2 MARSHAM STREET
LONDON SWIP 3EB

01-212 3434

My ref:

Your ref:

2_ November 1982

ADDITIONAL ENTERPRISE ZONES

Following your announcement on 27 July about our intention
to designate additional enterprise 2zones, my Department has
received 55 applications from local authorities and new town
corporations in England. I attach a 1list of these at Annex
A. -This is indeed a significant response, and reflects both
the economic difficultieés wnich rface many areas of the country
and also, more importantly, a growing willingness on the part

of 1local authorities to adapt to the needs of the business
community.

I believe that the case for additional zones continues to be
demonstrated by the results which we are seeing in the existing
zones, I met the promoters of these zones last week, and the
progress review which they gave me was graphic evidence of
the achievement of the 2zones, over 1little more than a year,
in stimulating activity in areas which has previously been
in serious decline,. I enclose at Annex B a summary of this

progress review, which I propose to issue shortly as a press
release,

In deciding on the applications for the additional zones 1in
England, I have had regard to the attitude of the applicant
authorities, as well as to the development potential of the
site proposed and the needs of the areas. I have also aimed
at a geographical balance between the additional zones and
those already in existence. While a zone as successful as
Corby would feel 1little effect from a conpetltor 35 rhiaraue
proximity, others, especially on Tvr=s 3¢ cua in Hartlepool
are less strongly placewu. Ov-.all I have concluded that
particularly strong ~=ses fur new zones have been made by eight
Authorities += =zngland. This is one more than the seven
initiallv allocated unglcﬁd but the increase is, I feel,
justified by the in & expressed and the qualzty of the
case for tn:z 2omnes am proposlng < =2gdition, as I explain
Rel~:, 1 consider tnat we should 1look ravourably upcs .7
applications for extension~ to existing =zones. Details of
these zones are at Annex C,
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I have considered the applications on a regional basis. 1In the
Northern Region, we received 7 applications, of which that from
Middlesbrough had the strongest case on grounds of need. There
arée, however, already 560 ha of land in the existing zones at
Tyneside and Hartlepool. I believe these present sufficient
opportunity for enterprise in the Northern Region, and an
additional zone could well damage the prospects of those already
in place. Therefore in spite of the problems of the area, I
am not proposing a new zone,

In the North West, we received 17 applications. of which I
propose 2 should be accepted. These are in Allerdale, which
would be based on redundant BSC land and some serviced
industrial sites in Workington; and one in North East
Lancashire, which would take in a number of sites programmed
for industrial development in the areas of Burnley, Hyndburn,
pendle and Rossendale which are clustered along the M65
corridor.

In Yorkshire and Humberside, we received 8 applications. Again
I propose 2 additional zones for this region: .one for
Scunthorpe, which would include redundant BSC land and a vacant
industrial estate, and possibly 21 ha of EIE land nearby; and
one for Rotherham.

In the West Midlands, we received 9 applications. I propose
a zone for Telford which in September 1982 had the highest
unemployment rate in the region (20.89%).

In the East Midlands, there were 6 applications. The only
existing zone in this region is Corby, which has itself applied
for its zone to be extended on the grounds that only 10% of the
zone land remains uncommitted to development. I do not propose
that Corby's case be accepted, since I take the view that it
has now built up a momentum of development that does not need
this particular further boost. I do feel that the region would
benefit from the provision of enterprise zone opportunities
elsewhere, however, and again I propose two additional zones.
One would be in North East Derbyshire where a zone would
undoubtedly help mop up some of the unemployment caused by the
rundown of the local mining industry. The other would be in
Wellingborough, a committed local authority facing an unemploy-
ment rate above the regional average and offering a site with
good prospects for rapid development,

We received no applications from the Eastern region. In both
the South West and Greater London we received 2 applications.
Although the clear commitment of the local authority in
wandsworth rendered the bid attractive neither that nor the
other sites proposed recommended themselves for enterprise zone
designation, and I am recommending there should be no additional
zones in these regions.
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Ir‘he South East we received-4 applications. Of these the
strongest cases were made in the bids from Rochester/Gillingham
and from Gravesham. I have discussed their bids with the local
authorities, As you know the proposed rundown of Chatham Dock-
yard will cause considerable problems throughout this area and
the Councils have now agreed to operate a joint 2zone with
immediately available land in each of the three Authorities.

