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ARMITAGE REPORT: SUPPLY DAY DEBATE

The Opposition have chosen the Armitage Report
as the subject for a three hour Supply Day Debate next
Wednesday. Although we do not yet know the terms of the Motion
they propose to put down, we believe it will be along the
following lines:

This House, conscious of the problems caused by the
existing heavy lorry, is opposed to the recommendations
_H‘__—__*_'"_'—-‘—-

of the Armitage Report to raise maximum weights to
=y e e,

44 tonnes.

If our information is correct and the Motion is tabled in these
terms, I hope that colleagues will agree that we should accept it.




The Armitage Report has a range of recommendations
on the control of heavy lorries, including weight increases

from our present maximum 32.5 tonnes to higher figures :ﬁ3htﬁ§8,
L0 and 44 tonnes depending on the number and arrangement of

axles. There is a great deal of concern amongst members of the
public, and amongst our own backbenchers,'about heavier lorries
generally, and the Motion as drafted would be extremely attractive
to a significant number of our supporters. In focussing on

44 tonnes the Opposition have chosen what is certainly the most
contentious of all the Armitage proposals and I think there is

a real risk of our actually losing the vote if we were to oppose
it.

At the same time, I would intend to make clear
that there are economic arguments for raising our present
weight limit of 32.5 tonnes. These are being urged on me by
all sectors of 553532;57—_Wkth the weights proposed by Armitage
the savings in transport costs from using fewer more efficient

lorries is estimated at £180m per year at current prices. And as
the vehicles would be subject to the same controls on size,

noise etc, the reduction in numbers would bring actual environmental
benefit.

The question is how best we can keep the initiative
in our hands and avoid having our options unnecessarily pre-empted
at this stage. We have stressed all along that Armitage was an

—Entirely independent inquiry, refuting allegations that it was
“merely a device designed to enable us to put lorry weights up as
high as possible. Acceptance of a motion rejecting the extreme
Armitage proposal would reinforce these arguments. We have made
it plain that the Government is in no way commitﬁgﬁﬂ}gﬁagsepting
_its recommendations and I think this opens a tactical way to
capitalise on a motion in these particular terms.




The evidence is that most of the industrial and
environmental benefits would come from an increase in maximum
weight to something less than 44 tonnes. Although nearly all
other European countries allow 38 tonnes, only a few allow 44
tonnes vehicles, and the European Parliament has recently
recommended a weight limit of 40 tonnes. To exclude the 44 tonne
vehicle would affect only a few heavy traffics - the main ones
being bulk liquids, steel, construction materials and fully
loaded containers.

In my view, therefore, there is much to be said
for accepting an Opposition motion in the terms above. In short,

rejecting the 44 tonne vehicle offers, in my view, the best way
i i e by

forward at the present time if we are to preserve options tg

bring forward at an early stage proposals for lesser increases

in weight, should we decide to take this courssg without running
the risk of a total defeat. We would of course come back to
Parliament with specific proposals if and when we decide what

the new limits should be. Our proposals would have to be part
of a complete package of proposals including many of the less
controversial and more publicly acceptable proposals of the
Armitage Report.

I should be grateful if you and other colleagues
to whom I am copying this letter could let me know very quickly
whether they agree with this line.

I am sending copies of this to the Prime Minister,
other Cabinet colleagues, Michael Jopling and Sir Robert Armstrong.

“ost &QmﬁLw!
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NORMAN FOWLER

(Approved by the Secretary of State
and signed in his absence.







Tel: 211 6402

The Rt Hon Norman Fowler MP

Secretary of State for Transport ,
Department of Transport -5

2 Marsham Street {

London SW1P 3EB 7 June 1981
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ARMITAGE REPORT: SUPPLY DAY ENERGY DEBATE

Thank you for copying to me your letter of 15 June to Francis Pym.

I accept the reasoning in your letter for accepting the Opposition
Motion, if it is in the terms you expect. I note that, in doing so,
you would intend to leave the door open for some increase in the
present lorry weight limit. I also note from paragraph 358 of the
Armitage Report that most of the 12-15% fuel saving envisaged with
44 tonne lorries could still be achieved if we were to settle on
the 40/42 tonne limit proposed by the EEC. In energy policy terms,
that sort of saving is well worth having. -

-

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.

D A R HOWELL







DEPARTMENT OF TRADE 1 VICTORIA STREET LONDON SW1H CET Telephone 01-215 7877
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Fromthe Secretary of State

The Rt Hon Norman Fowler MP

Secretary of State for Transport

Department of Transport

2 Marsham Street

Iondon, SWAP 3EB |77 June 1981
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ARMITAGE REFORT: SUPPLY DAY DEBATE .\’

You wrote to Francis Pym on 15 June concerning the Supply Day
Debate on the Armitage Report.

