PRIME MINISTER

HAMPTON COURT PALACE

you should be aware of proposals
circulated to H Committee about the Future

Hampton Court Palace.

The Environment Secretary is proposing a feasibility

study of the possibility of leasing parts of the Palace to

private companies.

If the full study now proposed goes ahead, and confirms
the feasibility of the project, legislation would be

required to allow the Secretary of State to grant leases

The Lord President is worried about how proposals along
these lines might be received by Parliament and the public:
there could be accusations that the Government was selling
the national heritage for gain, as well as worries about
continued public access to the Palace. Lord Whitelaw
therefore believes that the proposals should be considered
collectively

But he would not wish to go against the majority

of H Committee ( Who would pe prepared to let the proposal go

through), unless you felt that his worries had substance.

Agree with Lord Whitelaw that the proposals for Hampton
Court should be considered collectively before any

announcement is made?

N
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31 July 1984




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

1 August 1984

HAMPTON COURT PALACE

The Prime Minister has seen copies of the correspondence
circulated to members of H Committee about the possibility of
leasing parts of Hampton Court Palace to private companies.

The Prime Minister shares the Lord President's concern
about the possible public and Parliamentary reaction to these
proposals. She wonders whether the granting of leases might not
more appropriately be dealt with by some agency which has
extensive experience of dealing with crown property, and is also
perceived to be independent of the Government. The Crown Estates
Commissioners, the Duchy of Lancaster, and the Duchy of Cornwall
are examples of such bodies.

In view of the potential controversy which these proposals
could generate, the Prime Minister takes the view that they
should be discussed by colleagues collectively before any
announcement is made.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private
Secretaries to the members of H Committee, David Peretz (H.M.
Treasury), Henry Steel (Attorney General's Office) and
Richard Hatfield (Cabinet Office).

DAVID BARCLAY

Miss Janet Lewis-Jones,
Lord President's Office




CONFIDENTIAL

Privy CouncIiL OFFICE

WHITEHALL. LONDON SWIA 2AT

2 August 1984
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HAMPTON COURT PALACE

Thank you for your letter of 26 July. You will also have seen
the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's letter of 30 July
and that from the Prime Minister's Private Secretary of 1 August.

In the circumstances I think that we should now have a discussion
in H Committee and I should be grateful if, in due course, you
would circulate a memorandum (this will be easier for the Committee
than having to refer to the several items of correspondence).

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, members
of H Committee, the Attorney General and Sir Robert Armstrong.

o
o

The Rt Hon Patrick Jenkin MP

CONFIDENTIAL







30 July 1984
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HAMPTON COQRT PALACE

Patrick Jenkin copied to me his letter of 26 July.

As there is a reference to the fact that "no member of H Committee
had commented" may I say that I refrained from commenting because you
had proposed that the matter should be brought to the Committee.

But if it is not brought to the Committee may I say that experience
in the kind of neighbourhood in which I live indicates the very
serious problems to which a proposal of this kind could give rise.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister, members of
H Committee, the Attorney General, and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

bl

COCKFIELD -~

The Rt Hon Viscount Whitelaw CH MC
Lord President of the Council
Privy Council Office

London SW1

CONFIDENTIAL
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am copying this t to the ime Minister
COmmittee, the A ney Gene: Sir Robe

JENKIN







NOTE FOR THE RECORD

HAMPTON COURT PALACE

I spoke to Janet Lewis-Jones, Lord President's Office,
about the attached papers. Lord Whitelaw is uneasy about the
proposal to lease parts of Hampton Court Palace to companies
and is arranging for a discussion in H Committee. He thinks
that the Prime Minister ought to be aware of this proposal and

with this in mind I agreed with Miss Lewis-Jones that the

Prime Minister might be shown a copy of the H paper which

eventually emerges.

I should be grateful if Confidential Filing could draw
this to Mr. Barclay's attention.

2 May 1984




CONFIDENTIAL

Privy CouNcIL OFFICE

WHITEHALL, LONDON SWIA 2AT

1 May 1984

HAMPTON COURT PALACE

Thank you for your letter of 6 April in which you propose that
you should announce that there is to be a detailed study of

the feasibility of leasing parts of Hampton Court Palace to
companies.

I am surprised that no member of H Committee has commented on

your proposals, because I must say that I personally have consider-
able reservations about them. I believe we ought to think most
carefully before proceeding in this very difficult area, and

that it would be wise to discuss the issues at a meeting of

the Committee and to give the Prime Minister an opportunity

to consider the matter herself.

My initial reaction is that the most desirable course would

be to transfer the apartments to the Crown Estate Commissioners,

but I note what you say about the legal difficulties involved,

and think it would be helpful to have the Attorney General's

views on them. I would be grateful if you could consult the
Attorney General and bring this matter to a meeting of the Committee
in due course.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, the

Chancellor of the Exchequer, members of H Committee, the Attorney
General and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

The Rt Hon Patrick Jenkin MP

CONFIDENTIAL
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2 MARSHAM STREET
LONDON SWIP 3EB

01-212 3434

My rel:

Your ref:

G april 1984

My Department is responsible for the management and maintenance
of the Royal Palaces, including Hampton Court Palace. The

State Apartments and some other parts of the Palace are,

of course, open to the public. The Palace has also been
extensively used for Grace and Favour residences, eg for
retired senior service officers, diplomats and their widows

and so on. However, in a historic Palace of this kind, it

is increasingly difficult and expensive to provide suitable
accommodation to modern standards. The Royal Household are
therefore phasing out Grace and Favour tenancies as the present
tenants die or leave, leaving substantial parts of the Palace
unoccupied. Some parts have been empty for decades and have
fallen increasingly into a state of disrepair which requires
major expenditure both to restore and to bring up to modern
standards.