" Their bids in aggregate come to some 200 hectares but the

Authorities are aware that in discussion with us, the area will
have to be reduced to about half that size,

Peter Blaker has written to me advocating the inclusion of some

of the dockyard land in the zone. I will be replying separately
to him.

Finally I have had a number of bids for extensions to existing
zones, I have dealt with the Corby proposals above. The only
two extensions I am keen to approve are those to wakefield and
Speke. In Wakefield, 2 small sites have been proposed as
satellites to the existing zone at Langthwaite Grange, one of
15 hectares, the other of 29 hectares, Wakefield have
demonstrated that Langthwaite Grange has taken off over the last
12 months, so that virtually all 55 hectares of the zone are
likely to be committed within a couple of years. I know that
Peter Walker's Department objects to the prospect of development
on 13 .hectares of the second proposed satellite; I therefore
recommend that Wakefield be given an extension of 31 hectares
which would be of considerable significance in relieving local
unemployment in the mining communities concerned.

At Speke, Liverpool City Council have applied for an extension
of the zone to include 2 areas which were left out of the
existing zone at designation, as well as a further area of some
40 hectares on the southern airfield of Speke airport. I am
not persuaded to drop my original objections to the first 2
areas, but I am recommending that the southern airfield site
be given EZ designation. Merseyside County Council intended
to concentrate airport operations on the southern airfield, and
are looking for private investment to help develop an integrated
hotel and terminal complex. The proposed extension, which is

contiguous to the existing zone, would enhance the prospects
for securing such private investment.

To summarise I am recommending additional zones at Allerdale,
North East Lancs, Scunthorpe, Rotherham, Telford, North East
Derbyshire, Wellingborough and North West Kent and extensions
to existing zones at Wakefield and Speke.

1 am anxious to minimise the period of uncertainty which could
be a deterrent to new investment in the areas which have
submitted bids. I would therefore be grateful for a response
by 10 November to allow an early announcement.

1 am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of E
Committee George Yoo r, Nicholas Edwards and John Nott,

A

MICHAEL HESELTINE

The Rt Hon Sir Geoffrev Howe QC MP



ADDITIONAL EZs: BIDS RECEIVED

NORTHERN REGION

Sunderland Borough Council

South Tyneside Borough Council
Middlesbrough Borough Council

Aycliffe Development Corporation

Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council
Stockton on Tees Borough Council

North Tyneside Metropolitan Borough Council

YORKSHIRE & HUMBERSIDE

Scunthorpe Borough Council

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
Great Grimsby Borough Council
Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
Glanford Borough Council

Kingston upon Eull Borough Council
wakefield Metropolitan Borough Council

NORTE W=ST

Burnley Borough Council®

Hyndburn Borough Council®

Pendle Borough Council®

Rossendale Borough Council®

Tameside Metropolitan Borough Council
Allerdale District Council

Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council

Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council

Ealton Borough Council

Ellesmere Port and Neston Borough Council
Oldham Metropolitan Borough Councils
Skelmersdale Development Corporation

Barrow in Furmess Borough Council

Bury Metropolitan Borough Council

City cf Manchester Metropolitan Borough Council
City of Liverpool Metropolitan Borough Council
Central Lancashire New Town

WEST MIDLANDS

City of Birminghanm

Newcastle under Lyme Borough Council

Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council
Wrekin District Council

Walsall Metropolitan Borougn Council

Cazmnock Chase District Council

City of Stoke on Trent

Coventry

Worcester

go submitted a joint bid
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EAST MIDLANDS

Wellingborough Borough Council

Corby District Council

Boston Borough Council

Kettering Borough Council

Mansfield District Council

North East Derbyshire District Council

SOUTH EAST

Rochester upon Medway Borough Council
Gillingham Borough Council

Medina Borough Council

Gravesham Borough Council

SOUTH WEST

Plymouth City Council
Woodspring District Council

LONDON *

Wandsworth London Borough Council
Hammersmith & Fulham




ZITT=RPRISE ZONES: PROGRESS REVIEW

Tyneside

In Newcastle, Vickers have zlmost completed their "Project Dreadnought" development

at Scotswood, which comprises 36,000 sq m of new floorspace and will employ 700
people. Clearance of the Elswick site to ground level, to a2llow for redevelopment,

is planned to begin in Spring 1983. The 22 small units build by Mercian Buildings
(4,000 sa m in total) are open. Lucas have agreed to buy 1% escres of the lNoble Street
site from the City Council. In Gateshead, Legal and General's development of 20

sm21]l units on the Team Valley South site has been completed. ' 7 units have been let;
z farther 7 a2re %o be occupied by a single company. 4 proposal for a prestige hotel
is the subject of a2 UDG application.

