPrbruary 19801-

" deplors ths campaign by Pritish Airways cn this matter,
I say that as one who ia second to none in his admiration for
British Airwaye. It ig one of the finest dirlines in the world,
T travel guite frequenbly on i€, and many of my comstituenta work
for 1%, I have met several meibers of Lhe Dosrd, whom I person=
ally admire. That iz why I was astonished %o recelve.i..cecasd
sleasy pamphlet produced by Britisn Alrways,....l immadiately
turned to the part rasferring to aireraflt nolsze, where 1t was stated
that 1if there was g Fifth Terrinal at Perry Oaks there would be
ng gignificant inerease in airfraft noiasa, That ig ot good en-—
OUEN e nead a substanvial 4diminuilon 1M NOl88,.asasas

i

d 1

I wonder whether I am alene in feeling that 1t iswong Ier
ti¢ boarda of nationalised industries to spend large sums of pub=-
1ie money producing glessy leaflets T caompalgn on pelley iasyes.
1% ig not their provinees; it ls for Parliament and Jovernment o
get the framework within whick thesge industries gperate, British
Airwaye would be the first to accept rules on fraffig and safety
gontrol Jjuat ag there are Tulesd on garety in factocries, Surely
arliament has & duby to sat limite to sireralt nolse.

At 1a the job of Parlisment and Government te Dalanece oom-
meroial intereats, whether aationalised or privalte, with the peace,
health aud guiet of people, It is the duty of a nationalised
bosrd, euch za that of British Alrways, %o accept the framswork
set out by Govermment and Parliament and not themsalves Ho) bang
about on policy issusas. British Airwaye pust do She best Tthas
they gcan within the framework set out by Parliament and Governmentf.

The "glosay leaflet? was topioal. The point of principle
about campaigning remaina,

I have expressed my deep concsrn to John Eiffenm who indly
oFfered later this month to see me {though of ¢ourss these matiers
overlap with she Department of the Ernvirconment), I may alse be
raleing the matter on Thursday, elther on the Consolidated Fund
pr the Summey Ad:ournment Debate,




“In fairness, howevar, I should make it clear thab the
Government has also giver 8 commitment Lhat the public inguly

hald in to the proposals for ths expanslon of Siansted will ho

wida-ranging and will giwve an eppertunity for people to put forward

alternatives to Stansted. The nature of the altarnatives that may be
put forward is not, of zourse, in the hands of the Government, and
I cannot guarantee that the question of a Fifth terminal ak

Heathrow will not be an issuz at the Stansted inqulry,”




DEPARTMENT OF TRADE

]..':l"i': o *r: X l..-r" AR, J ]ﬁdﬁ 1 |_|I'|l‘l I.}- I:IZ:T
Press Office: 01-215 5061
Ot of hours; 01-215 7811

Press nﬂﬂﬂe Navember 13 19680

RCAFFIRMS HO FIFTH TERMINAL AT HEATHRuMW

Noerman Tebbit, Parliamentary Under Secratary of State for
Trada, has reaffirmed the Guvernmaent’s view that a fitth terminal

ghould not ha provided at Heathrow.

e

In 3 letter te Mr Toby Jessal MF (Twickeanham) Mr Tebbit stales:
" am quits happy to confirm that the Governmant's view remains

as set out in the statement made on 17 December by the

Speretary of State that a fifth terminal at Haathrow should not ba

crovided. -As the backpround briefing provided to the House of

Commons at the time made eslaar, the Government looked at this option

before making its views on Stapsted known. It stated that:
a

The only 2ite possibla for 5 Fifth terminal is Perry flaks,
i F Y

at present the site of a inames Water AuShority s.unrese
sludge disposal works, which would have to be relocataed.
The cost of such a terminal would have to includs
expenditure on relocating this facility and the lead
timas {(which it is estimated would be at least 12 years)
would have to include the planning procsadurss and
construction poricd recuirsd for such a relocation.
Moreover there would be no room for further oxpansion
due courss., Thare would alse be scrious concequeances
for the epvironmznt of the arsa around Heathrow. The
fndvisory Commitiee poink out that a fifth terminal at
Heathrow would not nhviate the need for the constructicn
additional airport capacity in the long run."

*In view of these problems and the major savironmantal effects

a¥f

a sroposal weuld cause to a very large numbor of pacpla the Government

roncluded that this option should not be pursued.

such.
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FORECASTS OF AIR THALFIEf'

Yau wrote to me on 287 Jul
and my attenlion to the passimistic Gdo
could well emerge from th

¥s drawing the Prime Minister's
Figsures which
g8 aiy traffic figurss whizch yeu

are drawing up for the Stansted inguiry.

1
tor guinguennial periods
will enly rewveal the CGdp
Lthe first five years
¥You would, I undarstand,
drawn, go to speak, with
happen on the basis of pes

o

of the course of future aconomic develupment,

to m2 to be right. Me ca
it i5 important to zive &
to encompass t Mein

LI HE

innerstand that while vy

uncertalntiss

ou will pravide air traffic forecasts
up to the pnd of ths century, you
“igures econsistent with them
and for the period &s a whals.
g8 Them aul as i1llgstrated scenarios,
+gl% Sin peng, of what could
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his
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in guestion, while avoiding the spuricus aceurscy in the

use of numbers.
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potential, not only of the UK esconomy, bul mare
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fourth parageaph of your
avoiding drawing bog much
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House of Commons
Loador SW1 Seen by:

finitials and date)

Enclosures :

Type for signature of

e Maister. ...
{Inftials and dats)

