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Fixed Channel Link

The Prime Minister was grateful for your
Secretary of State's undated minute on a fixed
Channel link, with which he enclosed a paper
he proposed sending to the House of Commons
Transport Committee.

The Prime Minister is content for him to
send the paper in its present form. She has
commented that paragraph 18 looks to be a
stumbling block so far as the construction of
a link is concerned; but the issues raised by
this reflection are for the E Committee discussion
envisaged by your Secretary of State, and do not
affect the present paper.

I am sending copies of this letter to the
Private Secretaries to the members of E Committee.

Anthony Mayer, Esqg.,
Department of Transnort.
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Since our discussion in E Committee on 5 December paper

my officials have been continuing their Jjoint studles with
the French. M. Fiterman and I have both Jjust received the

officials' interim report. This discusses the three main

areas of study; technical feasibility, economics/ legal and

financial questions’ It sets out and ‘explores the problems

but makes no recommendations. A final report is due at the
end of February.

The French Prime Minister, M. Mauroy, is to visit | 3
the Calais area on 23 January in a series f provincial tours.igh”yb'

"He will discuss the possibilities of a fixed link and I understan&/“""

that he is likely to make use of some of the information in the N‘(
interim report while not revealing its existence. The press are
bound to pick up what he says.

—

I am due to meet the House of Commons Transport
Committee next month to discuss a fixed link in the light of
their report last year. I would like to give them some
i-;zdication of the conclusions that are beginning to emerge from
the Jjoint studies before the media make them public, I attach

lthe paper I intend sending to them on Thursday, 21 January which

sets out the main content of the imterim report on the three main
areas of study but remains non-committal about the line the
Government may eventually take.




It would be helpful if before the study group
write their final report we could have a further discussion

in E Committee. I expect to put a full memorandum to the

Committee early in February.

I am sending a copy of this .to members of E.

DAVID HOWELL

T | l,g{k
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Economic Studies

economic studies are covering matte:
hose discussed by the Committee in
ittee recognised, the key question is not whether the existing
modes of cross-Channel traffic could handle the prospective levels

of traffic, but whether they could do so more offectively than any

forms of fixed link The answer to © question depends

n the absence of a

5
l__rﬂ..\ and partly on

improvements in titive 38 sting modes
able to achieve.

The Study Group has examined critically the forecasts of traffic
adopted by the wvarious promoters and has used a range of figures for

1

the purposes of sensitivity testing. It has considered material

1

provided by the group representing the Dover Harbour Board (DHB) and

=1

the principal ferry operators which gave evidence to the Committee on

mi

possible developments of existing modes. The Dover group has further

hand and hopes to complete a comprehensive statement of its

position at about the time the Anglo-French studies will be reaching

their closing stages. A critical question will be how far the ferries
may realise pot@ntla reductions in costs the early work has

suggested may be available.

10. The Study Group is preparing a comparison of the cost in

e
resource terms of conveying the traffic forecast for each type of
#
fixed link with the cost of conveying the same traffic by the existing
modes, taking into account such improvements in efficlency as
—— . = e ’_H '
latter are likely to achieve. The inputs to the comparison are

-

necessarily subject to varying degrees of uncertainty and

=1

analysis is being used to indicate the extent to which the

should also be regarded as uncertain

11. As the Committee noted, other factors than just relative economic
cost need to be taken into account i che final decision. However,
the wider social, environmental and strategic implications could be
dissimilar on the two sides of the Channel. It has, therefore, been
agreed that these factors should not form part of the joint studies
but that instead each side should examine them separately from its

own national viewpoint in whatever manner it felt most appropriate.

These separate studies are in progress.




12. One matter which can be examined only from the specifically UK
standpoint
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promoters have drawn attention to the need they perceive

Completion guarantees In some cases the promoters have

required from Government an explicit long-stop completion

o

guarantee, ie an undertaking to fund the completion of

project should the private standby facilities prove

insufficient tven where a guarantee has not been

stipulatced. the Government would need to be satisifed

no liability could fall on the public sector in the

of the private entity running into difficulties;

3
che

guarantees of revenue from BRB and SNCF. In the case of

[ — ——
the bored ”CLU';}";E_! schanes some promoters F?Il\f"?{lf”(—’ that the

cheir capital would be raised on the strengtl

[l

h of

railways which might demand payments

L] .
high relative to the railways' prospective earnings from

traffic using the link.
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16. At this stage therefore it cannot be said that

: ———
financing proposals fully meet the Government's criverta,

discussions with conti
-'
The French Government accept the UK Government's
s N _ i . . r __ NN
UK public sector involvement in any eventual link,
Group is presently examinging how the organisation structure for
link could knit together public and private sector bodies on

opposite sides of the Channel.

The French Government have however indicated that they would
—

the UK Government (and would in return themselves provide) a

that in the event a _fajlure to Completo the link as

pnlitical action by one or of failure by its

a

instrument the Government of the @'dultlpw country would re-

- ———
imburse the Government and the chosen instrument of the other all

costs incurred up to the

19. There have been suggestions netably in the European
Parliament - that the European COmmunity might be able to assist
. , R L ——"
some way. This may prove helpful, but it is apparent that there
difficulties still to be overcome - not least the absence at

present of wholly suitable Community instruments. The scope for

the
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