Hazxrtlenool

411 6 sites on the BSC Sandgate development have been sold. Development of 32 of a
plenned totel of 64 small units within the Longhill ITA has been brought forward to
stert soon. The 17 companies and 10 small businesses which have set up in the ZZ
provide a 3otal of 430 jobs. A further 2 companies zare to set up in the ZZ in
Januery 1983, providing 60 more jobs.

vekefield

Of the 34 hz of land available for new development a2t EZ designation, 21 ha has now
been developed or had interest expressed in it. 4 of the 5 factories vacant on
designation have now been lei, 2nd 3 occupied, providing over 100 jobs. 3 cut cf

4 pnew factories built by 2 private developer have 2lso been let, providing 50 jobs.

S21ford /Trafford

In Szlford, & hz of city-ovmed land have been cleared and sexrviced. 18,000 sq m of
industrizl units zre under construction, hzlf of which are pre-let. Spine infrastruc-
+ure has been provided to open up the Manchester Ship Canal Compeny's develorment land
in the docks. Derslict land cleararnce has begun on 28 ha of dockland.

In Trafford, the stez2dy teke-up of existing premises continues. 48 firms, providing
some 700 jiobs, have set up in the =2,

Speke

"Beehive” units have been sold. The EL plent, comprising 90,000 sq m
ace, has been sold to Mersey Pride Enterprise Developments; 2 sites
1ave been sold on. The redundant buildings on the Dunlop site have
zns for the provision of 2 nzjor sever on the Noxth Airfield zre
llow for industrial and commercizl development.

nevw development has been completed and 2 further 15000 sq m under
constructi Scme 3€0 jobs have been provided of which 236 2re in 15 new firms,
Teras heave ; been zzreed for the szle of 45 ha, formerly owned by 3SC and Big o
loczl privete developer,




0f the land originzlly aveilazble for development, only 12 ha (105¢) remzins
uncormitied. Some 1,000 jobs have been provided in the 2, znd a further 2,500 are
estimzted to be in prospect.

Isle of Dogs

Since designation in April 1982, 12 ha of 1land have been marketed, 5 ha for speculative
developments and 7 hz for owvner-occupiers. A further 24 ha has now been released for
merketing and will be available in early 1983, Construction of the Dzily Telegraph
plant is expected to start by the end of the year, and to provide some 2,000 jobs
long-term. Conversion work hes begun for the Limehouse Productions complex, which is
expected to provide 66 permenent jobs initially and possibly a further 130 in the lomger
term.

Belfast

Mhere has been £10m of new investment in the EZ (£8m private, £2m public). The
shortfall of smell workshops, for which there is a major demand, is expected to be
made good by Surmer 1983. 27 companies have set up in the EZ, providing some 190
jobs. 4 further 10 firms zre committed to moving to the ZZ, and will provide some
170 further jobs.

Clvdebank

124 companies (of which 51 are entirely new) have set up in the EZ. They have plans
to provide 2 total of 1,400 jobs, of which 1,000 axe already on the ground.

Swansea

Some 8 hz of land have been brought into development since designation. Construction
has begun on scme 26,000 sq m of floorspace, and a further 7,500 sq m is cormitted.
44 f£irms have moved into or set up in the 32, providing some 240 jobs.

Firms committed
+o the BZ =are expected to provide a further 450 jobs.




ENTERPRISE ZONE APPLICATIONS ANNEX C

(NOTE: details given are taken from local authority applications. Some details, particularly
of size, will be refined in discussion with the authorities.)

Authorify

location of
Proposed EZ

Size of Proposed
EZ (in hectares)

Rates Payable on
Proposed sites in 1982/83

Allerdale -DC

Burnley BC )
Hyndburn BC )
Pendle BC )
Rossendale BC)

Liverpool
Scunthorpe BC

Rotherham MBC
Wakefield MBC

Wrekin DC

Northeast
Derbyshire DC

Wellingborough BC

(Rochester—upon—Medw&y)
( City Council )
(Gillingham BC )

(
(Gravesham BC

Workington/Maryport

North Eas t Lancashire

Speke
Skippingdale

Rotherham
Kinsley/Dale Lane

Telford

Holmewood

Wellingborough

Gravesend/Northfleet

67 - 128

Lo

96
(21 at EIE estate)

106
Ll

113
93

82
138

£28,000 - £44,000

less than £50,000

less than £50,000
£1,600

£104,000
£8,000

nil
nil

less than £60,000

£5%0,000

£142,000
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street. SWIP 3AG
Or-233 3000

12 November 1982

The Rt. Hon. Michael Heseltine, MP
Secretary of State for the Environment,
Department of the Environment

2 Marsham Street

LONDON. S.W.1

15D

ADDITIONAL ENTERPRISE ZONES

-
Thank you for your furthér letter of 10 November setting out

your revised proposals for additional zones in England.