DEPARTMENT OF TRADE ANECINDUETRY

Thank you for your letter of 19 July shouat the

i a . . . |
Lity of a fifth terminal at Hegthrow.
|

Az you know, the Government hes made elear 1ts view

bkl
.-\.I

on gevergl ocegdions that a FifTth term

inal should not
be provided. Howesver, I fully understand your concern
|

abodt the rececent develzpments in nun;ée;lnn with the

'J"'.-

|
Stanated Inguiry, and in particular tEE Bubmission by
|

|
Uttlesford Dlatriot Counecil of a plagning spplication
|

Tor g fifth terminal st Heathrow. |
|
|

|
1 unferstand that Tobhy Jesael and UFEET MPs with

inserest in Hesthrow met the SEHIﬁJafj of State for
Trade, John Biffean, on 30 July to 4iscuss the matter
and that he ha= writzen To them (and to you) o
explain the position regardiing the|forthcoming Fublic
Inguiry. |

D MOT TYPE OH REVERSE — USE A CONTINUATION SHEET jgies 695 0 216803 S0k 1272 1.8 0o 868

Form S5/Z8




Continvation Sheet Mo,
(CONTINUE TYPIMGE HERE) Fila Mo.

the evidence submitted to the Ingpector together with

Fah)

hisg conclusions and recommendaticns, before reachling

final decision.

I underatand thal you have discussed the makter with
John Biffen on 30 July and that he has wrltten
to you explaining the position. I do apprecliate your

concern, but I am sure you will under&tand that 1t

wollld be wrong for me to offer any comment which mignt

prejudica the conduct of the Publie Inguniries.

Form 557258 GO MOT TYFE ON REVERSE— LUSE & FURTHEH CONTINUATION SHEET CHL E0000,/8 (3 5002 MR N T 1 2/ 000/ 478
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Toby Jessel, Esq., M.P.




i DOWNING STREET

I'-I_'S_H'J:I FOR THE FILE

Mr. Jessel wants us to
send his glossy brochurc

back,

a1 July 1881
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The Prime Minister,
The Rt. Hon. Mrs. Margaret Thatc P . 10th July 1981

highest in the world. TIn this context Gatwick

has yet to make a profit.

My policies must be directed towards those which
give me the best commercial eopportunity of pro-
ducing a wviable and preofitable airline which would
be attractive to the private investor and no longer
dependant upon the State.

Forgive me for writing at such length when you have
50 many other wretched problems to deal with.,

[P W

/o L

John King




British Airways Head Office

PO Box 10
Heathrow Airport { Lonudon )
Hounslow TWG 214

Telephone: 01-759 5511
Telegrams: Hritishair

Chairman: Sir John Eing

10th July 1981

The Prime Minister,

The Rt. Hen. Mrs. Margaret Thatcher, MP.,
10, Downing Street,

London S5.W.1.

1 have read Mr. Jessel's question to you in the House
on July Znd (Hansard; page 100Z) and write to aszsure
vou that at no time have British Alrways spent money
on advertising & campaign for a fifth terminal at
Heathrow and do not propose te do so in the future.

However, we are in favour of a fifth terminal and have
made public our intention to oppose the development of
Stansted at the Public Inquiry due to commernce in October.
Cur decision to obhject was not made Llightly but we helieve
absolutely that to build a fifth terminal at Heathrow is
both in the national interest and a commercial necessity
for British Alrways.

London is internationally considered the Gateway to Europe
and this position undoubtedly would be prejudiced if the
interline service was further diversified from Heathrow.

In addition, it 1z estimated that the movement ot some
British Airways sorvices to Stansted would, at 1979 prices,
cost the Adirline an additional £150M per annum in operating
costs.

Apart from our objections as the operators of Britaim's
national carrier I thiank you will be interested to know
that we believe that the total expenditure required to
develop Stansted to the levels proposed will cost some
IR69M apgainst £324M for the building of the fifth terminal.
Again, these are 14979 prices and do not include the cost to
airlines of building hangars and cargo terminals etc.

A1l expenditure undoubtedly will sffect the travelling public
in that the costs of such airport development will, under
present policy, be recouped by the Britizh Alrports Authority
through udd1t1cn11 landing cbi*ges, which are already the




10 July 1881

I am writing to acknowledge your
letter of 10 July, which I have placed
before the Prime Minister. A reply

will be sent to you as soon as possible.

1. P. LANKESTER

Sir John King.




B SOl ':[- back It | _1]»-.5'3 R

Mr. Jessel: Does my right hom, Friend agree that,
al@m_q_u Eﬁia enbirely right for British M:-n.-a_',.'s.: 1iifwerise
Tor Custom. aguammst other Mrlines. i m entrgl -wn_'nh;g for
de use money © compaign for & fifth terminal g
fieathrow wnd in doing en o be clearly  aguimst
Government policy, is the Secretary of State for Trade has
cleasly ‘stated that a fifth 1erminal shioauld not be barilt -at
Hearhgeor? &

=

The Prime Mingster: The vast magmty of adverising
is commercial and is not oply Justifice but necoisame o sor
the business inm the, natsonnlised inchustries. !':3 with
g hun Fpend that anything other than commercial
A i5ing b5 most ondesirghlz,







{iii) If restrictions are acceptable in principle, what form should they take ?

There are two separate proposala: to limit the number of flights, and to
= Al o

restrict night=-time taxiing, These are [ree-standing: either or both

sets of conditions could be attached. If anything, the case for a

constraint on the use of capacity seems rather stronger than the case for
a total ban on night-time taxiing.
CONCLUSIONS

4, It may he that the Committee will accept that there needs to be a fourth

terminal, You will also need to record conclusions on:

(i} Whether the Cormmmitlee accepts in principle the case for attaching

conditions to planting approval.

{ii) The particular constrainis which it considers should be applied.