The Royal Household and my officials have been giving
considerable thought to the best ways of using this spare
accommodation and ensuring that the Palace does not fall
into an increasingly worse state of disrepair. It has been
possible to allow parts of the Tudor Palace to be used for
the purposes of various conservation bodies and there may
be scope for limited extensions of this kind. However, such
bodies are always short of resources and it has therefore
been necessary to let them in, too, on a Grace and Favour
basis, with restoration and maintenance tO basic standards
still being borne on my Department's Vote.

More recently, the Privy Purse has suggested that we might
consider a different use for the empty apartments around
Fountain Court, in the Wren part of the Palace, where most

of the more orthodox Grace and Favour tenancies have previously
peen concentrated. They suggest that these might be leased

to British companies of national stature, for use as "company
flats". They thought that the location and kudos of Hampton
Court Palace might well be sufficiently attractive to encourage
such companies to take on apartments, essentially for residential
use (though this need not rule out occasional small meetings,
for which Hampton Court Palace 1is convenient to Heathrow)

and to bear the cost of renovation (which could run well

into 6 figures for each apartment) themselves.

lowing the endorsement of this concept by Her Majesty
Queen and by Michael Heseltine, & confidential study
undertaken for us in 1982 by Chestertons, who concluded
t "from a preliminary inspection, there is a good chance
t the proposals are likely to be a viable proposition",
"undoubtedly there will be problems, particularly

rtical and horizontal access, car parking etc". They
that it would not be possible to make
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concluded, however,




further progress with a detailed study without that becoming
publicly known. They have, however, recently told us that
"+he market conditions for the type of accommodation that
would be produced by the conversion ..... has significantly
improved" since 1982. They are therefore "even more confident
_ .. that the exercice .... would be not only economically
viable, but should yield significant financial benefits.”

Before proceeding further, however, it was necessary to clarify
the legal situation, which raises a number of difficulties.

My statutory responsibilities relate solely to the management
and maintenance of the Palace. I have no rights in the land
ané therefore no powers to enter into a lease. 1 could perhaps
contemplate licensing companies to use the accommodation,

but it is very doubtful whether this would provide adequate
security to encourage them to commit the substantial investment
involved. Her Majesty The Queen does have powers to enter

into a lease but, under antiquated legislation, this would

be limited to 31 years or to a term of years determinable

upon one, two Or three lives. Again, nelther would provide
adequate security.

We have also investigated the possibility of transferring
individual apartments to the Crown Estate Commissioners,

who could then lease them under their existing powers. The
position is clouded in legal obscurity, but we now have Counsel's
Opinion that the existing legislation would not enable such

a2 transfer to be made.

1f the project is to proceed, legislation would therefore

be necessary. In my view, this is highly desirable. If the
feasibility of the proposal is confirmed by further study.

we should be able to ensure that this historic Palace is

fully used in an appropriate way, without imposing & heavy
burden on the taxpayer to restore and maintain the apartments.
There is, of course, a risk - perhaps a high one - that the
Opposition would represent this as a policy of "privatising

the heritage", but I am sure we could reply that it is precisely
the opposite - it would represent a major contribution by

the private sector toO restoring and preserving the heritage.

I would, however, envisage that safeguards should be included

in the legislation. In particular, I think it should ensure

+hat the accommodation continues to be restricted to residential
use (though I would not see this ruling out in practice the

sort of small, high level meetings I have mentioned). Such

a lease would not, of course, affect the Crown's ownership

of Hampton Court Palace; nor my Department's responsibility
for managing it.

the desirability of legislation is agreed, a decision

also needed on whether it should empower the Secretary

gtate to lease directly, or whether it should seek to

amend the law to enable individual apartments toO be transferred
the Crown Estate Commissioners. While the latter would
+he orthodox way of dealing with surplus Crown property,

do not think it is appropriate to the present case. First,

ere would be considerable legal and practical ccmplications
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CONFIDENTIAL

in empowering the Crown Estate Commissioners to lease individual
apartments within a building which it was my Department's
responsibility to maintain and where other apartments continuead
to be leaseé, perhaps to the end of the century or beyond,

to remaininc Grace and Favour resicdents. Secconcly, Hampton

Court Palace is a "working and living village", 1in which

there are already complicated inter-relationships between
various parts of the Royal Household and of my Department,

as well as the important, though declining, numbers of Grace

and Favour residents. It wouléd add an unnecessary and undesirable
complication to bring the Crown Estate Commissioners into

that picture. I understand this is acceptable both to the
Commissioners and to the Privy Purse.

therefore see the agreement of colleagues that:

a. legislation to enable us to proceed with this
proposition is desirable;

b. the legislation should empower the Secretary of
State for the Environment to lease individual apartments
at Hampton Court Palace, subject to their continuing

to be used only for residential purposes and with other
appropriate safeguards.

If colleagues agree, I will seek a place in the programme
at an appropriate time. Meanwhile, I would envisage a joint
announcement by the Royal Household and my Department, to
enable a full feasibility study to be undertaken. At that

stage, 1 do not think we need draw attention to the need
for legislation.

I am copying this letter to the Chancellor and Members of
H Committee.

Wi elE . 1o
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PATRICK JENKIN