‘I am content with what you propose, and I agree that you should
announce this on Monday.

I hope that the Scottish and Welsh announcements can be made at
the same time. I am content with George Younger's proposal -

his letter of 10 November to me - for a Tayside zone at Dundee
and Arbroath. I am also content with Nick Edwards' proposal for
a new zone at Flint, and I accept that he should announce that

he is considering a further increase in EZ coverage in South
Wales. (This is on the understanding that the increase in
coverage will be a choice either of a new zone or of an extension
to the Swansea zone.)

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, to the members
of E Committee, and to George Younger, Nicholas Edwards, John
Nott, and Sir Robert Armstrong.

GEOFFREY HOWE

RESTRICTED







2 MARSHAM STREET
LONDON SWIP 3EB

01-212 3434

My ref:

Your ref:

11 November 1982

ADDITIONAL ENTERPRISE ZONES

I am most anxious to include an announcement on additional EZs in my
statement to the House next Monday.

I have seen Norman Tebbit's letter of.9 November and Patrick Jenkin's
of 10 November. Both have agreed with 6 of the zones I recomnended
in my letter of ,2” November but have commended adversely on my proposal
for 2 new zones in the East Midlands and none in the Northern Region.

As far as the East Midlands zones are concerned I believe the zone in
NMorth East Derbyshire would assist greatly in relieving the high
level of local unemployment which is not reflected in the figures for
the TTWA as a whole whilst a zone in Wellingborough would encourage
development in the area of this committed local authority where
unemployment is above the regional average.

T do acknowledge, however, the high level of _need in Middlesbrough
which Norman and Patrick have stressed. I therefore propose that the
zone in Wellingborough should b® cut back below their original bid

and that a sImilar relatively small zone should be allocated to
Middlesbrough. Although this would result in 9 zones for England the
overall acreage would be broadly in line with"that I envisaged for

the 8 zones set out in my earlier letter. As I said then the progress
being made in the existing zones and the enthusiasm for the EZ concept
oy the Local Authorities to my mind clearly outweigh the doubts felt
oy Patrick and Norman over the increase in the number of new zones
beyond the 7 originally allocated for England.

On the gquestion of extensions to existing zones I am pleased that
Patrick agrees with that for Wakefield. Although both he and Norman
express doubts over the Speke extension I believe the opportunity thus

provided to bring private investment into this difficult area justifies
the addition.

For the reasons set out above I think a decision to establish the 9
new zones and to extend the existing zones at Wakefield and Speke is
the right one. I therefore propose to make the announcement along
these lines next Monday. No doubt Nicholas Edwards and Geogre Younger
will wish to co-ordinate the announcements for Soctland and Wales,

I am copying this to recipients of my earlier letter.

e

MICHAEL HESELTINE
Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe QC MP ;







MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE. FISHERIES AND FOOD

WHITEHALL PLACE, LONDON SWIA 2HH

CONFIDENTIAL

The Rt Hon Michael Heseltine MP

Secretary of State for the Environment

2 Marsham Street i

London SW1P 3EB November 1982

ADDITIONAL ENTERPRISE

I have seen a copy of your letter of 2 November to Sir Geoffrey Howe
giving details of the proposed additional enterprise zones in
England. I am pleased to see that you intend to take my Department's
comments on the extension of the Wakefield zone into account and,
subject to this, I have no objection to your proposals. We would,
however, like to see development of the Scunthorpe and Wellingborough
zones phased to allow the agricultural land to remain in

production for as long as possible. I should be grateful if

1

you would ask the authorities concerned to bear this in mind.

0001~“ of "; tter go to other members of E Committee
: ) 5
Edwards and Sir Robert Armstrong.

