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sorry not to have replied before now to your letter of 27
March to Norman Tebbit about US extraterritorial jurisdiction,
COCOM and related matters. I wanted to reply personally but have
been away in North America during which I had useful discussions
with the US Administration on these problems.

You were able to give these matters an airing in your Ad journment
Debate on 13 April and on that occasion I was able to reply to
most of the points in your letter. I have written to you
separately today about Plasma Technology (UK) Limited about which
you addressed another letter to Norman Tebbith on 27 Mapchoand
which I did not have time to deal with in the House on 13 April.

You suggest that it was at the instigation of US officials that
HM Customs and Excise asked for computers to be removed from the
Duty Free Shop at Heathrow Airport. I can assure you that this
is not the case.

The facts are that all computers require a licence before they
can be exported. It is clearly impossible for HM Customs to
enforce an export control when the goods in question are on the
"air side" of Customs control: and Customs asked the company to
move. I understand that they were quite content to do so and are
in fact doing substantial business from their new location. As
will be clear from what I said in the House on 13 April we do not
agree that it is necessary to control the export of a number of
lower powered computers, some of which are no doubt available at
Heathrow. But the present position is - and this will remain the
position until there is agreement to change it - that the export
of these computers is controlled not only by agreement among our
COCOM partners but also as a matter of UK law. I am sure that
you would agree that the law must be properly enforced.

I understand that Geoffrey Pattie has written to you to make it
clear that the investigations which he put in hand have shown
that there is no basis for your suggestion that US officials
within the Ministry of Defence were providing information on UK
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based computer leasing companies to the US authorities. John Lee
repeated this in answer to your Parliamentary Qqestion_qn 30
April. = R

YSur_allegations about the involvement of the CIA are also
unsubstantiated. Mp William Casey, the Director of the GIA, made
a public speech in California on 4 April in which he said "We
have identified some 300 firms operating from more than 30 count-
ries engaged in ... diversion schemes ... most diversions occur
by way of Western Europe, which is why we have made such a strong
effort to enlist the help of our European allies 1in combatting
illegaltnade activities". We ourselves become aware from time
to time of British firms engaged in such illegal exports, and
when we have evidence that the goods which they are engaged in
diverting have come from the United States, it is only right and
proper that we should liaise with our opposite numbers in Wash-

ington - the Department of Commerce or the US Customs. We would
of course take strong exception if the Americans used information
which we had given them privately to mount a campaign claiming

| that the activities of British companies had damaged the Alliance

las a whole. But 'that. is not the case here: British companies
' were not singled out for adverse comment and Mr Casey stressed
the importance the US Administration attached to cooperation wjjf-)

\the United States' European allies.
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