Y

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

3rd December, 1979




Ref. AQ832

PRIME MINISTER

Heathrow - Fourth Terminal

(E(79) 70)

BACKGROUND
This paper, which should be taken immaediately after the discussion on the
third London airport, illustrates the mounting difficulty of securing public

accaptance for any hew dirport development. But it alao poses an immediate

operational gquestion on which decisions must be taken. There is a disagresment
between the Secretaries of State for the Environment and for Trade, which hasz to
be resolved.

£ The Inspector, who has just finished hig enquiry into the Heathrow fourth

——

terminal proposal, has reluctantly recommended that approval should be given for
———

a terminal in the South Fast corner of the airport, but with certain c onditions

attached. The Secretary of State for the Environment broadly supports him.

The Secrelary of State for Trade believes these restrictions are unnecessary,

because of the itnminent arrival of quiester aircraft.

HANDLING

3. You might start by calling for statemnents from the two Secretaries of State
concerned, Therealter, you might take the Committee through the main questions
posed:

(i) Should a fourth terminal be buill at all? Discussion of the previcus paper,

about the third Londen airport, should have made it clear that there will
have to be a fourth terminal at Heathrow, and that the alternatives - more
rapid development of Stansted, or two runways at Gatwick - are even more
unacceptable,

Should any conditions he attached to approval? The issue here is not really

one of principle: it depends on the difference which will be made by the
elirnination of night flying by noisier aircraft by the mid-1980s., Mr. Nott
also argues that to accept restrictions in this case would make a decision

on the third London airport even harder.
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From: HARRY GEREENTAY, M.F.

LR
Fri
HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

July 189th., 1981,

Tha Et. Hon. Margatet Thatcher, M.F.
Prime Minigter,
10, Downlng Bf., B-W. 1.

3*—-”4““—’2"““"“,

The possibility of s S5th. terminal st Hesthrow.

I am writing te say how pleased the peaple
of Baling are with goveTiment policy - recantly
reaffirmed - that therse shall be no Eth, terminal
at Heathrow Airporti, haviog allowed = 4th., one.

May I ssy how anzioue we gll sre for the
government to stick to ite declared policy in
this matter despite the pressure I fear you all
ta be nnder. ¢ _

/"IBLm Avts

y




10 July 1881

I enclose a copy of a letter which the
Prime Minister has received from the Chairman
of British Afrways in which he complainw at
the Prime Minister's Answer to Foby Jessel
last week about BA using advertising money
to campalgn for a fifth terminal at Heathrow.
Sir John King also argues BA's case for a
fifth terminal and again=t moving to Stansted.

I should be grateful if you could let me
have a draft reply which the Prime Minister
might send to Sir John Eing, to reach this
office by Friday 17 July.

i

it

31
pugES?

1.9

John Rhodes, Esq.,
Department of Trade.




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

gir John King writes complain-

ing at the possible implication in

==

your Answer to Toby Jessel last
week that you agreed that British
Airways were using advertising
money To campalipn for a fifth
terminal at Heathrow. He takes the
opportunity also of arguing BA's

case for the fifth terminal, and

apaingt their moving any of their
i T,

gervices to Stansted.

I will get a draft reply from
the Department of Trade for you to
gend to Sir John Eing.

10 -Tuly 1881




10 DOWNING STREET

Frowm the Privete Secretary 15 -July 1881

E believe that Tim Lankester hos already writiten fo you
commizsioning a draft reply for the Prime Minister 1o send to
Sir John Eing's letter of 10 Julwy about British Alrwave! views
ol the idea of a fiflth terminal at Heathrow. 1 enclose an extra
copy of 8ir John Eing's letter for ease of reference., Mr, Toby
Jessel MP 1s aware of this correspondence, and has now had a word
with Lhe Prime Minister about it., She has undertiaken to Mr. Jessel
that she will not reply to 8ir John King until she has recelved
a further letter Ifrom him, which I expect early next week. We will
forward this to yvou as =oon as it 15 recelved.

In the meantime, Mr., Jesseél has referred us to his speech
in the debate on airports policy which took place early in 1880,

I undergtand that his letter is=s likely to restate the views he
get out there, Whoever iz preparing a dreaft reply for the Prime
Minister to send to Sir John Eing might usefully take a look at
that,

M. A. PATTISON

Jehn Rhodes, Esq.,
Department of Trade.




10 DOWNING STREET

=

THE PRIME MINISTER ' 7 August, 1881

Eﬁ}ﬂﬁb
Thank you for your letter of 19 July shout

pogsibility of a fifih terminal at Heathrow.

A= vou know, the Government has made eclear its
view on several occasions that & Tifth terminal should not
be provided. However, I fully understand your concern
about the recent developmenls in connection with 1he
Stansted Inguiry, and in particular the submission by
Uttlesford District Council of a planning applieation
for a fifth terminal at Heathrow,

I understand that Toby Jessel and other MP= with an
interest in Heathrow met the Secretary ol State for Trade,
John Biffen, on 30 July to discuss the metter and that
he has written to fthem (and tTo vou) to explain the

position regarding the forthcoming Public Tngquliry.

&

4
i
o

[ Buma
o

Harry Greenmway, Esg., M.P.




134 August 1981

Many thanks for the brochure about the
Perry Oaks Terminal, Hesnthrow Airport,
which you kindly sent to us.

Ag requested, I am now returniog this.

Toby Jessel, Esg., M.P,
H
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THE FRIME MINISTER

Thank y¥ou for your letter of 20 July about the Government's
palicy with regard to a fifth fterminal at Heathrow. s wou
know, the Goveroment has made clear its wiew on sevaral ocecagions

that a fifth terminal should not be provided.