PETER WALKER

CONFIDENTIAL
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DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRY
ASHDOWN HOUSE
123 VICTORIA STREET

LONDON SWIE 6RB
TELEPHONE DIRECT LINE 01212 3301

SWITCHBOARD 01-212 7676
Secretary of Siate for Industry

Jo November 1982

The Rt Hon Michael Heseltine MP

Secretary of State for the "”,.
Environment

2 Marsham Street
London SW1
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ADDITIONAL ENTERPRISE ZONES

You sent me a copy of your letter of,2/ﬁovember to Geoffrey Howe
with your recommendations for the additional Enterprise Zones
which we agreed earlier in the summer should be designated.

2 I am not at all sure that I see the substantial response from
local authorities as justification for departing from our earlier
agreement on the number of additional zones to be created in the
UK generally and in England specifically. Given the fact that
the Enterprise Zone concept is still something of an experiment
and, as we noted when we agreed on its extension, the paucity of
firm evidence on which to base decisions, my own feeling is that
we should stick to our original decision and that we should
therefore think in terms of seven additions to the experiment in
England.

3 So far as the individual candidates are concerned, I strongly
support six of those which you recommend: Allerdale, North East
Lancs, Scunthorpe (assuming that the EIE aspect can be seftled
sétisfactOrily), Rotheram, Telford, and North West Kent (assuming
that the details - Imcluding The questi®n of including some
dockyard land - can be settled satisfactorily).

4 For the seventh zone, however, I do not see either of the
East Midlands areas as being particularly strong starters in
théir own right: although each of them has some industrial and
employment problems, they do not seem to me to amount to the kind
of run-down areas which the EZ concept is intended to tackle.
And this view is greatly strengthened if they are compared with
some other applicant areas whose evidence of need is very much
greater. I find it difficult to accept, for example, that we
could justify establishing two new zones in the East Midlands at
the same time as overlooking the North East in this round.
Certainly the existing zones at Tyneside and Hartlepool may not
be developing as rapidly as some of the others, but given the




nature of the region generally this is surely only to be expected
and can be presented as an argument for trying again here. The
Middlesbrough case, as you point out, is_g _skrong one on grounds
ofﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ“ there is high (and persistent) unemployment and an
unsatisfactory industrial structure in that there is
over-dependence on a small number of capital intensive
industries; the orientation towards smaller firms and service
activities which an EZ seems likely to give would be particularly
advantageous, therefore. And I understand that your Department
and the local authority are already actively involved in
regenerating the area and that land is immediately available, so
that quick results could be expected. I would therefore see
Middlesbrough as by far the strongest candidate for the seventh
place. Failing this - or if we were in the event to agree on
eight new zones - then I would see a very strong candidate in the
North West - Oldham. This is another area where the need is
manifest and where the site, I understand, fulfils all the
requirements for an EZ. Certainly, of course, there is already
an EZ within the Greater Manchester area, but Oldham is just
about on the opposite side of the conurbation, so that the risks
associated with competition would not seem likely to be great.

As for the two extensions you propose, I can see little
justification in normal EZ terms for adding the area you suggest

to the Speke zone. However, I agree with the small addition you
propose to Wakefield.

5 I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Geoffrey
Howe, other members of E Committee, George Younger, Nicholas
Edwards and John Nott.
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Odd| wrth Ysgrifennydd Gwladol! Cymru The Lt Hon Nicholas Edwards 1P From The Secretary of State for Wales

Lt
|O November 1982

I have now completed ny assessment of the proposals for a qccorﬁ
Enterprise Zone in Wales. Ty immediate conclusion (on the Basis
of the allocations in your announcement of 27 July) is that a
site in North Wales, at ¥Flint, should be designated. In toual

I received MU APpLICaTIONE TTon authorities in all parts of
Wales but I re:azu the claims of North Wales and of Delyn
particular, as the most pressing. You will recall that at

time of the rirst round ”f decignations we considered f}v

of designating a site at Shotton as well as the Swansea zone.
The area has suffered particularly from the rundown 1n steul

and textiles. The rundovn a EHO'ton and the closure of
Courtaulds ilills have made the heaviest contribution to

of over 6,000 in major e“WTO"D““ in ﬂﬂﬁ@ﬂ* years and hel;

11Tt current male unen F1ij6ht levels to 19.3% with signi

higher levels in the town of Flint lCule.

The site I have in mind following eliminary discussions with
the local authority is iu the centre of Flint and to the north

west and totals about 245 acies (including three derelict
Courtaulds 1Mills). This latter derelict land will take time
to clear and develop but adjacent to it are other parcels of
land, some ser vlCt(, somre in the process of uhwclop;ent and
with availlable advance factory accom;ouutlon. The site in
provides & ba for both short and longer term development,
with both publlc and private sectors available to play a part.
The rates p37F le on the Dnyo sed zone in 1982/83 are £226,600 -
not exceptional for an area of this size and type.