As you know, the British shipping industry, as a major operator

of container services, has welcomed the Armitage recommendations as

a package. However, its interest is primarily in securing an increase
in gross lorry weights at the lower end of the scale, notably from
32.5 tonnes for a four axle lorry to 34 tonnes or more. I am

content therefore to go along with your proposals for handling the
tactical situation in the House on the understanding that our

options for proposing increases at the lower end of the scale will
remain fully open.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other Cabinet
colleagues, Michael Jopling and Sir Robert Armstrong.

JOHN BIFFEN
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ARMITAGE REPORT: SUPPLY DAY DEBATE

I have seen a cop: vour lette y Francis Pvm of 15 June, and of
Keith Joseph's lettier of todax's date about the line to take in
response to ihe Opposition Motion on Armitage. I understand that
at a meeting this afternoon it was agreed that the Motion should
be accepted. This letter confirms that I am content with that line.
I also understand that in your speech during the Debate, and in =a
Written Answer, you wish to announce the advancement of a number of
schemes. I recognise, of course, that the Debate on Armii
i ides a suitable occasion for outlining vour plans to alleviate
the nuisance caused by heavy lorries in towns. But I hope that
you will feel able to do so in terms which will not lead to
embarrassment if it should become clear later in the year that not
all of these schemes can be afforded within the public expenditure
totals which emerge from the discussions which we are about to embark
upon in Cabinet.

I am sending copies of this letter to the recipients of yours.
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Oddi wrth Ysgrifennydd Gmadol Cymy. The Rt Hon Nicholas Edwards MP From The Secretary of State for Wales
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ARMITAGE REPORT: SUPPLY DAY DEBATE

>

There has been much opposition in Wales to the proposal to increase
permitted heavy lorry MOlTnt:. In particul: local highway
a

Thank you for your letter of 15" June. I agree the line you propose.

=
authorities irn the rural areas are very concer ed about the effect
of the proposals on old bridges and on roads upported by dry stone
walls. Representations from the public and local civic societies -
and I have received many - all express concern about the effect on
the environment generally.

However, cheap and efficient tra_wnort is also important, particularly
in regions such as Wales which are on the ye 1n1krg of Lho national
economic system. I also take your poin+ abo the benefites of

having fewer vehicles. Finding the right oaT nce and the best

way of presenting the various arguments will qot be easy but I agree
with the approach set out in you letter.

Copies of this letter go to the recipients of yours.

The Rt Hon Norman Fowler MP
Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

2 Marsham Street

London SW1P 3EB







10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

You saw Mr. Fowler's letter,

proposing to accept the Opposition

. T—————y
motion on lorries tomorrow.

In the course of the day, Keith
Joseph objected to foreclosing
options in this way - see his letter
below. But he has been persuaded
that it is not practicable for the
Government to oppose the motion,
as there could be considerable
difficulty in getting Government
troops through the lobby against
the terms of the Opposition motion.
There will therefore be no amend-

ment, and the motion will be

4

accepted.

16 June 1981




DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRY
ASHDOWN HOUSE
123 VICTORIA STREET
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Secretary of State for Industry

The Rt Hon Francis Pym MC MP
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster
Paymaster General and

Leader of the House of Commons
Privy Council Office
Whitehall SW1

JQO‘W Choncellor

ARMITAGE REPORT: SUPPLY DAY DEBATE

I have seen a copy of Norman Fowler's letter to you of 15 June.

It is of course unfortunate that the Opposition should have
chosen the Armitage Report as the subject of a Supply Day debate
before we have had a chance collectively to discuss the
recommendations of that Report and to agree our response. But I
think it would be a mistake to pre-empt consideration of the
report by agreeing in tomorrow's debate that we are not prepared

_to go as far as Armitage proposed in respect of lorry weights (or
by giving any commitment on any other recommendation). I believe
that a comprehensive response to the Report is required and I
would prefer to see us reserve our position. I hope we could
promise an early response and use the oportunity presented by
tomorrow's debate to explain that heavier lorries do not mean
larger lorries and to draw attention to the economic and
environmental benefits that would flow from increases in
permitted lorry weights. This does of course mean opposing the
motion but on the grounds that we have yet to make up our minds
on the issue and on the many other and wide ranging
recommendations in the Report.

I am sending copies of this letter to Norman Fowler and to the
other recipients of this.

Coomre Bell

_ff KEITH JOSEPH

approved by the Secretary of
State and signed in his
absence)