I note vour comments regarding the terms of reference of
the Stansted Inoguiry; bul as you may be aware, objectors
to the BAA's proposals have recently submitled planning
spplications for a fifth terminal at Heathrow and for a new
girport at Maplin. Thesze have been e¢alled in for consideration
concurrently with the Stansted application and will of course

have to be determined after the Public Inguiries.

You will appreciate that the normal planning procedures
must be complicd with, and in the clreumatances the
secretaries of State concerned will need to consider the
evidence submitted to the lospector topether with his conclusions

and recommendations, before reaching & final decision.

I understand that you have discussed the matter with John

Eiffen on 30 July and that he has written to yvoun explaining the

position. I do appreciate your concern, bat 1 am Sure you will

understand that it would be wrong for me to ocfifer any comment

which might prejudice the conduct of the Public Inguiries.

"
]

Toby Jes=el, Esq., M.P.




THE PRIME MIMISTER

Thank you for your letter of 10 July about my reply to
Toby Jessel in the House of Commons om 2 July on the questlion

of non—commercial advertising by nationalised industries,

Flrat, eeuld—fariit—adt—tast= the Hansard extract
attached Lo your letter does not do justice to the cmntt—:xt/}nﬂ:} ‘lvl'.,gb

You will see from the enclosed copy of Colummns 1001 and 1002
that Toby Jessel's was one of soveral guestions aboul
advertising campaigns by ndaticnalised industiries, notably
British Rail and British Gas. He drew my attention Lo
Britigh alrwayg® campaign for o a fifth terminal at Heathrow.
My reply was couched in gencsral terms, without specific
reference to Britigh Alrways, because I was well aware that
vou intefnded 19 present your cage to the Stansted Inguiry,
and I had no detailed kpowledge at the time of the nature of

your campaign,

However, I have looked into the matter more eclosely as
a-resilt. 5f yonr letter. I have seen a copy ol BA's booklet
entitled "Heathrow Alrport — Perry Oaks Terminal" which was
igsued in January 1980, barely a month after John Nott's
airporis policy s:a?;meu't in which he made clear the Government's
view Lhat a fifth terminal should not be provided at Heathrow,
and before any arrangemaents had been made for the Btansted

Publle Inguiry. (I um also aware of the briefing issued by
- - - - '_‘h_-\_‘__ .
British Airways ail the Press Conference oo 4 June this year

4 To lagneh




I have noted your wiews regarding the provision of a fifth

terminal at Heathrow as z2p alternative to develooment at Stansted

and I have po doubt these will be carefully examined al the

Public Inguiry, I hope you will understand thal, in the circumstances,

I gannot offer anvy comment al this stage: but I can assure VOl

that the Government will take careful note of the Inspector's

conclusions and recommendations in reachinge its decigions.,

Ri's

Sir John Hing




10 DOWNING STREET

7. August, 1981
THE FERIME MIMNISTER

—
f PP 1= B

Thank you for your - létter of 10 July about my reply to
Toby Jessel in the Commons on 2 July on the guestion of non-

commereial advertising by nalicnalised industries,

My reply was couched in gencral terms because, as VOu MaY
recall, Toby Jessel's was ong of severa]l questions on advertising
campeipns by nationalised industries: and althousgh T was well
aware that vou intended Lo present your case to the Stansted Tnguiry,
I hed no detaniled knowledge of the nature of the Britlish Afirways

campaign referred to by him,

I have now laooked into the motter more closcly as a result
of your. letter, Toby Jessel has drawn my attention to has
previous remarks — in the Commons debate on alrports policy of
23 Febroary 1980 = on o campalign by British Airwave to promote
a fifth terminzl at Heathrow., These related Lo the brochure
"Heathrow Alrport = Perry Oaks Terminal" issued in January 1880,
shortly after John Nofi's airports policy statement in which he
made clear the Government's View that a fifth terminal should nod

be provided at Heathrow,

However, in the presenl cirecumstances, where a wide-ranging
Public Inguiry- into-Etansted is abont to be held, it i, of course,
guite legitimate for BA, as for any other objector, to preseni
a Statement of Case 1n support of an alternative site, and 1

would not wish to deter vou from doing so,




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

Fram the Private Secrefary 5 January 1990

HEW VIP SUITE AT HEATHROW

Many thanks for your letter of 4 January
to Charles. The Prime Minister was
interested to see this, and commented that it
was very kind of Sir Norman Payne to offer a
presentation. She is however, sure that they
will make it a good shop window for Britain
and will be content to see it in situ when
she next happens to use the suite.

(DOMINIC MORRIS)

J. 5. Wall, Esqd.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London 5WIA 2AH

4 Jenuary 12390

Hew VIP Suite at Heathrow Alrport

The new VIFP Suite at Southside is now nearing completiaon.
The building will ke handed over by the builders Lo Heathrow
Airport Led {HAL) on % February 1990 and should be available
for use. on 2 March 1999,

In Your letter of 31 July 19B7 you indicated that the
Prime Minister wished to see any deslgng and plans for the
TWo receptlien lounged.

Sir Norman FPavne, Chalrman of British Airports Authority,
has offered to give a presentation to the Prime Minister on
the interior design and proposed furnishings for the new

building. o —
e
Britieh Alrports Autheority and Heathrow Airport Ltd have
taken into account the Prime Minister's wisn to displav "the
best of Britain™ in the suite. All the furnituire and
firnishings are British. Two screens by Viscount Linley have
alsc besn commisSsioned.

—

IE the Prime Minlster wishes to take up this offer, I
will be happy to arrange a mutually convenient date for the
presentation.