I hope an early announcement can be made, prenumale as part of
a package covering all four countries. I see however from
IMichael Heseltine's letter of 2 November that ideas are being
canvassed for additional allocations in MnL]anﬁ beyond those
in the 27 July announcement, and extensions of existing ZOnes.

The Rt Hon Sir GuoerOy Howe QC MP
Chancellor of the Exchequer
Treasury

Parliament Street

LONDON SWA1P 3AG
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plan for two adaitional z
corresponding increase in
coverage in W 5 beyond the existing Swansea and the proposed
Flint zones Local thorities in Wales wit 1successiul
claims t"zulr:, [ beli therwise have cause complaint
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I am sending vies letter to the Prime Minister
members of E Comm X: zorge Younger and John Nott.
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The Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe QC

Chancellor of the Exchequer

HM Treasury

Parliament Street

LONDON

SW1P 3HE {©C November 1982

&.{&4’ ‘{U"‘;f;;f"f‘ig 3

I am grateful to MichaglfHeseltine for sending me a copy of his
letter to you of 2 No¥ember about the bids in England for next
round of Enterprise Zones.

The response in Scotland has been even more enthusiastic than I
had expected and I have had 25 applications for the one zone on
offer. —smg— .

I would like the new zone to be in the east of Scotland and well
clear of competition with Clydebank and have theréfore decided

to establish a Tayside zone, with sites at Dundee and Arbroath.
This would be subject To Iurther consulvations with the local ™
authorities about their cooperating in a combined zone on separate
sites. This has considerable political advantages compared with
concentrating solely on sites in Dundee. I hope it will be
possible to make the Scottish announcement in parallel with
Michael Heseltine's announcement, which I now understand is
scheduled for Monday 15 November.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, to the members
of E Committee,and to Nicholas Edwards and Jochn Nott.

U
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The Rt Hon Michael Heseltine MP

Secretary of State A@baq{u
Department of the Environment

2 Marsham Street

LONDON SW1 _ 9 November 1982
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ADDITIONAL ENTERPRISE ZONES

Thank y 4 for sending me a copy of your letter to Geoffrey Howe
of 2 Ngvember about your choice of new Enterprise Zones (EZs).

4
As you know, I expressed reservations about your original
proposal to establish further Enterprise Zones (my letter of
28 April 1982). My concern was that although some of the
existing zones had had a good psychological impact locally, there
was as yet little concrete evidence that the benefits of the REZs
were commensurate with their costs. Since then, of course, we
have received the draft Year Two Report of the EZ monitoring
study which has uncovered no concrete evidence of EZs having
produced any net gain at a national level and little evidence of
net gains at local level. The other important point to emerge
from that study is the extent of public expenditure required for
infrastructure and site preparation in the EZs, which was not of
course taken into account in estimating the cost of the original
EZ package. In the light of all this I remain concerned zbout
the value of creating more EZs in England than the seven we
originally agreed in July, and the possible extensiocns of
existing zones. I might add that I find it nard to fit the
extension of the Speke zones into any of the normal criteria for
EZs.

If the proposed increase does g0 ahead I have to say that I am
very surprised that your list includes no sites in the Northern
egion. I find it difficult to see how wWe Gould derend this,

bearing in mind that the Northern Region has the highest
unemployment rate in Great Britain. I fully accept that at
present Northern Region has the greatest share of EZs in terms
of total area covered. However, people do not generally see
the position in those terms, but in terms of the number of
zones in each Region. And on the basis of your proposals the
score would add up to four EZs fo

for Yorkshire and Humberside and




for Northern Region. This surely cannot be right. Furthermore,
I cannot see how establishing an EZ in Middlesbrough, the
strongest case on grounds of need in Northern Region, could
really damage the prospects of existing EZs in the Region. How
can we justify ignoring a candidate 1like this whose unemployment
rate is currently 20.1% (Teesside travel to work area) and yet
include in the list Welllngborouvh with unemployment at 14.4%
and North East Derbyshire where the rate for the local
(Chesterfield) TTWA is 14.5%? I do feel that you should drop
the two latter sites and include a candidate from Northern

Region instead.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of E
Committee, George Younger, Nicholas Edwards and John Nott.

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