L]

9 f
(J. S Wall) k‘
Private Secretary

I Fowell Esg
10 Downing Etreet




Car Parking

Car parking will normally be limited to a maximum of 18
vehicles in the parking area adjacent to the Suite and I would
respectfully ask you to limit the number of vehicles nged for a
VIP movement to an absolute minimum, Additional parking space
will only be considered by prior notificatien: howaver, such
gpace cannot be guaranteed tc be available for all VIF
movements.

I am confident that, with your co-operation, we will be able to
avoid significant difficulties and that we can look forward to
pperating from a larger, more modern and better egquipped
facility in the fature.

If you have any gueries about these btemporary arrangements
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Py be—.

R 5 BAYENDALE
Manager Special Facilities
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Mr ¥ L Wicks CBE

Principal Private Secretary to the Prime Minister
Ho 10 Downing Street

London SWla 2ZAR

1 Novemher 1988

Dear [U'I'-'"‘-' ML"O

SOOTHSIDE VIP SUITE: TEHPORARY ARRANGEMEHTS

You may be aware that Heathrow Airport Limited will be building
a new VIDP Suite alongeside the present Southside VIP Suite.

work is due to start in early November 1988, with completion -
including demclition and clearance of the existing facility -
by mid-December 1989. The contracter will be required to
provide a wisually-acceptable hearding around the construction
site but, clearly, for a period of about 13 months, the area
around the existing Suite will be less attractive and more
constricted than 1s desirable for a prestige location of this
nature.

I am therefore writing to advise you of some of the temporary
arrangements which will be in force while the existing Suite is
being used during the construction percied.

Accessg

Access to the existing VIP Suite during the construction period
will Be wia the two possible road routes, as shown on the
attached diagram. Your drivers are asked to follow the route
advised to them by the Metropelitan Police officers or HAL
gecurity staff on duty at the entrance gates.

A member of the BAA '|1|:' Ereap

2 _.'m.-n.-d in EF.F;J.'!J 1T |t.-\;|-lx'n1|. Whee 100 Wkton ltoad Londos S905Y (L]
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From the Secredaripof Seale

Thea Secretary of State saw Mr Jessel and other MPs with
ceonatituencies in the neighbourhood of Heathrow airport

on 3 July and agreed to write to them (and Mr Greenway

wio was unable to attend} explaining the Govermnmernt's
pogition vig-a-vis the propoesal for a fifth terminal.

(I attach a copy of the letter which was sent.) In view

of this, we do not think it ig neceggary for the Prime
Minigter to reply in any detail to Mr Jessel or Mr Gresnway

Yors  Eoar

ﬂ-.q'_.{l'@.'u'-& i g TR -

N Mo THNES
Private Secretary




DEFARTMENT OF TRADE 1 VICTORIA STREET LONDON SWIH OET Telephone M-215 7877
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EFroaw the Secrebary of State

Tim Iankester Esg

Private Secretary : Chaaben ?}vu.:lqm

10 Downing Btreest yoee
Iondon, BW - ’%; August 1981
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e
L am replying to your letfer of ﬂG,Jﬁf& in which you asgked for r?_
a draft reply for the Prime Minister to send to the Chairman of -,
Britigh Airways, Sir John Eing, who complained about her answer

to Mr Jessel in the House of Commons on 2 July.

Az you will see from the attached Hensard extract, S5ir John may IT’
have bean misled by reading the exchange with Ir Jessel out of
context, with the result thst he has somevhal over-reacted.
WNeverthelegs, his agsertion that BA sre ot spending arything

on advertising a camprign for a fifth terminal at Heathrow 18 a
little disingeneous.

¥

It ig difficult to draw The line between sdvertising and public
relstions particulsrly now that BA sre, quite legitimately,
intending to appear as objectors at the Stansted Inguiry, but
there ig no doubt that They are spending conslderable Eums 1n
promoeting their casge. Apart from the booklet they publighed

garly lagt year in support of a fifth terminal development which
the Government had only recently rejected, they have been enter-
taining the local press, flying MPs to United States sirports to
ghow them how an airport larger than Heathrow can be operated, and
making s considerable eflort to persuade local authorities to
support them at the Public Inguiry. In addition they have retained
congultants to advise them on various technical aspecta of thelr
proposals for Heathrow and have relbained Counsel to represent them
at the Rubliec Inguiry.

Thege activities, which can of course be costly, may not come out
of BA's sdvertising budget, and are perfectly legitimate since
objectors at the Staneted Inguiry will be able to put forward
alternative solutions, such as Terminal 5. However, the Prime
Minister may wish to be aware of the background against which the
attached reply to Bir John King hes been drafted.

I am alsc enclosing draft replies to Toby Jessel's letter of 20 July
which ¥ou asked me to submit at the same time, and to Mr Harrcy Greenway's
laetter of 19 July on the same subject.




Firoam e Secresieryof S le

As you now, since these terms of reference were publiched there
has heen a further development. The proponcnts of a Lfifth
terminel st Heathrow and of a new airport at Maplin have submitted
planning applications for these developments which will also need
to be determined. These applieations have been called-in and
public inguiries will be held into them concurrently with the
Stansted Inquiry. It is envisaged that local sessions will be
arranged near Heathrow and Maplin at suitable local vermes to give
chjectors a full opportunity to make their views Imown %o the
Inspector.

T am sure you will understand that in the circumstances and bearing
in mind that the final decision must be taken jointly by the
Secretary of Stats for the Environment and myselfl, it would be
izproper for me to comment on the proposals before the Inspector

or to prejudge the evidernce which might be put forward at the

Tneuiry. In accordance with the planning procedures, we will

need to consider very carefully the evidence submitled o the
Inspector as well as his conclusions and recommendations, in
reaching our decislons.

Tie does not of course prevent the Goverrmment from submitfing
evidence to assist the Tnspector. As I mentioned to you at ocur
meating, my officials have alreedy submitted a statement to the
Tngquiry setting out the Government's policy including our view on
the provision of 2 fifth terminal at Heathrow, and they will be
prepared to give evidence at the Inguiries to explain the
Govermuent 's poliey.

I hope the above corments have helped to elarify the position.

T am sending a copy of this letter to Harry Greenway, Barney Hayhoe,
Carol Mather and to David Mellor.

sztht E _) 1‘571:’1,,1

JOHT BIFF=N




ERLH (el Arvicerk

e meneng Cabinet imloed hl;l_:;-.':al:d 1Al when theps were
i million usnsployed the fatal amount of meney spanl
o matiess was ns moeh el Y Billion, so B must be
rearly £15 billeon aow, Dne nf the best wavs o meduos the
FaHE =

Mr. Speaker: Orcher. The hon. Gentberminn miest ask
a4 Juoshicd.

Wir. Skinner: One of the best possible wavs to--
Ifterniption, j—redice the PSBR—

Mr. Speaker: Order. [oshick thal thal s the .
Gentlemnan's way of asking a questian. But b2 rnesd iy Ea
ool a I'__"l.'IE:'[i{"'l nlir 1l

Mir. Skinmer: Will the Minizier conlizo that ome o the
begy wpvs ol reducing e PABR i5 w0 inutiabe o massiee
public. works prugramme oo thie 2hilwiays, he sewers wnd
capals. and o imirechice w 35 b week withoon: los: ol
pay, lomger holidaoes, serber retmement and measeres of
that kind which will

Mr. Speaker: Crden

Mr, Brittmn: | can think of po mone cerfum way 1o
bring abewl economic diszster, i1 nof collapss, ihan
carry ok the poley recammerdzd By the bon. Gentlemin
He will secall that somebaidy who s a00 unsyimpachac o
the cause of pencsal reflmion esimated e iF £4,000
milliom were spent o eflating the economy the elfet
wolld Be o redece lil!:l\.'ll'.|."|l."'_'| (T Tl | |.'l:-' l:ll'll.:r [0 AR,
without faking ot oecount the extremely dapgercus
copsequetses for mtersst sikes and our moenelagy pelicy
that suich a poblicy would cotail

bat 1s gnough to get on with,

Stamp Lhoiy

Mr. Moate ssked the Chapeelior of the Exchegu
whal peeent pepresentizions he hos received aboot the lev
af stamp dubies oit hoiase purcnass,

-
=d
™ |
-d

Mre, Lawson: Suppesions lor seduchons oo stamp
sty om house ?J;-;'hu; are repulady feceived Foom bath
private individuals and fepresentative bodies, evpovially
during the perwsd wheo Budget proposals are being
prepaied,

Mr. Mauwbe: Dioes my'right hon and feamed Fried
agree that there s po more justlicstion foe this tax on
home nwvoership than there was o the E on newsEiners
or on ehegees? Wneo iy right hon. and leamed Friend 1he
Chancellor stasts s regela discwssions widh me abowt his
pext Budget, will ke gi.'.'-r.- rrther e prianity (o icducing
the Bevels of siwmp duty than he didoan the bagl Hodgee?

Mr. El.rillun:. My bon, Fregad wall recall that - we
substantiatly ipcoensed the threshokt [Or Starmp dery and
general smp duny levels, ond thereiore peduced e
incidence: af stmp doty oo boose paschose inothe | 9480
Bodget, [ am sune, however, that sy bon, Friend’s
representations ubewt the 1952 Budpger will be taken most
sericusly by my might hon and o leassed  Friend the
Chancelior

PRIME MINISTER

Nationalised Ladustries (Advertising)
G M Eppar asked the Preisme Migisuer if she will
seck powers o control e sdvenising eapemditen: ol s

matiomahsed indastises

[

TIULY 9%

il I (LT 12

The Prime Minister (M, Margaret Thatcher): [t
5 ol any present intention b odo s Basd ealionalsed
imclustsy advormising 5 of an onxlinary cormmerckl Kind.
The exceptions can bz pursued throogh oiher chinmels,

Mre, Egpnr: Hns my right bon, Foend ased she
disgraceful advertizing campaigns muoonted by e British
Gius Corperation and British Hal, which cleardy bhave
political rather than commercial chjsctives? I8 she aware
thit the Hritizh Cias Corposation’s presenl campidgn will
cost £2 million) Bses she agiee thi thai is an ur.ﬂt-ft:‘p‘fahl:
use of maxpavers’ money ol will she take steps o clow
back that amount throngh the cash lmis system?

The Frime ¥inister: § share my bon, Friend s distasie
frr somme of the pon-cemmess il advenising of beah British
Eall and Beitish Gos, neither of which is commercizl aod
whieh we beligve in both Shses was r\-:':lill:a”_'. direeted.
My ripht hon Fracawd the Scorstery of SEike B 7] remspos
hoz made bis e koown to the board of British Rail and
my cight fen, Priest the Minisee for Consumer Afling
hige miade her views Enown to Beaizh Gas, 1 belizwe thal
this is 8 wrong wse of publis meisy.

M. Joseph Desn: Will the Mime Minister 2xplzin
how she imtemds o mdverase Lhe sile and hivieg off of the
Raval aednnnce Tactories to the privale sector wheo they
ane Lhe gl Dportant component of the Togisties of o
Army bwEiy? Are The Dinvemmens sericusly seggssting
that the privare ector of the armes industry can be ousied
i kecp oor Army supplisd i e hewr ol peed comes
ey

The Prime Minister: & considernble aumber of Gnis
in the provate secton suppdy deferce reguitemenl oo er
Armead Sepvices. There would e pothing unuswal o
afiding tu thal numlbes

Mr. Jessel: Doos my eight oo, Friend pgree that,
although it is entirely right for Beitish Adiways to adveriise
For gustom agwinst oeher airlines; i i eotieely wrong for
it 1o use monsy to campdgn dor e Bh ferminel an
Heathrow  apd in doing &0 e be clearly againgt
Cirenrinnent palicy, asthe Secrciary of Siute for Trade hiiy
learly statend thag a Lith terminal shoald oot be bailn at
Heathraw?

The Prime Minister; The wst rmaguniey of advertizing
b enpnueecial and is pot only ustified bt necessane 1o get
the hzsivess i the aatirmahsed indestries. Fagree wilh
my ho, Friemd b aeylboog acher than commercial
advertising iz most eouesicably

Mr. Flammery: Doss the Prime Mbosier azceps that oo
the way lere on the weelchesd rmibeay Lo from Sheffeld
e Lovedon these are huge advepisements o tThe Helds
pawibed  in black  letiers onoa owhits  backpoound,
pricliaiming “Choese Coiby. I works”? Wil she inguirs
who pat those wdvestizements there—theve are at least
three of them—telling peoplz gk Corby Because i
works, when every hon Member kieows that the, people
of Cierby are out of work and that the Clevermment arg
dizng nething W pur shem ot work”

The Prime Minster: Corky is an enlequise song,; il

flosepsns to e Dhar thet = oo lgitimate advertisement

Engapements

(2. Mr, Chapmon asked ihe Prioe Minister if she
will izt her official engapements fof Thatsday 2 July.
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DEFARATMENT OF TRADE AN NMIENNSC

Thank you for your letter of 20 July about jbhe

Government's policy with regard to a fifth terminal at
f
]
Hegthrow. As you know the Govormment has/ made ¢lear
its view on several cccasiona that o fifth terminsl

should not be provided.

1 note your commentis regarding the temns of reference

the Gtensted Inguiry} but as yvou mﬁ;r ha ﬂ'.‘.'?'LJ'_'Ii'JLll'_",jEI.'.!-'.-—

the BAA's propossls have r'-*"enul; submitted
|

planning applications for a £ifth ﬁn.":*mina]. at Heathrow

and for a new airport at Haplin. 'Z'Ii"m':-::_—- have been cglled

in for econsideration conourrently \?'lth the Stansted

appl fcatlon and will of course -;avlé to be d=termined

afier the Fublie¢ Inguiries.

You will appreciate that the J'l"l']ﬂ L planning precedures

miat be complied with, and in ..hq'-J circumstances the
|

Secrotaries of State concerned '.-.'iiill need to consider
|
|
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o 1A141

However, I have looked inte the matier more closaly as
a reault of your letter. 1 have ssen a copy of
booklet entitled "Heathrow LAirport - Perry Omks

n

minal" which wa® issucd in Jamuary 1980, barely =
month gfter John Hott's airports policy statement in

whioch he made clear the Government's view that a rifth

terminal should net be provided at Heathrow, and befors
8Ny errangements had Been made for the Stensted Public
inguiry. (; am alse aware of the briefing i=z3ued by
British Alrways at the Press Conference on 4 June this
Year Yo lgunch your dtatement of Case for the Stanasted
Inguiry. I fipd it g 1ittle diffiecult to roconoile
this with your sssertion that BA have at no time spent

money on advertising a campaign for g fifth termingl

2% Heashrow. .HnwevEr, I would net wish to deter you

Irom prasenting your arguments at the Inguiry in the
game way as any aother boedy objecting to the BAA's pro-
of

, _OF ComBR, B .
pogals. 1t L8 pertectly legltimate for you to do

I have noted your views regarding the provision of 2
fifth terminal at Heathrow as an alterngtive to devel-
opoent at Stansted and T have no doubt these will hbe
cereful ly examined at the Public Inquiry. I hope you
wlll understand that, in the circumstances, it would
Mot te proper for me to offer any comment at this stage,
but L ¢an assure you that the Government will tzlke
careful note of the Inspector's conclusions and recom—

mendaticng in reaching its declzions.
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John King 31 July

R Sean by
w0giTinan {lnitials and date )}
British Alrways

Enclosures

Hansard
Type lor signature of

2 July, Cols 100%1/2

B --..e Minister

rImr.'a.':- and dare )

DEPARTMENT OF TRADE JNDTHRUSTRY

anit you for your lett ol 10 July sbout my

LY

dba
|

Jrplzesel in Lthe House of Commons pné July on the
¢l 0l non-gommercisa’! advertising by natlonal i=zed

Indugtries,

Firat, I would point out that the Hansard extrget
attached to your letter does not do justice to the con-
text. Tou will gses Irom the enclosed copy of Columngs
and 1002 4nat ;;ZJEEEDLrE was one of ceveral queat-
about advertising campalgng by nationali
notably British Rail and British Gas.
Wy atteation to Britlsh Aloways' campgign for a
tifeh terminal af Heathrow. My reply was couched in
terms, without specific referance to Britlsh
» becadse I wad well awara that you intended to
your case to the Stansted Tnguiry and I had ao
led knowledge at the Time of the nature of your

campalign.
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DEPARTMERT OF TRADE 1 VICTORIA ESTAZET LONDON SWIHOET  Telephone O-2I5 7877

From the Seeretary of $1ate

I:m Tankester Esg
Private Secrelary
10 Downing Straet
London, SW1

Des.s 1w,

I attach an smended draft reply for the Prime
Minister to pend to Bir John Eing about
British Airways' views on a fifth terminal

gt Heathrew which I hope is more appropriste,

oS Euea
Mcholas MSLaass

H McINHES
Private Secretary




10 DOWNING STREET
PRIME MINISTER

I attach a revised draft
letter for you to send to Sir John
Eing about Toby Jessel's guestion
concerning Britich Airways
advertieing and Stansted. 8Sir John
Eing did not take over as

chairman of BA until Februsary of

this year, &HE_FE have accordingly

toned down the letter as vou

“suggested.

e —

.--—"'-'_'_'_

———

i

6 fAugust, 1941




to launch your Statement of Cafe for the Stansted Inguiry.

I find it a littie difficylt fto recomcile this with your
T

assertion that BA have At no timc spont money on advertising
a campeign for a fifth terminsl zat Heathrow. Nowever, 1
wolld nob wish fofdeier you from presenting your arguments

at the Ingquiry,1n the same way as any other body objecting to
the BAA's prdposals. It is, of course, perfectly legitimate

fTor vou tof do so.

I have noted your views regarding the provision of a
fifth terminal at Heathrow as an alternative to development
at Stamsted, and I -have no doubt these will be carefully
examined at the Public Inguiry. I hope vou will understand,

: : i fef
that, 1n the circumstances, v ]
offer any comment at this stage, but 1 ean assure you Lhat
the Government will take careful note of the Inspector's

conclusions and recommendations in reaching ilg decisions,

Sir John King
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DEFARTMENT OF TRADE SAECNRHSTHY
Thank you for your letter of 10 July sbout my reply to
frf Jegsel in the Commons on 2 July on the question of non-

L
pommercial adversising by netionelised industiries.

Wy reply was couched in general terms because, 85 Fou may

recall, Mr" Jegsel's was one ol sgversl queations on advertia-d

Inz esampaigne by netionalised lndestriesn;, and although I
well swere that you intended to present your case to the
2tsnsted Inguiry, 1 had no detalled knﬂnledge o tle naturs

the Britien Adrweays campalgn referred to hy Epﬁﬂtﬂﬁdl.

I have now looked into the metter|more cloasly as & result
Téh-,

of your letter. L Jessel has dpavm @y attentiorn to his

previcus remarks - in the Commons| debate on &irports policy

b

off 2% Pebruery 1950 - on a campaipn by Britiah Alrwaya o
promote 8 fifth terminal abl Heathrow. These related to
orochure "Eeathrew Alrport = Perry QOaks Terminal"™ issued
JETLETY 18 ghorfly after Joh ' girports poli
T v 1980, shortly afier John No:t's sirports policy

irn whiech he made elear tae Governxent's view that

fifth terminal sheuld not be provided at Heathrow.
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From the Secrgtaryof Shate

"Je have also given careful consideration to the
posgibility of constructing a fifth Terminal at
Heethrow, on the Perry Oaks site, in order to
increase still further the capacity of that
airport. However, we estimate that it wounld take
at least twelve years to compleSe such a preject,
and it would impose added burdens on the
surrounding area: these considerations have led
us to the view that a fifth Terminal should not
be provided”.

Trn his letter to you of 13 NHovember 1580, whick was issued as a
Press Notice by my Department, Worman Tebbil, the then TFarliamentary
Under-Secratary of State for Trade, confirmed that the Government's
view remained unchansed; and in reply to a PFarliarventary Huestlon by
Kenneth Carlisle on 113 May 1981, I re-affirmed the Government's
view that a fifth terminasl at Heathrow should not be provided. I do
rot think this can leave you in any doubt about the Govermment's

views on the matter.

However, I must emphasise that when we armounced that a wide-ranging

Pablic Imguiry would be held into the preposal to expand Stansted
Airport, we made it clear that objectors would be able To put
forward alternative sites if they so wished. This was reflected
in the terms of reference for the Inguiry (the Fule & BStatenmsnt)
wihich 1lists among the points to be considered:-~

the need for tho new terminal and assoclated
developments and their proposed location at
Stansted as opposed %o any alternative location

vhieh may be put before the Inquiry".
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From e Secrefariraf Shafe

Toby Jessel Esq HP
House of Commons

Iondon, SWi1A OLA Jﬁ?z Aagust 1981

Door by

T was glad to see you and other HMembers with an interest in Heathrow
on 30 July to hear your views about the arrangements for the
forthecoming Inguiry into the proposed expansion of Stansted Airpoxt
prd the alternatives that have been put forward.

T can well understand your concern about the proposals for a fifth
Terminal at Heathrow submitted by some of the partics objecting to
the development of Btansted. Eowsver, as I explained to you, this
does not imply a change in the Government's policy. Indeed, other
altarnatives such as g8 new airport at Maplin or one at Severnside

heva nlso been put forward, although the Government has made clear

that it would not favour cuch developments.

You may find it helpful if I remind you of the background and
explain the current position regarding the Fublic Inquiry.

Aeg *om will recall, in his statement on airports policy of
17 Decexber 1979, John Hott said:-
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However, in the present eircumsiances, whers i wide-ranging

Publie Inquiry into Stansted is #bout to be held, it iE‘agtE@ﬁk

giite lagitimate for BA, Bs for any other objactor, to
regent a 8tatement of Came in support of &n alternotive

gite, and I would not wish to deter you from doing so.

I have nofted your ywiews reparding the vroviaion of a Tifth
terminal at Hesthrow sz &n alternative. to development at
Starngted end I hsve o doubt theee Will be carefully

examlined at the Public ITnculry. I hope vou will under-
i e o

e O -

stand that, in the circumstances, i ' L&D
offer sny comment at thls gtzee, but I can assure
youi Lhalt the Governmend willl take capeful note of the

Ingpector'a conclusions and recommendations in resching iss
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